
 
 
10 July 2020 
 
The SA Marine Parks Review 
Department for Environment and Water 
GPO Box 1047 
Adelaide SA 5001 
By email: marineparks@sa.gov.au  
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Submission to the South Australian Marine Parks Review 
 
Conservation Council SA is an independent, non-profit and strictly non-party 
political organisation representing around 60 of South Australia’s environment 
and conservation organisations and their 90,000 members. 
 
The Pew Charitable Trusts is a non-government organisation which seeks practical 
science-based conservation policy outcomes developed with stakeholders and 
community that work for people and nature. Pew is proud to have had the 
opportunity to contribute for over a decade to the development and ongoing 
management of SA’s Marine Parks Network. 
 
We are pleased to have the opportunity to respond to this review. However, we 
do not accept that this constitutes the statutory 10-year Review. 
 
The marine waters off the southern coast of Australia contain an unusually high 
level of endemism as well as species richness and are recognised as a global 
marine biodiversity ‘hotspot’. The creation of 83 new sanctuary zones within 19 
marine parks around the state was the product of 20 years of research and 
planning and one of the largest and most comprehensive consultation processes 
in the state’s history.  
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The marine park network contributes to the long-term ecological viability of 
marine and estuarine systems, the maintenance of ecological processes and 
systems, and the protection of South Australia's marine biodiversity. Sanctuary 
zones are considered to be the key zone type for protection and conservation of 
biodiversity within the marine parks network due to their high level of protection 
from threatening processes. 
 
Therefore, any changes to the status of established sanctuary zones needs to be 
considered with extreme caution and based on sound scientific principles. 
 
We are concerned that this review, rather than being based on marine science, is 
politically motivated and is not by any means comprehensive. Further, it has been 
undertaken with absolutely no public or independent scientific involvement until 
this, the final point of consultation required by law. Perplexingly, there has been 
no active outreach to the public during this final, mandatory consultation phase. 
The public consider their protected areas on land and sea to be a matter of public 
interest.  Transparency should be paramount. 
 
It also concerns us that despite civil society stakeholders trying to remedy bad 
process by publicising the ‘review’ and facilitating submissions, it appears the 
Government might not count each individual submission, rather, may count the 
submissions made through online portals as only 1 submission in total. This would 
compound the grave shortcomings in process and would fundamentally call into 
question the credibility of the ‘review’. 
 
On the changes proposed, we make the following key points –  

1. The SA Marine Parks Network is a fundamentally important tool for the 
sound management and conservation of South Australia’s marine 
environment which is well supported by the SA community. 
 

2. Sanctuary Zones are essential to the successful functioning of marine parks. 
SA was rightly commended for creating the network, but at less than 6% 
sanctuary zone coverage of state waters, the network remains well under 
scientific standards which prescribe a minimum of 30% IUCN I or II 
protection of habitats. A credible review would be proposing significant 
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expansions of sanctuary zone coverage in the network and no reductions of 
existing sanctuary zone areas particularly whilst the network remains below 
scientific standards on sanctuary zone coverage. 

We request that these points on process as well as the importance of sanctuary 
zones and increased coverage be included in the Department’s reporting on the 
feedback received in submissions as well as the detail in the submission that 
follows. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact Craig Wilkins  on 
craig.wilkins@conservationsa.org.au or 0417 879 439 should you require any 
further information. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Craig Wilkins 

Chief Executive 
 
 

 
 
Michelle Grady 
Oceans Director, the Pew Charitable Trusts (Australia) 
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Summary 

In 2012, the South Australian Government established 83 sanctuary zones within 
19 marine parks across state waters. The existing sanctuary zones are based on 
more than 10 years of scientific research and community consultation [1] and 
form the central part of government commitments to establish a ‘comprehensive, 
adequate and representative system of marine protected areas’ across Australia 
[2]. These sanctuary zones are the premier marine conservation tool and are at 
the core of marine protection efforts that seek to reverse degradation of the 
marine environment, protect biodiversity values and ensure their long-term 
ecological viability [2,3]. 
 
Our key submission points are as follows: 
  
1. We express strong opposition to cutbacks of existing sanctuary zones. 
 
The proposed amendments to the marine parks include large scale cuts to four 
marine sanctuaries that open these sites to commercial fishing and other 
disturbances [4]. These sites are important biodiversity hotspots and vital habitats 
for vulnerable species. Their protection provides multiple benefits to marine 
ecosystems and regional communities. These locations are critical refuges for 
marine life as they include important nursery, spawning and juvenile habitat for a 
variety of commercial fish species that have suffered long term depletion due to 
overfishing in surrounding waters [5–7]. Existing scientific evidence, high levels of 
community support and demonstrated socio-economic benefit of marine parks to 
regional communities, all run counter to the removal of high level protection from 
these important conservation areas [1,8]. 
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We oppose the cuts to existing sanctuary zones on the following grounds:  
 
Reductions to these sanctuary zones are contrary to the recommendations and 
results of SA Government commissioned reviews. 
Evidence gathered to date points to the success of sanctuary zones in 
safeguarding our marine resources and replenishing depleted fish stocks [1,8]. 
Studies from the Cape du Couedic Sanctuary Zone demonstrate greater than 
predicted recovery of commercial fish stock. Rock lobster populations have been 
demonstrating significant recovery within the site with an 81% increase in relative 
biomass and 42.2% increase in relative abundance [9]. Two of the proposed cuts 
involve removing protection from unique biodiversity hotspots surrounding 
offshore islands that are already underrepresented within sanctuary zones [8]. 
 
The proposed changes will negatively impact the maintenance of a 
comprehensive, adequate and representative (CAR) reserves system. 
Proposed amendments to four marine parks would remove large areas of high 
biodiversity and significant conservation values from sanctuary zones. This is 
incompatible with the purpose of the Marine Parks Act and intergovernmental 
commitments of state, territory and federal governments to establish a CAR 
system of marine parks (see appendix 1 for details) [2]. Offshore islands, already 
poorly represented in the marine park network, are particular targets of these 
cuts. As part of these proposed changes more than 70% of the North Neptune 
Sanctuary Zone would be rezoned and opened up to commercial fishing [8]. 
Unique and irreplaceable biodiversity hotspots and habitat for a range of 
vulnerable species around Isle St Francis would also lose protection and be 
‘exchanged’ for areas of much lower conservation value [8]. Critical spawning, 
nursery and juvenile habitat for depleted commercial fish species in the Clinton 
Wetlands would be open again for fishing [8]. These proposals are a major threat 
to efforts to build resilience in fish stocks and preserve the unique and 
outstanding biodiversity within South Australia’s marine environment  
 
Government reports conclude there are no discernible negative impacts on 
regional economies or commercial fishers. 
The independent report commissioned by the Government as part of this review 
confirms the overwhelming success of the existing marine park network in 
achieving its objectives [10]. It concludes that existing commercial fisheries have 
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not suffered significant impacts and in general have access to more fish biomass 
and a higher catch-for-effort ratio than in the past due to government 
compensation and license buyback programs [10]. Regional economies have 
experienced positive growth from the tourism sector and there is no evidence of 
negative economic impacts in areas with sanctuary zones [10]. 
 
Commercial fisheries have been compensated for the establishment of these 
sanctuary zones. 
Commercial fishers received substantial pay-outs totalling $19 million funded by 
South Australian taxpayers when the sanctuary zones were created [10]. Under 
the current proposal they will regain access to some of the most biodiverse and 
unique marine ecosystems in the state at the expense of the public interest and 
the multiple long-term benefits that these sanctuary zones currently provide.  
 
The changes undermine government commitments to ensure proper evaluation 
and scientific evidence informs marine park management. 
If allowed to occur, these cuts to existing sanctuary zones will undermine the 
significant investment of time, effort and resources dedicated by government 
agencies to monitor and evaluate the outcomes of the marine park network and 
ensure marine protection is based on sound scientific evidence[8].  
 
Three of the regions to be cut from sanctuary zones are key ecological monitoring 
sites for the marine parks network, chosen due to their extremely high 
conservation value [8]. This monitoring program was put in place to enable 
decision makers to assess the impacts of sanctuary zones across a range of 
environmental, social and economic indicators and to ensure effective and 
scientifically based marine park management. Government reports confirm that a 
further 5-10 years of data is needed before the full benefits and impacts of 
sanctuary zones and the marine park network can be properly assessed [8].  
Cutting these monitoring sites from sanctuary zones makes comprehensive 
evaluation impossible. This undermines statutory commitments to evaluate the 
success of the marine parks network 10 years after its establishment and ensure 
scientific understanding informs changes to their management plans.  
  
The stated intention of the 5 year review was to enable adaptive management, 
not a wholesale reworking of zones within individual marine parks [1]. Making 
major cuts to sanctuary zones before comprehensive data is available subverts 
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the agreed government process and disregards the significant efforts of all 
stakeholders that led to their establishment in 2012. 
 
We urge the Government to ensure decision making regarding changes to 
sanctuary zones is based on scientific evidence and specifically the results of its 
own comprehensive monitoring and evaluation program. 
 
 
 
2. We highlight the need to expand rather than reduce the size of these 

sanctuary zones.  
 
Consistent with the need to increase sanctuary zone coverage in the network, we 
support in principle the inclusion of new sanctuary zones and expansions of 
existing sanctuary zones. This helps address gaps in the comprehensive, adequate 
and representative nature of the marine park network. Very importantly, these 
additions should not be conditional on reduction of existing sanctuary zones.  
 
Scientific consensus and international governmental bodies agree on the need for 
highly protected area coverage to include at least 30% of habitat in each 
bioregion – prioritising inclusion of areas of particular importance for biodiversity 
and ecosystem services [11,12].  At less than 6% sanctuary zone coverage of SA 
waters, the current level of protection falls drastically short of the 30% target 
required to reverse existing adverse impacts, increase resilience to climate change 
and sustain long-term ocean health [13].  
 
