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Abstract—This paper presents a comprehensive
overview of the status and opportunities for wave energy
in Australia, drawing on a national report completed
in 2024. As the country with the largest wave energy
resource in the world, Australia has an important role in
the development of a global wave energy industry. This
paper reviews the international and domestic landscape,
Australia’s resource and market opportunities, as well
as the industry, social and environmental context for an
Australian wave energy industry. Based on these findings,
a series of actions are recommended to catalyse the growth
of an Australian industry, and make the most of the
natural advantages the country is endowed with.
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ergy

I. INTRODUCTION

N September 2024, the report ‘Ocean Wave Energy

in Australia’ was released by the Blue Economy
CRC [1]. This report aimed to summarise the state
of the wave energy industry in Australia, critically
examine the opportunities which exist and provide
recommendations for action. A part of the goal of
the report is to bring wave energy in Australia into
consideration in contexts where it has been excluded
to date, including energy system planning, coastal
protection and national environmental studies. As part
of promoting and publicising this report, a summary
of the report is presented here, with a focus on the
Australian aspects, suitable for the EWTEC forum. It is
hoped that publicising the report at EWTEC may lead
to increased awareness of the opportunities that exist
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in Australia, encourage other nations which lag world
leaders to take similar action, and foment discussion of
how to continue to promote and foster the Australian
wave energy industry.

The report aims to synthesise the best available
information and drive further investment and research
by:

o Summarising the national and international wave

energy landscapes;

o Reviewing and presenting the national wave en-

ergy resource;

« Identifying key applications and market opportu-

nities for wave energy;

« Discussing employment and industry aspects; and

o Evaluating the environmental, planning, social

and cultural context for wave energy in Australia.

II. INTERNATIONAL TRENDS AND AUSTRALIA’S
POSITION

The modern history of wave energy research can be
traced back to the oil crisis of 1973, which ignited a
search for other forms of energy. Many fundamental
discoveries were made in the 1970s and 1980s. Europe
has traditionally been the leader in wave energy, but
developers and test sites now exist around the world.
Australia commenced wave energy research and devel-
opment relatively late, but is blessed with the world’s
largest wave energy resource, and has seen several
notable projects, including:

o Carnegie Clean Energy’s (CCE) deployment of
three grid-connected CETO 5 Wave Energy Con-
verters (WECs) off Garden Island, Western Aus-
tralia in 2014 [2]. CCE is now progressing deploy-
ment of CETO 6 in Europe.

o Wave Swell Energy deployed a grid-connected
UniWave 200 Oscillating Water Column (OWC) off
King Island in Tasmania for two years, commenc-
ing in 2021. Performance is reported in [3].

e An M4 demonstrator was deployed in King
George Sound, Albany, Western Australia in sum-
mer 2024-2025 [4].

Australia also has many universities active in wave
energy research, with the Commonwealth Scientific
and Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO) also
prominent. These organisations can support industry
in the pre-commercial stages of technology develop-
ment and testing through research infrastructure such
as wave tanks and wave basins. Currently, there are no
national grid-connected open-sea test centres for wave
energy in Australia.
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Fig. 1. Notable Australian deployments: Wave Swell Energy Uni-
Wave 200 (left); Carnegie Clean Energy CETO 5 array (right).

The International Energy Agency’s (IEA) Technology
Collaboration Programme for Ocean Energy roadmap
[5] calls for deploying 180 GW of wave energy gener-
ation capacity worldwide by 2050. Together with 120
GW of tidal energy, achieving this target would deliver
680,000 jobs, USD 340 billion Gross Value Added and
a 500 million tonne reduction in carbon emissions
worldwide. Activity may be dominated by 20 or fewer
countries driving this new industry. Australia is not
presently playing a large enough role to be one of these
major players.

Around the world, international jurisdictions have
strong and specific targets for wave energy. For ex-
ample, the EU has a dedicated Strategy on Offshore
Renewable Energy, and is targeting 100 MW of ocean
energy by 2027, 1 GW by 2030 and 40 GW by 2050.

Australia, on the other hand, does not have national
policies or targets concerning ocean energy. The Gov-
ernment’s goal is to reduce emissions to 43% below
2005 levels by 2030, by generating 82% of the national
electricity supply from renewables by this date, and
ultimately reach net zero by 2050. In service of this
goal, the Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO)
expects to triple the 2024 capacity of variable renewable
generation by 2030, and increase it six-fold by 2050 [6].
Achieving these targets will require a strategic focus
on diversifying the renewable energy portfolio.

