Science Assessment Task
Ministerial Briefing: Ecosystem Restoration
Big Fish Card Game – Algal Blooms, Nutrient Pollution and Recovery (Tasmania context)

Task overview
You are a science advisory team briefing the Tasmanian Minister for Environment. Using evidence from Big Fish game scenarios you have run in class, you will recommend a restoration package based upon the previously presented scenario. 
What you will submit
A 1–2 page ministerial brief (professional, concise, decision-focused).
An appendix (maximum 1 page) simple diagram mindmap (cause → effect).
Length and format
Suggested length: 400–600 words (excluding appendix).
Use clear headings and short paragraphs; dot points are fine where appropriate.
Year 9 science outcomes assessed (Australian Curriculum v9.0)
Explain, using science ideas, how changes in conditions can affect aquatic.
Play through a test using a model (the Big Fish game) by using different strategies and ideas.
Collect and analyse data, identify patterns and justify conclusions using evidence (Claim–Evidence–Reasoning).
Evaluate restoration options and trade-offs, and communicate advice in a real-world decision-making format (ministerial briefing).
Student instructions
Required evidence
Use evidence from at least TWO Big Fish cards.
State one key limitation of the game.
Produce a cause-effect mindmap.
Your brief must recommend at least one package
Prevention (i.e. reduce nutrient inputs at the source) 
Restoration (i.e. rebuild ecosystem functions with a shellfish reef restoration or seagrass habitat).
Ministerial brief template (use these headings)	
To: Minister for Environment
From: Year ?? Science Advisory Team, [School/Class]
Date: 
Subject: (scenario and solution)
1. Purpose (2–3 lines)
State the decision you want the Minister to make.
2. Problem summary (one paragraph)
Summarise what is happening, why it matters, and why action is needed now.
3. Local context (one paragraph)
Describe the ecosystem, what values are at risk, and who is affected.
4. Evidence of the problem (short paragraph)
What is happening.
5. Options (compare 2–3 options)
Option A: e.g. marine protected area creation, pros/cons.
Option B: e.g. fishing rule updates, pros/cons.
Option C: combined package, pros/cons.
6. Recommendation (one clear choice)
Write one sentence starting with: “That you approve…” Include where, what actions, and timeframe.
7. Timeline (1 sentence)
Phase 1 (0–6 months): e.g. planning.
Phase 2 (6–18 months): e.g. works.
Phase 3 (18–36 months): e.g. assessment.
8. Risks and mitigation (3–5 lines)
List 2–3 risks (e.g., restoration failure or stakeholder conflict) and how to manage them.
9. Evaluation (1 paragraph)
Choose measure to evaluate success, e.g. fish stock improvement or community feedback.
10. Communications (2 lines)
Explain how you would communicate the plan to the public quickly and concisely whilst using plain language.
Appendix (maximum 1 page)

Appendix A: a simple mindmap diagram showing the possible solutions along with positive and negative outcomes (think of it like showing your working out in a math problem).
Submission checklist
My recommendation includes BOTH prevention and restoration.
I explained the issue (habitat destruction → low fish stock) in my own words.
I compared options with at least one trade-off.
I included a monitoring plan with measurable indicators and success criteria.
My writing is brief, formal and decision-focused (like advice to a Minister).


Marking rubric (suggested)
	Criteria
	A (Excellent)
	B (Good)
	C (Sound)
	D/E (Developing)

	Science explanation (cause → effect)
	Clear, accurate chain: nutrients/heat → bloom → oxygen decline; correct terms.
	Mostly accurate; minor gaps.
	Basic description; limited mechanism.
	Inaccurate or confused.

	Use of evidence (game data)
	2+ scenarios; clear table/graph; interprets trends; notes limitation.
	2 scenarios; some interpretation.
	Some data; weak link to claims.
	Little/no data or unsupported claims.

	Restoration options and trade-offs
	2–3 realistic options; clear pros/cons; trade-offs and feasibility considered.
	Options clear; some trade-offs.
	Limited options; little trade-off discussion.
	Options missing or unrealistic.

	Recommendation quality
	Specific “That you approve…”; justified by evidence; aligns with restoration goals.
	Clear recommendation; partial justification.
	Vague or weakly supported.
	No clear recommendation.

	Implementation + monitoring
	Phased plan; 4–6 indicators; success criteria for 12 months and 3 years.
	Plan + indicators; some success criteria.
	Minimal plan or indicators.
	Missing plan and/or monitoring.

	Ministerial style and communication
	Concise, professional, decision-focused; headings used well; plain language where needed.
	Mostly clear and professional.
	Wordy/format inconsistent.
	Not in briefing style; hard to follow.



Appendix A evidence table template (optional)
Copy this table into your appendix and fill it with your group’s results.
	Scenario
	Nutrient level
	Temperature
	Bloom status
	Oxygen
	Ecosystem health / biodiversity

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



Appendix B diagram space (optional)
Insert your cause → effect diagram here (or hand-draw after printing).
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