We urge the Government to expand upon rather than remove areas of high 
conservation value from sanctuary zones within existing marine parks. Expanding 
upon existing sanctuary zones is necessary to achieve a comprehensive, adequate 
and representative network of protected areas that will enable protection of 
biodiversity, avoid species collapse and ensure sustainable fisheries [13–15]. 
 
3. We oppose amendments that permit any form of extractive activity including 

recreational fishing inside sanctuary zones.  
 
We recommend that the proposals to create new areas of protection which 
would allow only certain types of fishing, achieve this by using a combination of 
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Habitat Protection Zoning with Special Purpose regulation tailored to the 
management intentions of the area (ie, the restriction of those types of fishing as 
required). The Government’s proposed use of sanctuary zoning (with a special 
purpose area overlay) will diminish the function and standing of what should at all 
times be no-take zoning and therefore should not be the prescription for 
achieving an area which is to allow recreational fishing only. 
 
Sanctuary zones are by definition ‘no take zones’ that provide vital feeding, 
breeding, nursery and resting areas for a range of plants and animals [16].  
Proposed amendments would permit recreational fishing within a number of new 
sanctuary zones as an attempted patch in the absence of zoning which allows just 
recreational fishing. These proposals are contrary to the definition of sanctuary 
zones under the Marine Parks Act 2007, ‘prohibiting the removal or harm of 
plants, animals or marine products’ [3]. 
 
The inclusion of any extractive activities in a sanctuary zoning is also contrary to 
the definitions of these IUCN Categories I and II ‘highly protected areas’ under 
national and international frameworks [2].  
 
4. In relation to proposed amendments to individual sanctuary zones -  

Summary positions on amendments to individual sanctuary zones:  

 
Clinton Wetlands Sanctuary Zone 
We oppose cuts to the protection provided by the Clinton Wetlands Sanctuary 
Zone. This site is unique in the network. It provides a vital refuge for nursing, 
spawning and juvenile development for a number of commercial fisheries that are 
currently overfished and/or depleting [8]. It is a unique and highly biodiverse 
ecosystem that cannot be replaced elsewhere in the marine park network [8]. 
Cuts to this sanctuary to enable commercial fishing is extremely short sighted and 
is likely to be detrimental to the long-term sustainability of commercial fisheries, 
as well as ecological health of the region. The proposal will significantly diminish 
representation of habitats on the north and north western sections of Upper Gulf 
St Vincent. 
  
Isle St Francis Sanctuary Zone 
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We support efforts to expand sanctuary zones and welcome the expansion of the 
southern boundary and inclusion of Hart Island and Cannan reefs into this site. 
However, we oppose the removal of the northern section (46% loss of the existing 
sanctuary zone). It contains extremely high biodiversity and conservation value.  
The site is unique, pristine and irreplaceable across the marine park network [8]. 
Maintenance of strict protection of the marine environment around St Francis 
Island is vitally important to ensure this extremely unique ecosystem stays 
pristine, and that offshore islands are adequately represented in the network [8]. 
Replacing an area of such importance would be a concerning precedent that 
undermines commitments to a CAR network of marine protected areas. The 
potential new southern section is not a sufficient offset for the unique 
biodiversity values in the existing sanctuary zone around St Francis island [8].  
  
North Neptune Islands Sanctuary Zone: 
We oppose the inexplicably large reductions to the North Neptune Island 
Sanctuary Zone. Proposed amendments would remove 73% of its existing area. 
There is no proposed offset to address the loss of this significant site. It would 
open most of the marine environment around the main North Neptune island to 
commercial fisheries and other disturbances. Offshore islands are already 
significantly underrepresented in sanctuary zones [8].  Replenishment of 
depleting fisheries inside the area will be halted and fisheries could also 
negatively interfere with the shark cage diving industry that is the basis of a 
growing tourism sector in the region [8]. 
 
We recommend the creation of an additional sanctuary zone in the Neptune 
Islands Group (Ron & Valerie Taylor) Marine Park around the South Neptune 
Islands (noting the importance in particular of the eastern side) with the broadly 
the same size and placement as the current North Neptune SZ takes around those 
islands. 
 
Cape du Couedic Sanctuary Zone 
We oppose the proposal to large remove - 77% - the existing Cape du Couedic 
Island Sanctuary Zone. It is particularly important as breeding habitat for a range 
of species including the Australian sea lion (vulnerable), Australian fur seals, long-
nosed fur seals and New Zealand fur seals [8]. The site is a vital refuge for 
commercial fisheries that are currently depleting or overfished. The wilderness 
values of this area are a key attraction to the growing tourism industry on 
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Kangaroo Island [8] which has already suffered greatly this year with the bushfires 
destroying much of the terrestrial park coverage and the pandemic further 
damaging the tourism industry on island. 
 
We recommend extension of the Seal Bay sanctuary zone (SZ-1) in the Southern 
Kangaroo Island Marine Park. Specifically, extension of the SZ in a south/easterly 
direction along the Cape Gantheaume coast to the most southern point of the 
Cape Gantheaume Wilderness Protection Area, maintaining its southerly extent to 
the outer boundary of Park 17. 
 
Coorong Beach South Sanctuary Zone 
Opening up this area for beach fishing will reduce protection. The site has 
extremely high wilderness value and is one of the few high wave energy beaches 
in the marine parks network that has full protection [8]. And inclusion of 
recreational fishing is contrary to the definition of sanctuary zones as a ‘highly 
protected areas’ under the governing state legislation and national and 
international framework for IUCN Categories I and II [2]. There is increasing 
evidence that the surf zone is an important part of coastal ecosystems. Allowing 
beach fishing should be the exception not the rule in a marine parks network 
where a sanctuary zone comes ashore. An effective and credible network should 
include no-take areas in the surf zone. 
 
However, we understand the case for beach fishing in this location. In order not 
to diminish the integrity of sanctuary zoning, recreational fishing access from the 
beach should be allowed via the use of a Habitat Protection Zone and Special 
Purpose regulation over this narrow strip in the surf zone (not the use of an SPA 
overlay on the SZ).  
  
Nuyts Reef Sanctuary Zone 
We are strongly in support of the extension of a sanctuary zone at Nuyts Reef to 
include a much larger area. Larger sanctuary zones are more effective than 
smaller ones for a variety of reasons including reducing edge effects. The 
expansion also proposes to extend an existing special purpose area along the 
length of the sanctuary zone to permit shore based recreational fishing activity. 
As the existing zoning at Nuyts already allows beach fishing, we accept its 
continuation along the surf zone in the expanded area.  
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However, as explained above, the zoning prescription of a sanctuary zone with a 
special purpose area on top is not appropriate for sanctuary zoning. To allow 
beach fishing adjacent to the sanctuary zone, a Habitat Protection Zone should be 
declared with special purpose regulation tailored to allow recreational fishing 
along the surf zone. 
 
We wish to emphasise the importance of surf zone no-take areas and that 
allowing beach fishing should be the exception, not the rule, in a marine parks 
network. 
  
Glenelg Reef (Metropolitan Shellfish Sanctuary Zone)  
We support the expansion of the Encounter Marine Park in order to allow 
inclusion of this artificial reef in the marine park. The amendment proposes to 
allow fishing from 2026, which we do not oppose. However, the proposed use of 
a Sanctuary Zone as a temporary management measure is not appropriate and 
would further compound the problems created with other proposals in this 
tranche of amendments which would see the removal of a number of sanctuary 
zone areas. Sanctuary Zones should be permanent protection measures. In order 
to protect the area upon creation and then to vary management arrangements in 
the future, an HPZ should be used along with special purpose regulation suited to 
the management intentions of the site.  
  
Windara Reef Sanctuary Zone 
We are in support of the inclusion of Windara Reef in the Upper Spencer Gulf 
marine park as protection of the reef will positively impact its environmental 
values [8]. We do not oppose the continuation of recreational fishing in this area. 
However, as explained above, the zoning prescription of a sanctuary zone with a 
special purpose area on top is not appropriate. An HPZ should be declared in 
concert with special purpose regulation which allows recreational fishing. 
   
Position on amendments creating Port Stanvac Sanctuary Zone 
We are in support of the creation of the Port Stanvac Sanctuary Zone as a regional 
biodiversity hotspot [8].   
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Summary table of response to proposed amendments 
(note - for Amendments not commented on we have no submission to make) 
 
Park Drat 

Management 
Plan 
Amendment 
number 
 

Description of 
amendment 
proposed by 
Government 

Response Proposed 
amendment to the 
Government’s 
amendment 

Upper Gulf 
St Vincent 
 
 

Amendment 
3 – SZ-1 

Reduces the size of 
the Clinton SZ 

Oppose Maintain existing 
zoning 

Amendment 
4 – SZ-5 

Creation of Windara 
SZ in order to allow 
only recreational 
fishing. 

Oppose the 
prescription, 
not the 
intent 

HPZ + Special 
Purpose regulation 
to enable beach 
fishing. 

Amendment 
5 – SPA-4 

In the event that the 
SZ is reduced in size, 
this abolishes the 
SPA adjacent to the 
Clinton SZ which 
enables beach 
fishing. 

Oppose the 
prescription, 
not the 
intent (ie, 
continued 
beach 
fishing is 
supported) 

HPZ + Special 
Purpose regulation 
to enable beach 
fishing. 

Amendment 
6 – SPA-5 

Creation of SPA over 
Windara to allow 
recreational fishing 

Oppose the 
prescription, 
but not the 
intent. 

HPZ + Special 
Purpose regulation 
to enable 
recreational fishing. 