The 2023 Energy Policy Review by the IEA [7] sug-
gests that Austalia’s current trajectory is inconsistent
with these targets. The IEA recommends increasing in-
vestment in diverse renewable technologies, develop-
ment of a green industrial strategy and strengthening
public funding of RD&D, which currently is only half
the IEA average.

Current government plans and policies include the
AUD 23 billion Powering Australia plan and the Future
Made in Australia policy. Neither of these currently
mention wave energy. The Australian Renewable En-
ergy Agency (ARENA) has invested AUD 2.25 billion
in grants to renewable energy since 2012. A breakdown
of funding for ocean energy projects funded (which in-
clude those in Fig. 1) is given in Fig. 2 below. Australia
is currently drafting a Sustainable Ocean Plan to guide
Australia’s future ocean management. This important
task will influence the domestic blue economy, worth
AUD 118 billion per year. The Blue Economy Co-
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operative Resarch Centre (CRC) was funded in 2019
with a 10-year term and more than AUD 300 million
in support. It has funded key projects including the M4
Wave Energy demonstrator.
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Fig. 2. ARENA funding for wave energy in Australia 2012-2021.

III. AUSTRALIAN OCEAN WAVE RESOURCE

Australia has the world’s largest wave energy re-
source, with the energy delivered to the coast by
waves more than ten times as large as current annual
electricity generation nationwide. The most compre-
hensive study of the Australian resource to date is the
Australian Wave Energy Atlas [8]. This study covers
the period 1979-2010 using hindcast modelling. As
shown in Fig. 3, wave power levels of 20-60 kW/m
are common along the south coast of Australia. These
waves are relatively long, with energy periods of typ-
ically 11 seconds. The east coast has generally lower,
but still useful, power levels, associated with shorter
waves (energy periods 7-8 seconds). The north coast is
generally not suitable for wave energy developments.
Australia has recently passed the Offshore Electricity
Infrastructure Act 2021, and declared its first Offshore
Wind Zones. These areas are on the south and east
coasts, and hence typically co-located with moderate
to substantial wave energy resources (10-50 kW/m,
depending on location).

mean wave energy|flux (KW m™1)

1 5 10115 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80

Fig. 3. Australian national wave energy resource (from [8]).

In Table I, the resource is divided into state portions,
and compared to each state’s electricity generation
(2022 figures). For each region there is more wave
energy available than electricity generated.
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TABLE I
ANNUAL MEAN WAVE ENERGY FLUX ACROSS GIVEN
DEPTH CONTOURS (TWH/YR) FOR EACH STATE,
COMPARED TO ELECTRICITY GENERATION (TWH/YR).

50-m Electricity

Region cjr?’;gzlr contour generation
(2022)
Western Australia 754 1156 448
South Australia 385 631 14.8
Victoria 158 184 54.5
Tasmania 272 333 109
New South Wales 79 79 73.2
Queensland 140 237 69.6
Northern Territory 17 18 5.3

In addition to the size of the raw resource, tempo-
ral variability is important. Australia’s wave energy
resource on the south coast has low variability by inter-
national standards, with mean monthly energy flux in
winter being less than twice the mean monthly energy
flux in the less energetic summer months. Furthermore,
days with very little wave energy (wave heights < 1m)
are extremely rare, and extremes are relatively benign
compared to the North Atlantic, for example.

However, there is uncertainty in estimates of ex-
tremes, due to a lack of long wave data records [9]. This
deficit cannot easily be made up with existing models,
which may not predict historical extremes well [8].

There are also seasonal and inter-annual oscillations
in the wave climate. The El Nino Southern Oscillation
(ENSO) has many effects across Australia. ENSO has
been shown to influence wave climate on both the east
and south coasts due to changes in wave direction
[10], [11] and to also affect storm frequency on the
former. The Southern Annular Mode (SAM) affects
wave heights and direction on the south coast [12]. In
future, climate change is expected to lead to increases
in wave period along the south coast and wave direc-
tions becoming more southerly [13], for example.

IV. MARKET OPPORTUNITIES, APPLICATIONS AND
INTEGRATION

A. The value of dispatchability

Wave energy can cost-effectively support solar and
wind energy resources to improve power supply relia-
bility. Wave energy can help to overcome the intermit-
tency inherent in solar and wind energy—which can
manifest as wind or solar droughts [14]. Wave energy
can also help with variability—i.e. predictable changes,
such as seasonality. Intermittency and variability may
be managed using energy storage, so that the value of
wave energy is closely connected to costs of storage.

