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AMSA Submission on the draft Australian Research Council FAIR Data Policy (2026.1). 

Introduction and summary 

The Australian Marine Sciences Association Inc. (AMSA) welcomes the opportunity to provide 
comment on the draft FAIR Data Policy (2026.1) being developed by the Australian Research Council 
(ARC), henceforth called ‘the policy’. 

The AMSA is Australia’s largest professional association of marine scientists, with over 750 members 
across research agencies, universities, Indigenous organisations, museums, government departments, 
and industry. For over 60 years, AMSA has provided science-based advice on marine issues and 
contributed to national marine policy.  

Overall, AMSA supports the development of the FAIR Data Policy for the ARC, with improvements to 
the policy suggested below. We also point to a recent publication by the National Marine Science 
Committee that provides recommendations about data accessibility and infrastructure that are 
tailored to the marine science community (Moltmann et al 2026). 
 
 
Substantive points 

1. Tension between FAIR and Open. The policy's own citation (Wilkinson et al. 2016) is explicit that FAIR 
is not synonymous with Open, yet DMP requirement 5 in section 4.2 asks for "an appropriate open 
access data repository," while the same section acknowledges data access can range from "highly 
restricted... to fully open access." As written, item 5 reads as though all data must ultimately sit in an 
open-access repository regardless of sensitivity, which contradicts the access-level assessment 
required elsewhere in the same section. We suggest rewording to something like "a repository that 
supports FAIR principles and appropriate access controls," with the degree of openness governed 
separately by the risk/sensitivity assessment in item 6. The policy also gives applicants no guidance 
on what an "appropriate" repository looks like in practice. Australia already has domain-accredited 
infrastructure that could be referenced as a model or explicitly named as acceptable. For example, the 
Australian Ocean Data Network (AODN) is an accredited IODE National Oceanographic Data Centre 
that already operationalises FAIR and CARE for national marine and climate data. Pointing applicants 
toward existing accredited domain repositories, rather than leaving "appropriate" undefined, would 
reduce ambiguity and duplication of infrastructure. 

2. Gaps in the metadata and PID model. Section 6 defines a Research Organization Registry ID (ROR 
ID), but the section 4.3 metadata requirements list never actually requires it, an inconsistency between 
the definitions and the operative requirements. The metadata list also has no field for discipline or 
subject classification (e.g. Fields of Research codes) or keywords, both of which standard metadata 
schemas such as DataCite and Crossref treat as core to findability, and both of which materially affect 
whether a dataset can actually be discovered through disciplinary search infrastructure. Consider 
integrating suitable metadata infrastructure to the Policy, such as that from the AODN built on the 
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ISO 19115-3:2018 geospatial metadata standard with managed controlled vocabularies, is a working 
domestic example of the kind of discipline-specific classification and vocabulary support this policy's 
generic metadata list currently lacks. 

3. No requirement for machine-readable data formats. Section 4.2 item 3 asks projects to address "the 
interoperability of all data collected and shared," but the policy never specifies that deposited data 
itself should be in an machine-readable format. As written, a project could satisfy the letter of the 
requirement by depositing a zip archive or software-native files, which is downloadable but not 
machine-readable or interoperable in any meaningful sense. We suggest the policy explicitly state a 
preference for open, non-proprietary, machine-readable formats (e.g. CSV, NetCDF, Parquet, rather 
than zipped bundles of raw instrument or software-specific files), with proprietary formats retained 
only as a supplementary output alongside a machine-readable version. 

4. No guidance on machine-actionable DMPs. As drafted, the DMP itself is a free-text document rather 
than a structured, machine-readable artefact. Comparable funders (Horizon Europe, NIH, ARDC) are 
moving toward the RDA maDMP standard so that DMPs themselves become FAIR objects rather than 
static compliance paperwork. Even a recommendation to use an existing DMP tool that outputs 
machine-actionable plans (e.g. the ARDC's DMP Tool) would strengthen this. Seems like of missed 
opportunity to uplift DMPs. 

5. Software and code are defined into scope but not addressed. The Research Data definition explicitly 
includes "analysis code and workflows," but the only licensing guidance given (item 8 in 4.2, Creative 
Commons CC BY) is designed for datasets, not software. Code needs an established open-source 
license family (e.g. MIT, Apache 2.0, GPL) and a different repository/PID practice, typically a version-
controlled repository (e.g. GitHub or GitLab) archived via a service like Zenodo to mint a DOI at each 
release. Given how central analysis pipelines and workflows now are to reproducibility, this is a 
meaningful gap rather than a minor one. 

6. No retention period or ongoing compliance mechanism. The policy requires a DMP at award and a 
data output report at project completion, but multi-year projects in between must be addressed, as 
well as a stated minimum retention period for data after project completion. Comparable research-
integrity frameworks commonly specify a minimum of five years, while some institutions are moving 
toward underwriting retention in perpetuity. There is also no described mechanism, such as spot-
checks or audits, for verifying that an Administering Organisation's certification of DMP compliance at 
award actually reflects practice by project end. 

7. Section 4.4's trigger condition may be too narrow. Section 4.4 applies "for research with, by or for 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples and knowledge." Marine and environmental research 
datasets may have Indigenous cultural sensitivity, such as sea country boundaries or culturally 
significant species and sites, without the project itself being formally "with, by or for" Traditional 
Owners in a way that clearly triggers 4.4. The policy currently gives no guidance for researchers to self-
assess whether a project falls under 4.4 (full CARE/Indigenous Data Sovereignty obligations) versus 
simply flagging a 4.5 "cultural" sensitivity item, despite these sections covering overlapping ground. A 
short decision-guidance note bridging 4.4 and 4.5 would reduce inconsistent self-assessment across 
disciplines. 

8. No exceptions or appeals pathway. Section 4.5 lists risks to endangered species or threatened 
archaeological remains as sensitivity categories, but the policy only describes mediated or access-
controlled sharing, not indefinite or permanent restriction. In practice, researchers sometimes have 
strong grounds (poaching risk to threatened species locations, protection of sensitive archaeological 



  
 
  
 
 
or biosecurity-relevant sites) for withholding location data from any public metadata record altogether, 
not just gating access to it. A defined exception or appeals process would give researchers and 
Administering Organisations a legitimate pathway for these cases rather than leaving it to ad hoc 
interpretation. 

9. No costing guidance. The policy should explicitly state that data management costs (repository 
fees, DOI minting, curation effort, long-term storage) can or should be included in grant budgets. 
Funders that treat FAIR compliance seriously, such as UKRI, state this explicitly. Without it, the DMP 
and metadata requirements risk becoming an unfunded mandate layered on top of existing research 
budgets. 

Minor Drafting errors 

1. The numbered list in section 4.3 (Metadata requirements) runs 5 to 14 instead of 1 to 10. This 
appears to be a copy-paste artefact carried over from the numbered DMP list in 4.2, and as written it 
implies items 1 to 4 exist elsewhere in the section. This should be renumbered for clarity. 

2. "FAIR" is used throughout the policy, including in the title, while defined in section 1, should it not 
be defined in section 6 (Definitions). By contrast, CARE, Indigenous Data Sovereignty, and related terms 
are defined. Given this is the policy's namesake concept, a short definition (Findable, Accessible, 
Interoperable, Reusable, with a one-line gloss of each) would improve accessibility for readers 
unfamiliar with the framework. 

 

We'd be happy to discuss any of these points further. 

 

Dr Paula Cartwright 

 

 

President, AMSA 
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