Nuyts 
Archipelago 
Marine 
Park 

Amendment 
1 – HPZ-1 

Reduction in HPZ 
around Nuyts Reef to 
enable SZ expansion 

Support  

Amendment 
2 – HPZ-6 

Expansion of the HPZ 
around the St Francis 
Isles as a result of 
loss of SZ in the 
northern islands. 

Oppose Maintain existing 
zoning over the 
northern islands. 
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Amendment 
3 – SZ-1 

Expansion of the SZ 
around Nuyts Reef 

Support  

Amendment 
4 – SZ-8 

Expansion of the SZ 
southwards and 
westwards in the St 
Francis Isles. 

Support  

Amendment 
5 – SPA-4 

Maintains beach 
fishing access where 
the expanded Nutys 
Reef SZ comes 
ashore. 

Oppose the 
prescription, 
not the 
intent 

HPZ + Special 
Purpose regulation 
to enable beach 
fishing. 

Neptune 
Islands 
Group (Ron 
and Valerie 
Taylor) 
Marine 
Park 
 

Amendment 
1 – HPZ-1 

Expands the HPZ at 
North Neptune upon 
reduction of the SZ 

Oppose Maintain existing 
zoning 

Amendment 
2 – SZ-1 

Reduces the size of 
the North Neptune 
SZ 

Oppose Maintain existing 
zoning 
 
And, put an 
additional 
sanctuary zone 
around the South 
Neptune Islands 
(noting the 
importance in 
particular of the 
eastern side) with 
the broadly the 
same size and 
placement as the 
current North 
Neptune SZ takes 
around the north 
islands. 

Western 
Kangaroo 

Amendment 
1 – HPZ-1 

Expands the HPZ at 
Cape De Couedic 

Oppose Maintain existing 
zoning 
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Island 
Marine 
Park 
 

upon reduction of 
the SZ 

Amendment 
2 – SZ-3 

Reduces the Cape De 
Couedic SZ 

Oppose Maintain existing 
zoning.  
 
And, with respect 
of the Southern KI 
Marine Park - 
extend the Seal Bay 
sanctuary zone (SZ-
1) in a 
south/easterly 
direction along the 
Cape Gantheaume 
coast to the most 
southern point of 
the Cape 
Gantheaume 
Wilderness 
Protection Area, 
maintaining its 
southerly extent to 
the outer boundary 
of Park 17. 
 

Upper 
South East 
Marine 
Park 

Amendment 
1 – SPA-3 

Enables beach fishing 
at the Coorong Beach 
South SZ 

Oppose the 
prescription, 
not the 
intent 

HPZ + Special 
Purpose regulation 
to enable beach 
fishing. 

Encounter 
Marine 
Park 

Amendment 
1 – GMUZ-1 

Expands the 
Encounter Marine 
Park. 

Support  

Amendment 
2 – HPZ-8 

Creation of a new 
HPZ around the new 
Glenelg shellfish reef 
area of 

Support  
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protection/expansion 
of the Encounter 
Marine Park 

Amendment 
3 – SZ-12 

Establishes the Port 
Stanvac Sanctuary 
Zone 

Support  

Amendment 
4 – SZ-13 

Establishes the SZ 
over the Glenelg 
shellfish reef area as 
a means to allow 
fishing (from 2026) 

Oppose the 
prescription, 
not the 
intent 

HPZ + Special 
Purpose regulation 
to achieve the 
intended 
management. 

Amendment 
5 – SPA-11 

Places a Special 
Purpose Area over 
the Glenelg shellfish 
reef SZ in order to 
allow fishing (from 
2026) 

Oppose the 
prescription, 
not the 
intent 

HPZ + Special 
Purpose regulation 
to achieve the 
intended 
management. 

 
A more detailed submission including supporting information and further 
analysis on the proposed amendments to individual sanctuary zones follows.  

 

 

 

Detailed Submission 

Background 

The South Australian marine environment  

The marine waters off the southern coast of Australia contain an unusually high 
level of endemism as well as species richness and are recognised as a global 
marine biodiversity ‘hotspot’ [10]. Australia’s southern seas are particularly rich in 
unique species because of their isolation and climatic and geological stability over 
the past 50 million years [17]. More endemic and diverse seaweeds and fish 
generally have been found here than in any other region [18,19]. The 83 
sanctuary zones that form part of the South Australian marine park network 
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represent the eight marine bioregions within state waters and the ecosystems 
and habitat types found within [10]. 
 
In particular, offshore islands are recognised as critical components of the marine 
park [1]. They are biodiversity hotspots and contain mostly intact plant and 
animal communities making them important reference sites [1]. Offshore islands 
are poorly represented in sanctuary zones throughout the marine parks network, 
due to their importance as fishing grounds [8].   

The marine parks network  

The creation of 83 new sanctuary zones within 19 marine parks around the state 
was the product of 20 years of research and planning and one of the largest and 
most comprehensive consultation processes in the state’s history [1]. The marine 
park network contributes to the long-term ecological viability of marine and 
estuarine systems, the maintenance of ecological processes and systems, and the 
protection of South Australia's marine biodiversity [10]. It was established in 2012 
as the South Australian component of a National Representative System of 
Marine Protected Areas (NRSMPA) agreed upon by all state, territory and national 
governments [2]. The primary goal is establishing and managing a comprehensive, 
adequate and representative (CAR) system of marine protected areas [3]. 
 
Sanctuary zones are considered to be the key zone type for protection and 
conservation of biodiversity within the marine parks network due to their high 
level of protection from threatening processes [10] A sanctuary zone may contain 
the only known habitat of that type in the reserve network (comprehensive), or 
be providing adequate refuge to ensure population viability (adequate), or have 
an example of a common habitat (representative) [10] 
 
As a core part of these efforts to build resilience in fish stocks and preserve the 
marine wonders of South Australia, sanctuary zones prevent mining and fishing in 
key biodiversity hotspots, unique and pristine ecosystems that include some of 
most iconic tourist attractions: cage diving with great whites at the Neptune 
Islands, visiting sea lions at Kangaroo Island's Seal Bay, and whale watching at the 
Head of Bight [10].  
 
The SA Marine Parks Five-Year Status Report released in 2017 outlines the 
activities undertaken and early ecological and socio-economic outcomes observed 
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after five years of implementation of the marine park management plans [1]. An 
independent report into sanctuary zones was commissioned in 2018 following 
government commitment to review sanctuary zones[10].  
 
While at least another 5 -10 years are needed to evaluate the outcomes of the 
marine park network, preliminary trends indicate that marine parks are 
maintaining biodiversity and ecosystem function with minimal negative socio-
economic impact [1,8]. The current ecological sampling program has been 
confirmed as rigorous and capable of detecting meaningful biological changes and 
appropriate for assessing the long-term effectiveness of the marine park network 
[1,8].  

Community support for marine parks in SA 

Public support for marine parks in South Australia to protect the marine plants 
and animals has remained high over a 10-year period since 2006 with support at 
91% in 20171 [1]. Government surveys suggests that opposition to marine parks is 
decreasing. The number of people who in general are not in favour of marine 
parks to protect marine plants and animals has reduced from 10% to only 3% 
since 2015 [1]. 
 
Surveys of communities in regions where cuts to sanctuary zones are proposed 
show similar positive trends in support for marine parks in most surveys 
conducted in 2017 [8]. For example, while support for marine parks in the local 
region by residents of West Eyre over the period 2013 - 2017 has fluctuated 
around 70%, it increased to 82% in 2017, moving closer to the levels of broader 
public support for marine parks2 [8].  

Benefits of Marine Parks 

Marine parks and in particular sanctuary zones are vital management tools that 
ensure healthy oceans and the conservation of the marine environment and its 
resources. They are now accepted globally as essential for healthy ocean 

 
1 The number of people who, in general, are not in favour of marine parks to protect marine plants and animals has reduced from 

10% to only 3% since 2015 [1]. 
2 Overall submissions on the establishment of the Isle St Francis Sanctuary Zone demonstrated overwhelming support for 

expanding upon rather than reducing the conservation outcomes in the region. Within these 7181 (83%) suggested changes to 

zoning to increase the conservation outcome, 5 (0.06%) agreed with the proposed zoning entirely, with only 161 (2%) suggesting 

changes to zoning to reduce impacts on current uses. 
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ecosystems, a boon to tourism and a powerful tool for sustainable fisheries [20–
23]. 

The needs for significant expansion of sanctuary zones to ensure ocean health. 

High-level protection of South Australian oceans in sanctuary zones covers at 
most 6% of state waters. This falls way below the levels of protection needed to 
address depletion of fisheries and ensure the health of our oceans. In 2010, 7517 
km2 (12.5% of state waters) were included in the original sanctuary zone 
scenarios provided as part of the South Australian government planning 
processes. By the time final zoning was decided, these were drastically reduced to 
3014 km2 [10] compromising the comprehensive, adequate and representative 
system of protection.  
 
Scientific evidence demonstrating the need for much higher levels of protection is 
strong [14].  A review of 144 studies in 2016 found that on average 37% high-level 
protection is needed to achieve goals such as: protect biodiversity, provide 
connectivity, avoid species collapse and ensure sustainable fisheries [14]. 
International scientific reviews in 2003 (40 studies) and 2010 (33 studies) 
confirmed these higher figures and suggested that 20-40% coverage is needed 
[24,25]. On the basis of this evidence, the IUCN World Conservation Congress 
passed a resolution in 2014 calling on nations to protect at least 30% of the ocean 
in fully protected marine protected areas ‘to reverse existing adverse impacts, 
increase resilience to climate change and sustain long-term ocean health’ [11]. 
Within Australia, guidelines reflecting the consensus of leading scientists 
confirmed a minimum of 30% of our oceans in high level protection of marine 
sanctuaries [26]. 
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Economic values of marine parks  
The total economic value of marine protected areas is impossible to calculate as 
the diverse ecosystem services they safeguard in many instances are priceless. 
Our oceans provide many benefits that can’t be bought or sold such as climate 
regulation, nutrient cycling, oxygen production and coastal protection. A partial 
set of marine ecosystem services were valued a decade ago at more than $25 
billion a year [27]. The largest was climate regulation valued at $16 billion. More 
recently, Australian seagrasses alone were estimated to provide $45 billion a year 
in carbon-dioxide-absorption services [28]. 