In the report, the term dispatchability is used, where
dispatchability is the ability to supply power whenever
needed up to a power demand limit set by the electric-
ity purchaser or a power generation limit set by the
electricity supplier. A related concept is the dispatch
threshold, which is the maximum power that can be
guaranteed divided by the average power generated
[15]. This concept is closely linked to that of ‘Plant
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Availability’, used by AEMO to describe the power
output of scheduled and semi-scheduled generators.

Using methods described in [15], along with pro-
jected costs from [16], [17], wave data from [8] at the
location of Carpenter Rocks, South Australia and a
power matrix from Wave Swell Energy, 2050 CAPEX
values for hybrid power systems (per MW) were de-
termined as a function of the required dispatch thresh-
old (Fig. 4). It is clear that the cheapest solutions at
higher dispatchabilty involve wave energy, and that
the CAPEX saving is very significant. This result is due
to the persistence of wave energy across time, as well
as its high complementarity with solar on a seasonal
basis. These results are similar to those of the EVOLVE
study [18].
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Fig. 4. CAPEX 2050 estimates per MW average power, for a

range of hybrid renewable energy resources to achieve dispatch
thresholds up to 0.7. Location Carpenter Rocks, SA. The CAPEX for
dispatchabilities of zero reflect the cost of the generators rather than
energy storage, except for solar arrays where some energy storage
is included to allow for the diurnal average.

Australia’s National Electricity Market (NEM) will
require significant dispatchable capacity in future. The
Integrated System Plan [6] suggests that the NEM is
providing a dispatch threshold of 0.8 at present, falling
to 0.7 in 2030 and 0.6 in 2050. This gap is indicated by
the ‘A’ in Fig. 5, which suggests a market for wave
energy. Further, the projected storage component of
dispatchable capacity will reach almost 50 GW by 2050,
indicated by the ‘B’ in Fig. 5. Wave energy could reduce
the size, and hence cost, of this requirement.

B. Wave energy for coastal protection

Australia has an immense coastline and population
concentrated on the coast. Man-made coastal assets
valued at over AUD 25 billion were assessed as being
at risk in 2022 [19]. Coastal protection is required
to prevent or mitigate wave-induced damage due to
coastal flooding and erosion and other coastal hazards.
Wave energy, uniquely, can serve a dual purpose of
power generation and coastal protection, by removing
energy from the wave field [20]. Traditional coastal
protection involves erecting barriers to wave energy,
and is associated with known impacts [21]. While
including wave energy in such infrastructure (along
the lines of the Mutriku plant [22]) can lead to positive
outcomes, the use of dedicated dual-purpose arrays is
a new opportunity.
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Fig. 5. NEM Average and Dispatchable power Projected to 2050. ©
AEMO [6]. Reproduced with the permission of AEMO. The orange
line - average capacity, black line - dispatchable capacity, and ‘A’ and
‘B’ were added to the original figure.

Hence, a nine-step procedure is recommended for
asessing and designing such dual-purpose wave en-
ergy arrays in Australia. In practice, such a procedure
will need to involve iteration—for example, commu-
nity engagement according to the guidance in Section
VI would occur throughout a project.

1) Measure oceanographic and geomorphological
data: this data is required across time, to un-
derstand the many timescales and processes in-
volved. Wave conditions associated with erosion
(or other impacts) should be identified.

2) Calculate desired WEC operating parameters: key
points are WEC natural frequency and damping
when operating, as well as effect on the wave
field when turned off.

3) Select preferred class of WEC: first the preferred
class of WEC [20], then the preferrred technology
type, should be selected based on local factors
such as water depth, wave climate, etc.

4) Optimise array layout: it is overall array effects
which will influence the coast, and the layout
can affect WEC interactions and hence coastal
protection [23].

5) Produce engineering-costing relations: costs of
key components and processes including fabrica-
tion, installation, etc. need to be determined.

6) Produce finance-costing relations: the cost of fi-
nancing must be added to the engineering cost.

7) Produce revenue relations: it is necessary to un-
derstand how much revenue the array could
generate, and the interaction between generation
and desired coastal protection outcomes.

8) Determine community benefits: these include
property values and insurance costs, changes to
tourism, etc.

9) Empower community decision making: the ulti-
mate decisions on the shape of any project should
be taken by the community.
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C. Co-location opportunities

1) Offshore wind: Australia commenced awarding
feasibility licences for offshore wind in 2024. As noted
above, these licence areas coincide with high to moder-
ate wave energy flux. A study of co-locating wind and
wave energy at 8 locations around Australia examined
the economic potential of one particular hybrid wind-
wave combination (5 MW wind turbine and 4 x 600
kW WECs as a unit) compared to wind alone [24].
It was found that in 7 of 8 cases the LCOE of the
combined system was lower than offshore wind alone.

2) Aquaculture and fisheries: A recent estimate val-
ued Australian fisheries and aquaculture production at
AUD 3.48 billion per year [25]. Sea-cage aquaculture
systems require electricity for feed barges, lighting,
ventilation, etc. The Australian aquaculture industry
is planning to expand activities offshore, where diesel
fuel costs more, and wave energy is higher. Under
these circumstances, wave energy already has an LCOE
competitive with diesel [17], with wave expected to
become substantially cheaper in future.

Powering offshore aquaculture could involve co-
locating existing WECs or modifying existing aqua-
culture infrastructure. Benefits of the former approach
were investigated in an Australian concept [26], with
significant savings in CO, and battery capacity fore-
cast. The latter approach has been taken by CCE, in
developing the MoorPower concept to retrofit feed
barges with power take-off units. A reduced-scale
demonstrator (Fig. 6) was successfully tested in 2024.

Fig. 6. The MoorPower demonstrator.

3) Off-grid solutions for remote coastal communities:
Australia has a significant number of remote and island
communities, who use energy at a higher rate, and
higher cost, than the national average. Remote genera-
tion is shown in Fig. 7. Microgrids are appropriate for
these communities, and represent promising nursery
markets for wave energy. Wave Swell Energy’s Uni-
Wave 200 was successfully integrated with the existing
microgrid on King Island in Tasmania.
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Fig. 7. Off-grid power generation in Australia [27]. The shaded red
and orange regions demarcate the SWIS and NEM networks. The
circles represent different remote microgrids.

V. DEVELOPING A WAVE ENERGY INDUSTRY

Almost 90% of Australia’s population lives within
50 km of the coast. However, large distances between
population centres on the coast and the next ma-
jor city still represent logistical challenges for supply
chains. Establishing a wave energy industry will entail
challenges in the supporting industry, workforce and
research capability needed.

At present the Australian Bureau of Statistics tracks
power generation from marine renewable energy, but
not employment. At a national level, most of the
workforce initiatives and targets do not mention wave
energy.

At a state level, Victoria lists wave energy as an
emerging technology which may support its target of
95% emissions reduction (on 2005 levels) by 2035. The
State also has a Clean Energy Workforce Development
Strategy and an existing oil and gas workforce which
may be able to transition to wave energy. Outside
Victoria, a large part of the national offshore oil and
gas expertise resides in Western Australia, where wave
energy currently does not feature in official policies.

Considering supply chains, the three key projects
mentioned in Section II can be considered examples.
The CCE CETO 5 units were largely sourced from
overseas, with both the buoyant actuator hulls and
power take-offs coming from overseas. Installation and
approvals were based locally. For Wave Swell Energy’s
UniWave 200 unit, the concrete and steel gravity struc-
ture was constructed in Launceston and Port of Bell
Bay, Tasmania. The M4 demonstrator was fabricated
locally in Albany (of steel), but the power take-off
imported. All example projects were able to utilise
local workforces to support their offshore deployment
and marine operations. These examples suggest that as
components of wave energy converters become more
specialised (with power take-offs perhaps the most
unique), the challenges of local fabrication increase.

Ports around Australia will be significant in de-
velopment of a wave energy industry. Ports such as
Hastings, Victoria, and Bunbury, Western Australia, are
currently reviewing port infrastructure and readiness
to support offshore wind. Similar capabilities would
help to support wave deployments.
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VI. ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL ASPECTS
A. Environment

As the wave energy industry is at an early stage,
realised environmental impacts are limited and highly
localised. Future expansion requires consideration of
potential environmental impacts and warrants consid-
eration, regulation and management. There have been
limited studies of the environmental impacts of wave
energy in Australia.

Key potential impacts identified are:

1) Physical oceanographic change - including al-

tered wave and current fields;

2) Underwater noise - WEC noise is generally ex-
pected to be lower than other sources, though
noise is currently poorly monitored in Australia
[28];

3) Electromagnetic fields (EMFs) - can be detected
by many types of marine fauna, particularly if
they remain near cables;

4) Collision - both in the water and air;

5) Entrapment - is not possible for most devices;

6) Entanglement - from mooring lines and cables;

7) Habitat displacement - from physical presence, or
noise, EMFs;

8) Habitat impacts - on benthic, pelagic and coastal
habitats; and,

9) Pollution - either released or captured by the
WEC.