The multiple benefits of sanctuary zones  

Sanctuary zones have a range of benefits that are not only limited to conservation 
and ecosystem services but include recreation, boosting tourism and importantly, 
provision of refuge for marine animals to retreat for breeding, caring for young 
and growing to adulthood [16]. They also help maintain fish stocks for both 
commercial and recreational fishing activities.   
 
Social benefits 
Protected natural areas have multiple indirect benefits that are well supported by 
evidence and are well-known to communities who live by them. Public support 
for marine parks in South Australia to protect the marine plants and animals has 
remained high over a 10 year period since 2006 with support at 91% in 2017 
[10]This support reflects the important contribution protected areas make to 
community wellbeing and connectedness, fostering a positive ´sense of place´ 
which is correlated with a sense of ownership, stewardship, care for each other 
and the local surroundings [29–32]. 

Benefits to Fisheries 

Marine protected areas and especially sanctuary zones serve as refuges for 
overexploited fish species. One of the best documented benefits of highly 
protected areas is the recovery of depleted fisheries and in many cases this leads 
to the spill-over of fish and larvae into nearby waters open to fishing [21,24,33–
36]. A review of studies of 124 marine reserves in 29 countries found that on 
average and within a decade highly protected areas achieve 21% higher species 
richness, 28% bigger organisms and 6.7 times the fish biomass compared to 
unprotected areas nearby [33,37].  Partially protected marine protected areas 
offer smaller benefits with fish biomass reaching an average of being 1.8 times 
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greater than in unprotected areas [37]. Bigger fish produce disproportionately 
more eggs than smaller fish. As a result, one hectare of a highly protected reserve 
produces on average at least 5 times as many fish offspring as an equivalent 
unprotected hectare [35]. For this reason marine protected areas can be seen as 
‘fish banks’ - ‘an investment in future prosperity rather than a foregone economic 
opportunity’ [38]. 
 
Scientific studies on the effects of sanctuary zones highlight the significant 
positive benefits which include: 
 

● increases in the abundance, individual sizes, diversity and overall biomass 
of sea life 

● increased ability of local marine life to reproduce 
● spill-over of larvae and/or adults into unprotected areas 
● improvements in ecosystems and habitats, that is, healthy natural balances 

are restored [1]. 
 
Regardless of a high global ranking for fisheries sustainability the catches from 
Australian wild fisheries decreased by 31% over the past decade [22]. The 
biomass of large fish observed on underwater transects decreased significantly 
over the same period on fished reefs (36% decline) and in marine park zones that 
allow limited fishing (18% decline), but with a negligible overall change in no‐
fishing marine reserves [22]. 
 
Many of the commercial fisheries seeking to access areas of existing sanctuary 
zones have long term (pre marine park) and ongoing trends of overfishing and 
depleting fish stock [5–7]. The important habitat and especially the spawning, 
nursery and juvenile sites within sanctuary zones have the potential to play a 
significant role in the replenishment of these depleted commercial fish species.     

 
While insufficient time has passed to make broad overarching conclusions 
significant improvements in fish stocks are already evident in selected sanctuary 
zones across South Australia in the last five years [10]. The mean biomass of large 
fish species recorded as part of government monitoring programs were found to 
be generally higher inside sanctuary zones compared to outside areas [10]. A 
major recovery of depleted rock lobster populations has been detected inside the 
Cape du Couedic Sanctuary Zone [8,9].  Evidence also already demonstrates that 

https://www.environment.sa.gov.au/marineparks/About/sa-marine-parks-review/Frequently_asked_questions
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species such as the blue groper, harlequin fish and blue devil (which are all 
considered vulnerable) have found refuge in the Sponge Gardens Sanctuary Zone 
off Kangaroo Islands [8]. 
 
Positive tourism outcomes 
Tourism has grown in and around sanctuary zones, including those within 
Neptune Islands Marine Park (North Neptune Sanctuary Zone) and West 
Kangaroo Island (Corong Beach South Sanctuary Zone) [1,2]. Since 2014, four new 
nature-based tourism operators have commenced operations inside marine parks 
[10].  The shark cage diving industry has continued to grow at the Neptune Islands 
Marine Park with the industry expanding from under 2000 to close to 10,000 
visitors per year [10].  

Socio-Economic Impacts of existing marine parks and sanctuary zones 

The marine park network established in 2012 was carefully designed to minimise 
potential negative impacts on marine industries such as fishing, shipping and 
aquaculture, and to result in positive socio-economic benefits by providing 
opportunities for education, public appreciation and nature-based tourism [1].  
 
Government reports confirm the success of the current marine park design in 
avoiding negative socio-economic impacts, in particular on regional communities 
and commercial fisheries [1,8]. Results from comparative analysis3 across large, 
medium and small towns in proximity to sanctuary zones indicates that the 
marine park zoning has not been a contributing factor affecting the socio-
economic performance of any of these towns [1,8]. 
 
Key findings of the socio-economic monitoring to date are:  

● the price of local fish has remained stable and commercial fisheries have 
maintained their catch and value; 

● recreational fishing participation rates have remained stable; 
● regional house prices have continued to increase, and 
● industries such as aquaculture and shipping which were accommodated 

through the marine parks planning process and zoning arrangements have 
continued to operate unaffected by marine parks [1]. 

 

 
3 Indicators included population, labour force, unemployment, property prices and school enrolments. 



 
Page 23 of 54 

 

 

The Government’s 5-year review concluded that there was no evidence of a 
negative regional impact that correlates with the time of implementation of 
marine park management plans [1]. 
 
Minimal impacts on commercial fisheries 
Fishing restrictions in sanctuary zones were put in place in 2014. Over $19 million 
was provided to commercial fisheries as part of a voluntary catch/effort reduction 
program. This deal aimed to recalibrate fisheries based on the loss of access to 
areas within the marine park and ensure that commercial fisheries did not suffer 
economically from the changes [1].  
 
The voluntary buybacks achieved through the SA Marine Parks Commercial 
Fisheries Voluntary Catch/Effort Reduction Program produced reductions greater 
than the targeted amounts for all of the fisheries involved and was confirmed as 
successful in meeting its objectives [10]. Analysis of individual fishery trends such 
as catch per unit of effort, licence values and economic rent show no obvious 
change since 2014 in all the affected fisheries [10]. This indicates that the Marine 
Park zoning has not been a significant contributing factor affecting the 
sustainability of any of these fisheries [10]. Monitoring of socio-economic 
indicators since this time have confirmed predictions of maintaining or improving 
the pre-marine parks trend [1]. 
 
The independent assessment of impacts commissioned by government highlights 
the marginal nature of benefits to fisheries across the board4. It also states that 
‘the economic benefit of proposed changes for quota and non-quota fisheries 
would be distributed amongst fewer participants and with less employment or 
other regional benefit because of the buyback undertaken for the establishment 
of the sanctuary zones’ [8].  
 
Evidence from across the globe also suggests long term benefits will flow to the 
commercial fisheries by maintaining (and further expanding) the existing network 
of sanctuary zones [22,33]. 

 
4 The report states ‘(s)hort term small increases in catch rate, and over time the fisheries would be expected to 

stabilise at the same marginally higher level of catch and effort as if the SZ had not been implemented for non-quota 

fisheries such as Marine Scalefish, there is likely to be a marginal increase in overall catch because of access to 

more fishing grounds’.   
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The diverse economic, environmental and social benefits created by these 
sanctuary zones vastly outweigh the marginal economic returns to a few that 
would occur by removing key biodiversity hotspots from sanctuary zones.   

 

Submissions regarding fishing in sanctuary zones  

Summary of proposed changes: Proposed amendments would allow fishing into a 
range of new and existing sanctuary zones.   
 
The precedent of allowing any extractive activities in sanctuary zoning is a 
deviation from agreed national and international frameworks for highly protected 
areas, as well as the definition of sanctuary zones in the Marine Parks Act, 2007.  
Sanctuary zones are extremely small sections of the marine environment where 
‘the removal or harm of plants, animals or marine products’ is prohibited [3]. 
These sites are by definition ‘no take zones’ that provide vital feeding, breeding, 
nursery and resting areas for a range of plants and animals [14]. Sanctuary zones 
are Category I and II 'highly protected zones' under the IUCN Categorisation of 
protected area that has been adopted in Australia's National Representative 
System of Protected areas and the objectives of these categories are clearly 
incompatible with any extractive activities, including fishing.  
 
On this basis we oppose any overlay of special purpose areas on sanctuary zones 
as incompatible with the relevant state legislation as well as national and 
international frameworks. To ensure the integrity of the zoning system, areas 
where fishing is proposed (eg: beach fishing or fishing of artificial reefs) should 
not be zoned sanctuary. Habitat Protection Zoning with a Special Purpose 
regulation should be used to achieve the management prescription desired. 
 
 

Detailed submission on amendments to individual sanctuary zones 

Commentary and position statements on changes to individual marine park are in 
the following section of this submission.  
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A. Proposed cuts to sanctuary zones in individual marine parks 

Overview: 

Cuts to existing sanctuary zones will reintroduce a range of threatening activities 
to areas of high conservation value. These may include commercial and 
recreational fishing and other extractive uses such as aquaculture, coastal 
developments, dredging, active surveying and wastewater discharge from vessels 
and desalination plants [8]. 
 
The environmental values of the sanctuary zone where cuts are proposed are 
acknowledged as especially significant [8]. Isles of St Francis, North Neptune 
Islands and Cape du Couedic sanctuary zones are noted as particular biodiversity 
hotspots [8,10]. These three sites protect offshore islands which are poorly 
represented in existing sanctuary zones [8]. They include known fish spawning 
grounds and nurseries, breeding locations for rare and threatened marine birds 
and mammals, as well as sites selected for the government’s long-term ecological 
monitoring program based on their outstanding biodiversity values [8].  
 
Proposed cuts negatively impact how the marine park network satisfies the 
criteria for a ´comprehensive, adequate and representative system of marine 
parks by reducing the area of habitats and features which are afforded the 
highest level of biodiversity protection and conservation.  
 
Reductions in the area of sanctuary zones will reduce the effectiveness of the 
marine park network at protecting and conserving marine biodiversity and 
habitats by:  
 

● directly impacting species captured by extractive use, by their selective 
removal, potential negative impacts to their population structure and 
reproductive success  

● indirectly affecting species that are reliant on captured species for food, 
shelter or other services and directly impacting other species through 
disturbance  

● compromising trophic relationships and food webs with flow on effects to 
ecosystem function and resilience  

● increasing the risk of pollution and the spread of disease and marine pests  
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● reducing the effectiveness of the Government’s monitoring program which 
is currently based on sanctuary zones and the protection afforded by them  

● altering the balance of habitats and features represented in the different 
zone types of the park network, in particular for offshore islands [8].  

Clinton Wetlands Sanctuary Zone (Upper Gulf St Vincent Marine Park) 

Summary of proposed changes:  Amendments to the Clinton Wetlands Sanctuary 
Zone propose the removal of 80% of the total area of the site. The southern part 
of the existing sanctuary zone is to be designated a Habitat Protection Zone to 
allow fishing.  
 

Position on proposed amendments to Clinton Wetlands Sanctuary Zone 
We oppose cuts to the protection provided by the Clinton Wetlands Sanctuary 
Zone. This site provides a vital refuge for nursing, spawning and juvenile 
development for a number of commercial fisheries that are currently overfished 
and/or depleting. It is a unique and highly biodiverse ecosystem that cannot be 
replaced elsewhere in the marine park network. Cuts to this sanctuary to enable 
commercial fishing is extremely short sighted and is likely to be detrimental to the 
long-term sustainability of commercial fisheries, as well as ecological health of the 
region. 

 
Important values in the Clinton Wetlands 
The Clinton Wetlands are a coastal wetland of national significance in the Gulf St 
Vincent Bioregion and contain extensive intertidal and dense shallow seagrass 
meadows that provide important nursery, breeding, feeding and possible 
spawning habitat for blue swimmer crabs, western king prawns, whiting, garfish 
and snapper [8]. The area in which the Clinton Wetlands Sanctuary Zone is 
located is recognised as an important nursery habitat for a range of commercial 
fish species. Juvenile King George whiting settle into seagrass beds for 2-3 years 
before migrating south down Gulf St. Vincent to deep water breeding areas [8].  
Likewise, it is an important nursery area and habitat for juvenile yellow-fin 
whiting, a fished species, which are primarily found in the upper half of SA’s gulfs 
[8].  
 
The area is home to the sapphire thornbill (vulnerable) which is thought to be 
endemic to the northern shores of Gulf St Vincent. The saltmarsh in this zone is 
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the most significant undisturbed area of saltmarsh in the region. The saltmarsh, 
mangrove and intertidal habitats provide important nesting and feeding grounds 
for resident shorebirds, as well as feeding grounds for migratory shorebirds 
whose habitats are required to be protected under international treaties [8].  The 
zone partially overlays Clinton Conservation Park, establishing a protected 
corridor between the land and sea [8].  
 
We oppose reductions to the Clinton Wetlands Sanctuary Zone for the following 
reasons:   
 
It is a unique and irreplaceable habitat that is necessary for a comprehensive, 
adequate and representative network of protected areas. 
Proposed changes would compromise the CAR system by reducing the protection 
for a habitat type that is currently unique in the network [8]. The Clinton 
Wetlands Sanctuary Zone contains the only example of a shallow seagrass 
meadow located at the top of an inverse estuary gulf in the marine park network 
[8]. The result would be a reduced effectiveness of the zone to protect and 
conserve marine biological diversity and marine habitats. 
 
It is vital breeding and nursery habitat for fish species that have been overfished 
and depleted by commercial fishing. 
The Clinton wetlands are a vital refuge for marine life and in particular as an 
important nursery, breeding, feeding and spawning habitat for many commercial 
fish species [8]. Opening the Clinton Wetlands Sanctuary Zone would have a 
negative impact on commonly targeted fish species including, Kings George 
whiting, snapper, blue swimmer crab and garfish [8]. 
 
This is especially critical in light of historic and ongoing overfishing and depletion 
of fish stocks of commercial fish species that rely upon the sanctuary zone for 
reproduction. The following species are of particular relevance:  

● Snapper (Pagrus auratus) is the most significant commercially and 
recreational targeted fish species recorded in this sanctuary zone [8]. There 
has been an 87% reduction in snapper stocks in Gulf St Vincent in the 5 
years preceding 2019 and this fishery is acknowledged as being overfished 
and  depleting [39].  

● King George Whiting was viewed as ‘transitional depleting’ in the area in 
2014 and in 2018 [7]. 
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● Southern garfish in the region were depleted in 2014 and in 2018 were 
deemed to be overfished. Recreational fishers advocated for the sanctuary 
zone to assist with garfish replenishment.  

● Blue swimmer crabs in the Gulf St. Vincent are a distinct biological 
population [40].  They were considered overfished in 2012, however since 
the establishment of the sanctuary zone and other management 
restrictions, harvesting in surrounding areas has been re-assessed as 
sustainable [41]. 

 
An offset of an equivalent zone is not possible, in particular considering the area’s 
importance as habitat for commercially important fish species such as snapper 
and garfish which are separate breeding populations and would not benefit from 
additional protection in other areas outside of the Gulf St. Vincent region [8]. It is 
difficult at this stage to estimate the flow on effects to overall ecosystem 
function, but removal of commercial species will likely have some adverse 
impacts on broader biodiversity conservation [8]. 
 
Negative impacts on habitats that are sensitive to disturbance: 
The Clinton Wetland has several habitat types that are sensitive to disturbance 
such as seagrass, mangrove and saltmarsh along with associated shore and 
migratory bird communities [8].  
 
Reduced ability to assess the effectiveness of the marine park network conserving 
marine biological diversity and marine habitats. 
Opening the sanctuary zone to fishing will reduce the ability to assess the 
effectiveness of the marine park network [8]. Clinton Wetlands has been selected 
as a priority sanctuary zone for monitoring due to the extensive upper gulf 
seagrass meadows contained within it [8]. Opening it to fishing would reduce the 
utility of monitoring this zone as removal of biomass would change the ecosystem 
function and thus our understanding of how intact marine ecosystems function 
[8]. 
 
Harm to non-target species by fishing gear/activity: Dolphins commonly use the 
area and there have been mortalities associated with marine scale nets prior to 
the sanctuary zone becoming declared [8]. It is likely that dolphin mortality via 
entanglement would increase if net fishing was allowed in the sanctuary zone [8]. 
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Isle St Francis Sanctuary Zone (Nuyts Archipelago Marine Park) 

Summary of changes: The amendments propose the removal of 61 km2 of the 
most ecologically significant areas from the northern part of the sanctuary zone 
around St Francis Island. The area would be rezoned as a HPZ to allow fishing. An 
expansion of the southern part of the sanctuary zone to encompass a larger 177 
km2 area including Hart Island and Cannan reefs. Government research shows 
that despite the addition of a larger area to the sanctuary zone, the changes 
result in a net conservation loss.  
 

Position on the amendments to Isle St Francis Sanctuary Zone 
We support efforts to expand sanctuary zones and welcome the expansion of the 
southern boundary and inclusion of Hart Island and Cannan reefs into this 
sanctuary zone. However, we oppose the removal of the northern section that 
contains extremely high biodiversity and conservation value.  The site is unique, 
pristine and irreplaceable across the marine park network. Maintenance of strict 
protection of the marine environment around St Francis Island is vitally important 
to ensure this extremely unique ecosystem stays pristine, and that offshore 
islands are adequately represented in the network [8]. Replacing an area of such 
importance would be a concerning precedent that undermines commitments to a 
CAR network of marine protected areas. The potential new southern section is 
not a sufficient offset for the unique biodiversity values in the existing sanctuary 
zone around St Francis island.  

 
Values of the area:  
Isles of St Francis Sanctuary Zone is viewed as a biodiversity ‘hot spot’ within the 
marine parks network and is part of the Murat Bioregion. It is recognised as an 
‘extremely unique’ site that is different to any other island chain ecosystem in the 
state due to extremely high biodiversity in near pristine condition [8]. The zone 
and surrounding area is recognised as having ‘wilderness value’ [8]. It lies in the 
path of several water masses (warm Leeuwin Current and warm GAB plumes and 
the cool coastal upwelling) that have a major impact on the habitats and biota in 
the area [8]. The site contains rocky cliffs, sandy beaches, reefs, seagrass 
meadows and unmapped deep-water habitats [8].  
 
The Isles of St Francis Sanctuary Zone has some of the most diverse fish 
communities (including the highest number of species recorded per dive survey 
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and the 3rd highest number of fish species overall compared to other sanctuary 
zones surveyed). It also has the 2nd highest abundance of large fish (<200mm) 
and 4th highest abundance of macro-invertebrates [8]. The area contains 
important breeding and haul-out sites for the vulnerable Australian sea lion, 
several uncommon macroalgal species and abundant communities of sessile 
invertebrates such as sponges, ascidians and soft corals [8]. 
 