These potential impacts are indicated schematically in
Fig. 8. For these impacts, most focus has been on
the operational phase. Impacts may also occur during
installation or decommissioning.

Fig. 8. Conceptual diagram of potential environmental effects of
wave energy converters.

Australia can draw on the global literature in these
areas, though there are no long-term datasets due
to the early stage of technology development. Global
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studies have focussed on impacts on habitat-forming
species and marine mammal megafauna (incl. whales,
dolphins, pinnipeds), as well as fish and seabird inter-
actions [29], [30]. In Australia, consideration also needs
to be given to other species of conservation concern,
such as sharks, rays, penguins and marine reptiles
including sea turtles and sea snakes. Globally there
is little information available for impacts on tropical
or sub-tropical species. These ecosystems have higher
biodiversity and more complex food webs, necessi-
tating additional research and alternative assessment
approaches [31].

Overall, studies to date suggest that small-scale wave
energy projects pose a low risk of environmental im-
pact, provided the site is chosen with due care. Meth-
ods of monitoring, modelling and adaptive manage-
ment should continue to be developed, and cumulative
impacts considered, as the sizes of projects grow.

B. Planning

Australia’s federal system makes it likely that any
wave energy project in Australian waters will involve
multiple jurisdictions. A large project more than 3 nau-
tical miles from shore will fall in Commonwealth wa-
ters, but cross the State (or Territory) controlled coastal
waters further inshore and connect to onshore infras-
tructure in Local Government areas. Planning frame-
works in these jurisdictions fall into sector-specific
and cross-sectional categories, which will need to be
navigated by proponents for approvals and licences.
Key acts at the Commonwealth level are the Offshore
Electricity Infrastructure Act 2021 and the Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.

The planning and regulatory landscape in Australian
waters is complex. Victoria has recently adopted a Ma-
rine Spatial Plan (MSP) [32], which is a good example
of managing the ocean estate. According to the In-
tergovernmental Oceanographic Commission, marine
spatial planing is ‘a public process of analyzing and
allocating the spatial and temporal distribution of hu-
man activities in marine areas to achieve ecological,
economic and social objectives that have been specified
through a political process’. Its use is currently not
widespread in Australia, but research continues [33]
to develop MSP tools for areas of high use where it
may be required. Further simplification, following a
pathway like the combined State and Commonwealth
governance in the Great Barrier Reef Intergovernmen-
tal Agreement 2009 would be of benefit.

C. Ethics and social licence

Ethics is particularly important for wave and re-
newable energy, because some reasons for investing in
wave energy development are based in ethics—i.e. car-
bon mitigation and associated reduction in (unequally
distributed) harms and impacts. Ethical goals to es-
tablish renewable energy pathways may contribute to
social expectations that wave energy projects will be
executed fairly and responsibly. A national consensus
for coastal adaptation will help combine short term
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ethical ‘urgencies” with long-term planning for climate
and other anthropogenic pressures [34].

Seven blue economy ethical principles [35] are rele-
vant to wave energy:

« Environmental Sustainability;

« Stakeholder Participation;

o Fairness;

« Harm Prevention;

« Beneficence;

« Integrity; and

o Place Attachment.
These principles are intrinsic and distinct sources of
ethical value. Hence, though the principles may be
inter-related, it is possible to succeed on some and fail
on others. Further, there may be ethical trade-offs, even
within a single principle. A successful wave energy
industry in Australia will therefore require complex
negotiations between and within stakeholder groups
to avoid ethical risks (many shared with other renew-
ables) that would lead to failing on these principles.

Social Licence to Operate (SLO) refers to community
acceptance of industry operations (especially at a local
level). It is increasingly implied that industry oper-
ations should have such community acceptance [36].
SLO exists on a continuum (see Fig. 9), and industries
aspire to more than mere tolerance.

MI TY SENTIMENT

Ambivalence] Passive Active
i )
/Ignorance | Intolerance Resistance
1

Fig. 9. Social licence to operate and the continuum of community
sentiment.