Important features of the Sanctuary Zone include:  
Habitat for seabirds:  
The area protects populations of resident coastal shore birds as well as seabirds 
including state endangered ospreys, rare Cape Barren geese, little penguins and 
the rare rock parrot [8].  Migratory oceanic birds such as albatross, prion and 
petrel species frequent the area. The area is a significant breeding area for short-
tailed shearwaters and white-faced storm petrels [8]. 
 

Australian sea lions  
There are 11 Australian sea lion breeding sites in the Nuyts Archipelago Marine 
Park, including, Fenelon and West Islands within the Isles of St Francis Sanctuary 
Zone [8]. Total estimated annual pup production for all of Nuyts Archipelago 
Marine Park is about 509 [8]. 19 pups were counted on Fenelon Island in 2015 
and 20 pups were counted on West Island in 2015 [8]. 
 
We oppose reductions to the Isle St Francis Sanctuary Zone for the following 
reasons: 
 
A significant net loss of protection of important environmental values.  
Despite an overall increase in size of the sanctuary zone the net impact on 
environmental values would be negative. Government commissioned reports 
conclude that the significant loss of St Francis Island as a wilderness area within 
the sanctuary zone would not be offset by the inclusion of Hart Island and Cannan 
Reefs. There would still be a net loss of wilderness value. The proposed extension 
to the south to include Cannan Reefs and Hart Island does not offer the 
equivalent habitat or biodiversity to that lost around St Francis Island.  
 
The loss of a unique and irreplaceable habitat that is necessary for a 
comprehensive, adequate and representative network of protected areas. 
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Downgrading the zoning of the marine environment surrounding St Francis Island 
would compromise the CAR system by reducing protection for unique offshore 
island habitats. Specifically, the Isles of St Francis Sanctuary Zone is a pristine 
ecosystem and one of the only examples of an entire offshore island archipelago 
captured within a sanctuary zone. It also represents an important transitional 
zone between eastern and western distributed species and habitats due to the 
influence of the warm Leeuwin currents [8].  
 
Reduced ability to assess the effectiveness of the marine park network conserving 
marine biological diversity and marine habitats. 
Due to its extremely high conservation values, a number of scientific monitoring 
sites are located within the Isles of St Francis Sanctuary Zone as part of the 
Marine Parks Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting Program [8].  
 
Negative impacts on important habitats including spawning locations for 
commercial fisheries and species of conservation concern. 
The variety of habitats within this site provide spawning locations for southern 
rock lobster, Maori octopus, greenlip abalone, blacklip abalone, purple sea urchin, 
sea sweep, western blue groper, baitworm, king scallop, queen scallop and 
yellow-eye mullet [8]. The area provides important habitat for several shark and 
fish species, including species of conservation concern such as the white shark 
(vulnerable), western blue groper, western blue devil, harlequin fish, and blue 
throated wrasse [8]. The black cowrie, a shell species of conservation concern is 
found within the zone. This species is under threat due to popularity in the shell 
trade [8]. Protected within the zone is Petrel Bay which is considered an 
important breeding area for molluscs [8].  
 
Negative impacts on targeted species and broader ecosystem functions from 
commercial fishing. 
The existing sanctuary zone provides an important refuge from the impacts of 
commercial fisheries.  
Fishing, in general, poses a threat to ecosystem function by (i) selective removal 
of species/size cohorts, (ii) increasing the risk of spreading marine pests and 
disease and (iii) potentially disturbing breeding colonies of marine mammals and 
birds [8]. 
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Amendments opening the Isles of St Francis to fishing would have negative impact 
on those species commonly targeted including, rock lobster, abalone, Kings 
George whiting, snapper and a range of reef species. Many reef fish species (e.g. 
blue devils and western blue groper) are site attached, slow growing and have low 
fecundity and are therefore very vulnerable to overfishing [8]. For example. the 
Western Zone Blacklip Abalone Fishery is classified as ‘transitional depleting’, 
reflecting the importance of the refuge this sanctuary provides for replenishing 
harvested species [7].  
 
Conservation of these species may be compromised by allowing fishing in the Isles 
of St Francis Sanctuary Zone (especially if fishing pressure increases in the future) 
with negative flow on effects for biodiversity conservation and ecosystem 
function [8]. Populations of other target species such as lobster and abalone 
would be reduced and would affect the trophic structure within the reef 
ecosystem which would have flow-on effects to ecosystem function [8]. 
 
Removal of other species caught as bycatch  
A number of species are captured as bycatch and in many cases damage from 
hooks or barotrauma reduce their survival rate when returned to the water [8]. 
Opening sections of the current zone to fishing will increase the mortality of fish 
caught as bycatch [8]. The Rock Lobster fishery poses a real threat to bycatch of 
Australian sea lions [8]. 
 
Harm to non-target species by fishing gear/activity  
Dolphins and whales commonly use or pass through this site and long nosed fur 
seals and Australian sea lions commonly haul out [8]. There are three active state 
endangered white-bellied sea eagle and one active state endangered osprey nest 
located on the Island of St Francis [8]. Opening the zone to fishing will increase 
vessel traffic and the use or fishing gear potentially increasing levels of 
disturbance and risk of entanglement/ entrapment for these species, especially 
Australian sea lions (vulnerable) [8]. 
 
It is also possible that other activities such as offshore cage aquaculture could 
occur in the location of the Isles St Francis Sanctuary Zone due to the shelter 
provided by the islands [8]. 
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Rare and vulnerable species that are sensitive to disturbance have nesting sites 
and territory on St Francis Island.  
The marine environment around St Francis island that is proposed to be excluded 
from the sanctuary zone provides vital habitat to a range of vulnerable and 
endangered species [8].The state rare osprey and vulnerable white-bellied sea 
eagles are known to have territories around the Isles of St Francis and  are 
particularly sensitive to human disturbance[8]. There are three active sea eagle 
and one active osprey nest located on the Island of St Francis [8].  
 
Reduced ability to assess the effectiveness of the marine park network at 
conserving marine biological diversity and marine habitats.  
Opening this area will reduce the ability to assess the effectiveness of the marine 
park network [8]. The Isles of St Francis Sanctuary Zone has been selected as a 
priority for monitoring due to the representative nearshore reef habitats it 
contains and high biodiversity values [8]. Opening it to fishing would reduce the 
utility of monitoring these sites as removal of biomass by fishing would change 
the ecosystem function and thus our understanding of whether marine 
biodiversity was being conserved [8]. 

North Neptune Sanctuary Zone in Neptune Islands Group (Ron and Valerie Taylor) 
Marine Park  

Summary of changes: Proposed amendments remove over 70% of the original 
sanctuary zone and replace it with a Habitat Protection Zone to allow for fishing. 
The size of the sanctuary zone would decrease from 34km2 to 9km2.  
 

Position on proposed amendments to the North Neptune Island Sanctuary Zone 
We oppose the cuts to the North Neptune Island Sanctuary Zone. Proposed 
amendments will remove over 70% of its existing area. There is no proposed 
offset to address the loss of this significant site. It would open most of the marine 
environment around the main North Neptune island to commercial fisheries and 
other disturbance. Offshore islands are already significantly underrepresented in 
sanctuary zones.  Replenishment of depleting fisheries inside the area will be 
halted. Fisheries could also negatively interfere with the shark cage diving 
industry that is the basis of a growing tourism sector in the region.   
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We propose a new sanctuary zone around the South Neptune Islands, using 
broadly the same size and placement as the current North Neptune SZ takes 
around the north islands. We note in particular the importance of the eastern side 
of the South Neptune Islands and their protected ‘cove’ – created by the two 
main South islands. 
 

 
Values of the area:  
The North Neptune Islands Sanctuary Zone is located in the Neptune Islands 
Group Marine Park in the Eyre Bioregion. It contains steep cliffs running into deep 
water as well as a protected bay with seagrass and sand bottom. The area 
receives warm water from the Leeuwin Current and cool water from Flinders 
current allowing for high biodiversity [8]. The area is ecologically important and 
represents an entire offshore island and its associated intertidal and subtidal 
habitats [8]. Offshore islands are not represented well in sanctuary zones 
throughout the marine parks network, due to their importance as fishing grounds 
[8].  
 
The North Neptune Islands contain half of the breeding population of long-nosed 
fur seals in South Australia.  The area is also a breeding colony for the vulnerable 
Australian sea lion [8]. The Australian sea lion breeding site within the North 
Neptune Islands has an estimated annual pup production of about 9 pups [8]. 
Short-tailed shearwaters breed on 3 Islands within the Neptune Islands Group 
Marine Park, including an estimated population of about 18,900 on North 
Neptune Island [8]. White-bellied sea eagles are also known to nest in the North 
Neptune Islands Sanctuary Zone [8].  
 
Seabirds protected under international treaties roost and nest on the islands [8]. 
The area also provides breeding habitat for the little penguin, rare rock parrot, 
rare sooty oystercatcher, rare Cape Barren goose, endangered white-bellied sea 
eagle and endangered fairy tern [8].  
 
The site provides habitat for the endangered coastal stingaree, which is endemic 
to South Australia and is a spawning or nursery habitat for southern rock lobster, 
Maori octopus, greenlip abalone, blacklip abalone, purple sea urchin, western 
blue groper and sea sweep [8]. The area is a world-renowned viewing area for the 
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white shark (Carcharodon carcharias) and ecotourism is important to the area and 
the tourism industry has seen significant growth in the last decade [8].  
 
The Neptune Islands Group is a critical and rare part of the network.  The North 
Neptune Island sanctuary is the only significant protected island system in the 
network in the transition zone between the protected waters of Spencer Gulf and 
the open sea. 
 
The South Neptune Islands are currently unprotected, despite being critical 
habitat for large mature breeding age female white sharks and should have high 
level protection. The South Neptune Islands are an important asset for the 
tourism industry. 
 
 
We oppose reductions to the North Neptune Island Sanctuary Zone for the 
following reasons 
 
The amendments will reduce the effectiveness of the zone to protect and 
conserve marine biological diversity and marine habitats. 
 
It is a unique and irreplaceable habitat that is necessary for a comprehensive, 
adequate and representative network of protected areas 
The North Neptune Island Sanctuary Zone represents the only example of a 
remote offshore island ecosystem in the lower Eyre region with complete 
representation of intertidal and subtidal habitats. Changing/downgrading the 
zoning would compromise the CAR system by reducing the protection for these 
remote offshore island habitats. 
 
The existing sanctuary zone supports a growing tourism sector 
Visitor numbers to the islands have increased from 1,127 in 2008/09 to 9,807 in 
2016/17 [8]. The 9,907 shark cage diving patrons in 2016/17 led to an estimated 
19,614 visitor nights, $6.8 million of expenditure on tour fees and $1.5 million of 
other expenditure in the Eyre Peninsula region [8]. The contribution of this 
activity to Gross regional product was $7.4 million, including $3.5 million from 
flow-on effects. The contribution to employment was around 67 full time jobs, 
including 26 from flow-on effects [8]. Fourteen percent of their respondent to a 
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survey were influenced by the sanctuary zone (20 per cent by the Marine Park) 
when choosing to visit Port Lincoln [8]. 
 
Opening up part of this area to fishing activities could negatively impact on 
tourism activities. Shark long-line fishing in the area can be expected to lead to 
negative interactions with shark cage diving patrons. Broader fishing activities 
that would likely occur, including rock lobster and abalone, may affect the 
wilderness experience. 
 
Negative impacts on fisheries  
It is likely that the rock lobster, abalone and MSF Fisheries resume fishing the area 
and could lead to additional depletion of fish stocks replenished within the 
sanctuary zone [8]. Opening parts of the North Neptune Islands would have a 
negative impact on rock lobster and abalone populations [8]. Abalone stock are 
still facing significant pressures and deemed to be a depleting stock. Spawning or 
nursery habitat for southern rock lobster, Maori octopus, greenlip abalone, 
blacklip abalone, purple sea urchin, western blue groper and sea sweep are 
located inside the existing sanctuary zone and are critical habitat that ensures 
long term sustainability of these fisheries [8]. While studies have not been 
completed in this area, based on studies in Cape du Couedic Sanctuary Zone, it is 
predicted that southern rock lobster populations have increased markedly with 
the removal of fishing [8]. If fishing recommenced it is expected that lobster 
biomass and abundance would reduce to the levels that existed prior to 
establishment of the protected areas with related impacts on ecosystem function 
and biodiversity. 
 
Rock lobster, greenlip abalone and blacklip abalone, when each considered in 
isolation, are predicted to increase in size and abundance over the next 20 years 
inside the zone [8]. Bight redfish, bluethroat wrasse, harlequin fish, swallowtail, 
sea sweep and western blue groper are predicted to maintain size and/or 
abundance inside the zone [8]. 
 
The sanctuary zone addresses the following threats to conservation values from 
the activities of these fisheries. The rock lobster and abalone fisheries pose a 
threat (medium) to their respective target species [8]. The rock lobster fishery 
poses a threat (medium) to bycatch of Australian sea lions. Fishing, in general, 
poses a threat (low) to ecosystem function by (i) selective removal of species/size 
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cohorts, (ii) increasing the risk of spreading marine pests and disease and (iii) 
potentially disturbing breeding colonies of marine mammals and birds [8].  
 
Removal of other species caught as bycatch  
A number of species are captured as bycatch and in many cases damage from 
hooks or barotrauma reduce their survival rate when returned to the water, 
especially if fishing pressure increases in the future [8]. Opening part of the zone 
to fishing will increase the mortality of fish caught as bycatch [8]. The flow on 
effects of fish mortality associated with bycatch on overall marine biodiversity 
and ecosystem function is not well understood [8].  
 
Harm to non-target species by fishing gear/activity  
The North Neptune Islands Sanctuary Zone is home to one of the largest breeding 
colonies of the long-nosed fur seal and is also a breeding colony of the Australian 
sea lion (vulnerable). Dolphins and whale commonly use or pass through the area 
[8]. There is one active state endangered white-bellied sea eagle nest located on 
the cliffs of North Neptune Island [8]. Opening part of the zone to fishing will 
increase vessel traffic and the use or fishing gear potentially increasing levels of 
disturbance [8]. The site provides additional protection for white sharks from 
accidental capture by commercial shark fishers while the sharks are resident 
within the zone [8]. The site has several habitat types that are sensitive to 
disturbance such as seagrass and reef and associated fauna communities [8]. 

Cape du Couedic Sanctuary Zone in Western Kangaroo Island Marine Park  

Summary of changes: Proposed amendments cut more than 75% from the 
eastern side of the sanctuary zone, replacing it with a habitat protection zone to 
allow fishing. The size of the sanctuary zone would be reduced from 28km2 to 
6km2.  
 

Position on proposed amendments to the Cape du Couedic Sanctuary Zone 
We oppose the proposal to cut 75% of the existing Cape du Couedic Island 
Sanctuary Zone. It is particularly important as breeding habitat for a range of 
species including the Australian sea lion (vulnerable), Australian fur seals and 
long-nosed fur seals and New Zealand fur seal. It is also a vital refuge for 
commercial fisheries that are currently depleting or overfished. The wilderness 
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values of this area are a key attraction to the growing tourism industry on the 
Kangaroo island. 
 
We recommend extension of the Seal Bay sanctuary zone (SZ-1) in the Southern 
Kangaroo Island Marine Park. Specifically, extension of the SZ in a south/easterly 
direction along the Cape Gantheaume coast to the most southern point of the 
Cape Gantheaume Wilderness Protection Area, maintaining its southerly extent to 
the outer boundary of Park 17. 
 

 
Values of the area:  
The Cape du Couedic in the Western Kangaroo Island Marine Park conserves a 
unique coastal environment with high biodiversity and is within the Eyre 
Bioregion [8]. It is located in an area with a seasonal upwelling that provides 
nutrients to support complex food webs [8]. The sanctuary zone protects complex 
reefs extending at least 50 m deep as well as exposed bedrock, sand and soft 
bottom habitats [8]. This productive area supports marine mammals, crustaceans, 
molluscs and a number of fish species [8].  
 
The site is important as only two known South Australian breeding sites for 
Australian fur seals, a breeding site for long-nosed fur seals and a breeding and 
haul out site for the Australian sea lion (vulnerable) [8]. A significant New Zealand 
fur seal breeding site is located within this zone, with up to eight breeding 
locations. It is also a nesting area for the endangered white-bellied sea eagle and 
a breeding ground for seabirds such as Pacific gulls and crested and fairy terns [8]. 
It contains the red macroalgae anotrichium towinna and leptoklonion fastigiatum 
which have a limited range of distribution [8].  
 
In terms of fish species richness, Cape du Couedic has the 6th highest number of 
mean fish species recorded and the 3rd high number of large fish (>200mm) 
present when compared to other sites that have been assessed [8].   
 
Tourism linked to the wilderness value of this area is of particular significance to 
the local economy.  
214,000 people visit Kangaroo Island each year and nearly 80% of them visit Cape 
du Couedic, making it the highest visited tourism destination on Kangaroo Island 
[8]. Visitors to Cape du Couedic are provided with a number of wildlife viewing 
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opportunities, including a colony of long-nosed fur seals, white-bellied sea eagles, 
fairy terns, oystercatchers and a wide variety of other sea and shorebirds can be 
seen feeding or roosting [8]. On a seasonal basis southern right whales and 
humpback whales can be seen migrating through the sanctuary zone.  
 
An estimated 171,200 tourists visit the Cape du Couedic precinct annually [8]. The 
local expenditure associated with this visitation is around $29.1 million, 33% of 
expenditure by overnight visitors to Kangaroo Island [8]. Visitation attributable to 
the Cape du Couedic precinct in 2016/17 were significant. The contribution to 
gross regional product was $22.2 million, including $8.2 million from flow-on 
effects. The contribution to employment was 308 full time jobs, including 75 from 
flow-on effects [8]. 

The Southern Kangaroo Island Marine Park is home to iconic Seal Bay, a jewel of 
South Australia’s natural heritage. With deep-water reefs, exposed cliffs and 
rocky headlands the park features one of Australia’s most important breeding 
sites for endangered Australian sea lions. The biggest threat they face is 
commercial fishing, particularly entanglement in craypots and shark nets. 

 
Mammals  
The Western Kangaroo Island Marine Park is used by a number of marine 
mammal species, including southern right whale, pygmy blue whale, sperm 
whale, pygmy sperm whale, dwarf sperm whale, pigmy right whale, beaked 
whale, short-finned pilot whale, false killer whale, Risso’s dolphin, southern right 
whale dolphin, Australian sea lion, long-nosed fur seal (formerly Long-nosed fur 
seal), Australian fur seal, common dolphin and bottlenose dolphin [8]. Some of 
these species are resident while others are more transient, visiting to rest, breed 
and/or feed. There is an Australian sea lion breeding site on North Casuarina 
Island within the Cape du Couedic Sanctuary Zone, with an estimated annual pup 
production of about 11 [8].   
 