Offshore renewable energy involves large invest-
ments, complex projects, large-scale infrastructure and
sophisticated technology. These factors can make it
difficult for communities to feel ownership of, or
involvement in, such projects. In Australia, offshore
wind developments have broad overall support, but
some communities have felt excluded from the deci-
sion making progress [37]. As an emerging industry,
wave energy has an opportunity to operate differently,
and for SLO to become a cultural practice bringing
stakeholders and communities together in dialogue to
form lasting relationships [38].

To ensure social acceptance, public consultation and
community engagement are key. There are different
levels of community engagement: Inform - Consult -
Involve - Collaborate - Empower. The first three of
these are fundamental, and will always be required
for wave energy. Greater levels of engagement will be
needed when:

» nearby communities are impacted directly (visu-
ally, by noise, etc.);

« impacts on local ecology may be significant;

« the project is large/commerical in scale/nature; or



WOLGAMOT et al.: OCEAN WAVE ENERGY IN AUSTRALIA

o the development will remain for a long time
(many years).

The timing of consultation and engagement is key—
earlier is better. The engagement should also be trans-
parent and dynamic.

In the Australian context, it will be important to
start with small projects, which offer the opportunity
to build knowledge and trust. A diversity of types of
project may offer better options for future develop-
ments, given diverse environments and communities.
It is important for projects to have trusted research
partners, and for progress to be gradual, so that the
knowledge and trust can keep up.

D. Cultural licence

Indigenous people have lived in Australia for mil-
lenia, developing strong connections to important
places and significant knowledge of land and marine
scapes. From an indigenous perspective, the customary
territory is understood to be continuous and include
submerged offshore landscapes. Hence, the wave en-
ergy sector has the potential to be seen as a new regime
of occupation of customary territories.

Principles which enable conditions under which cul-
tural licence to operate may be granted include:

1) Interacting with Indigenous Peoples as rights
holders, not stakeholders. Indigenous people
have unique knowledge, relationships to neigh-
bours and future generations, perspectives on
partnerships and responsibilities [39], [40].

2) Focussing on partnership pathways which em-
phasise relationships, meaningful consultation,
negotiation and dialogue [41].

3) Adopting the language of the United Nations
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
and its principles of Free Prior and Informed Con-
sent (FPIC) for any development on Indigenous
territory [42].

With these principles in mind, guiding frame-
works for partnership with Indigenous groups can
be adopted. One of these was developed by Wyatt
[43] and consists of Path elements and Collaborative
arrangements. Hunter et al [44] identify seven pillars
specific to cultural partnership pathways in the blue
economy, and note that cultural licence is ongoing and
can be withdrawn.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Australia has the world’s largest national wave en-
ergy resource, and is well-placed to lead in wave
energy. However, Australia is currently not keeping
pace with global progress and therefore not realising
the economic, social and environmental benefits that
wave energy could deliver.

Australia’s resource is not just the largest, but is
highly persistent, and complementary to solar energy,
and therefore has considerable value in the future
energy mix. This value extends to meeting national
targets for decarbonisation and supporting Australia’s
economy. Meanwhile, wave energy may also provide
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coastal protection and offers an opportunity to lead
best practice in environmental impact assessment and
social and cultural engagement.

Australia currently has not devoted the funding to
wave energy needed to become a serious player on the
world stage, but has all the pieces necessary to do so.
Australia has the capacity to lead in this space and the
time for action is now.

The overarching recommendation emerging from
this work is:

Federal and State Governments in Australia should
take a strategic view of the wave energy industry in
order to achieve the maximum national benefit from this
potentially critical national resource.

Several recommendations have emerged from this
work:

1) The Australian Renewable Energy Agency should
fund a study to determine the national benefit of
developing a wave energy industry.

2) The Australian Energy Market Operator’s Inte-
grated System Plan (ISP) should evaluate wave
energy possibilities.

3) Wave energy should be included in the Sustain-
able Ocean Plan and considered alongside other
renewable energy technologies.

4) Projects on different scales and across different
market applications should be funded to validate
wave energy technology and to demonstrate its
national benefits over longer periods.

5) An integrated study to establish national guide-
lines for using wave energy for coastal protection
should be carried out.

6) Baseline data, data sharing across jurisdictions
and collaborations, and community engagement
should be incentivised by federal and State Gov-
ernments as key to the success of wave energy
projects.

7) Validated, high-resolution, long-term analyses of
wave climate should be carried out for the de-
clared offshore wind zones and for strategic wave
energy hot spots.

Encouraging and facilitating action on these rec-
ommendations is an ongoing process, and requires
continued promotion and action by the authors of this
paper and surrounding wave energy community.
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