For the Australian fur seal, most of the South Australian population is on 
Kangaroo Island and the nearby Casuarina Islands. There is a breeding site for the 
Australian fur seal on North Casuarina Island and haul-out sites on the Casuarina 
Islets, Cape du Couedic and Nautilus Rocks within/adjacent to the Cape du 
Couedic Sanctuary Zone 11 [8].  Multiple haul-out sites for the long-nosed fur seal 
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existing in the existing zone include Vennachar Point, South Casuarina Islet, 
Nautilus Rock, Nautilus North, North Casuarina Islet, Libke, Cape du Couedic, 
Admirals Arch, Spooks North, Ladders South, Ladders North and Knife and Steel 
Point [8]. There are also breeding sites for the long-nosed fur seal at Cape du 
Couedic (12 sites), North Casuarina Island (two sites) and East Remarkable Rocks 
[8].  
 
Seabirds  
The North Casuarina Islet is a known breeding area for the nationally protected 
Pacific gull, crested tern and rock parrot, while the South Casuarina Islet is used 
by the state rare ruddy turnstone, state rare sooty oystercatcher and Pacific gull 
for breeding [8]. It assumed that these species utilise the Cape du Couedic 
Sanctuary Zone [8]..  The southern giant petrel (state vulnerable), as well as many 
migratory albatross species such as the shy albatross (nationally and state listed 
vulnerable) and the yellow-nosed albatross (state endangered) have been 
recorded in the area surrounding Flinders Chase National Park. Other species 
found there include the state rare Cape Barren goose, musk duck, fleshy-footed 
shearwater and eastern reef egret, and the state endangered fairy tern [8]. It 
assumed that these species utilise the Cape du Couedic Sanctuary Zone [8]. 
 
Offshore islands including Kangaroo Island are particularly important habitat for 
the state endangered white-bellied sea eagle, with one in the vicinity of the 
sanctuary. There are is also osprey territories in the vicinity and it is assumed that 
these species utilise the sanctuary zone [8].  
 
 
We oppose reductions to Cape du Couedic Sanctuary Zone for the following 
reasons: 
 
Compromise of the CAR system by reducing important habitat for Australian sea 
lion, Australian fur seal and long nosed fur seal 
This sanctuary zone has very high conservation value and several species are 
sensitive to disturbance such as white-bellied sea eagles and three species of 
pinniped (Australian sea lion, Australian fur seal and long nosed fur seal.) 
Specifically, it contains the only example of all three native pinnipeds occurring 
together and actively breeding. Downgrading the zoning would compromise the 
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CAR system by reducing the protection for this collection of species that is 
currently unique in the network. 
 
It provides vital refuge for commercial fisheries that are currently overfished and 
depleting 
Fisheries in the region including greenslip and blacklip abalone stocks, southern 
rock lobster and King George whiting stocks in the region have been classed as 
transitionally depleting [5,42]. This reflects fishing pressures on these species and 
reinforces the importance of providing refuge for the replenishment of these 
species, and in particular for spawning, nursery or juvenile habitat. Southern rock 
lobster populations have already demonstrated significant recovery within the 
site that included an 81% increase in relative biomass and 42.2% increase in 
relative abundance  [9].  While spill over effects into areas outside the sanctuary 
are yet to be demonstrated, preliminary evidence suggests this is occurring and 
that it may be able play a part in replenishing the species outside the sanctuary 
boundaries [9].   
 
There are minimal benefits to fisheries 
Opening the site to abalone and rock lobster fishing would likely result in an initial 
increase in catch rates due to the increase in biomass that has occurred since 
fishing was ceased [34]. The catch rates would then likely decline and stabilise to 
levels seen outside the site and across the western end of Kangaroo Island [8].  
More than the estimated displaced catch has been removed from the fishery 
through the Commercial Fisheries Voluntary Catch/Effort Reduction Program, 
such that the remaining fishers now have greater relative access to the available 
biomass outside the site [8]. 
 
Reduced ability to assess the effectiveness of Marine Park at conserving marine 
biological diversity and marine habitats 
Opening the sanctuary zone to fishing will reduce the ability to assess the 
effectiveness of the marine park network. The site has been selected as a priority 
for monitoring due to the high conservation values contained within it. Opening 
the site to fishing would reduce the utility of this monitoring as removal of 
biomass by fishing would change the ecosystem function and thus understanding 
of how intact marine ecosystems function. 
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Undermine long term monitoring of rock lobster populations that could aid in 
establishing a sustainable fishery 
Opening up the sanctuary zone to rock lobster fishing would undermine the long-
term study to determine the effects of protection from fishing on the rock lobster 
population at Cape du Couedic [34]. If the study were continued it would improve 
knowledge and support decision-making with regard to the marine parks 
monitoring program and support sustainable fisheries management. 

Coorong Beach South Sanctuary Zone in the Upper South East Marine Park 

Summary of changes: The proposed amendments overlay a special purpose area 
to enable shore-based recreational line fishing (new length of 7.4 km). Other 
sanctuary zone restrictions are to remain, and the size remains unchanged. 
 

Position on proposed amendments to the Coorong Beach South Sanctuary Zone 
Opening up this area for beach fishing diminishes the effectiveness of the 
sanctuary zone. The site has extremely high wilderness value and is one of the 
few high wave energy beaches in the marine parks network that has full sanctuary 
zone protection. The site offers a small refuge from disturbance to fisheries and 
nesting shorebirds and is of inherent scientific value for studying the effects of 
protection on high wave energy beach ecosystems [8].  
In this instance however, we understand the recreational fishing case for this 
location. The inclusion of recreational fishing is contrary to the definition of a 
sanctuary zones as a ‘highly protected areas’ under the governing state legislation 
and national and international framework for IUCN Categories I and II. In order 
not to diminish the integrity of sanctuary zoning, areas where recreational fishing 
access is permitted from the beach should be achieved via the use of a Habitat 
Protection Zone with a Special Purpose regulation. 
We note that there is increasing evidence that the surf zone is an important part 
of coastal ecosystems. Allowing beach fishing should be the exception not the 
rule in a marine parks network and an effective and credible network should 
include no-take areas in the surf zone.   

 
Values of the sanctuary zone:  
The site protects a part of the longest continuous high energy dissipative beach in 
the southern hemisphere backed by vast sand dunes and the Coorong lakes [8]. It 
extends across 7km of fine–medium sand beach habitat (6% of the beach length 



 
Page 43 of 54 

 

 

that is within in the marine park) [8]. The Coorong ocean beach is a significant site 
for a diverse assortment of migratory and sedentary bird species including the red 
necked stint and vulnerable hooded plover. It also encompasses a pathway area 
for southern right whales [8].  
 
The site extends from the intertidal surf zone out to deeper waters over 6km 
offshore. It is predominately comprised of exposed fine-medium sand beach, soft-
bottom habitat and habitats that are yet to be mapped [8]. While little is known 
about the fish and macro-invertebrate species diversity, the area is well known 
for fished species such as mulloway, Australian salmon and pipi [8].  
 
The site was located away from popular recreational fishing sites at Tea Cross 
Crossing and commercial fishing areas for pipi [8]. This zone was designed to 
avoid important recreational fishing locations near Tea Tree Crossing and towards 
42 Mile Crossing [8]. A section of the site neighbours the Coorong National Park 
and the Coorong and Lakes Alexandrina and Albert RAMSAR reserve to the 
medium high-water mark, creating a protected passage from the land to the sea 
[8]. 
 
Crested terns and little penguins breed at Baudin Rocks within the marine park, 
with estimated populations of about 1,500 and 100 pairs, respectively [8]. There 
are also breeding sites for the black-faced cormorant and pied cormorant [8]. 
 
As one of the few high wave energy beaches in the marine parks network that has 
high-level protection with no shore based recreational line fishing allowed the site 
is of inherent scientific value for studying the effects of protection on high wave 
energy beach ecosystems [8]. Due to its remote location and difficulty with 
access, there is significant ‘wilderness value’ [8]. 

B. New and expanded Sanctuary Zones: 

Position on proposed expansion of sanctuary zones 
We support efforts to expand sanctuary zones in the marine park network, 
including the expansion of the Nuyts Reef Sanctuary Zone and the establishment 
of new sites at Glenelg (Metropolitan Shellfish) Reef Sanctuary Zone, Windara 
Reef Sanctuary Zone and Port Stanvac Sanctuary Zone.  
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We urge government to expand rather than remove areas of high conservation 
value from sanctuary zones within the marine parks network. Expansion of highly 
protected areas is necessary to achieve a comprehensive, adequate and 
representative network of protected areas that will enable protection of 
biodiversity, avoid species collapse and ensure sustainable fisheries [11–13].  
 
Scientific consensus in Australia and international governmental agreements 
point to a target of 30% of our oceans for inclusion in highly protected areas such 
as sanctuary zones to address ocean degradation and ensure ecological viability 
and protection of habitats. 
 
These expansions must be consistent with the relevant sections of the Marine 
Parks Act and the definitions and objectives of ‘highly protected areas’ under 
IUCN Categories I and II as defined in the National Representative System of 
Protected Areas. Specifically, this requires ensuring sanctuary zones are no take 
zones in which all extractive activities are prohibited.  
 
For these reasons the new sanctuary zone sites where fishing is proposed to be 
allowed, are not appropriate for inclusion as sanctuary zones. They should be 
zoned Habitat Protection with a Special Purpose regulation in order to achieve the 
desired management outcome. 
  

Nuyts Reef Sanctuary Zone at Nuyts Archipelago Marine Park  

Summary of changes: Proposed amendments expand the sanctuary zone by 90 
km2 to encompass more of the surrounding area. The additional area will change 
from habitat protection zone to sanctuary zone. The new sanctuary zone area will 
be 195 km2. The changes will allow shore-based recreational line fishing in the 
expanded SZ by extending the existing Special Purpose Area to the west and east 
by 9.88km, to give a new SPA of 21.46km in length.  
 

Position on amendments to Nuyts Reef Sanctuary Zone 

We support the extension of a sanctuary zone at Nuyts Reef to include a much 
larger area. Larger sanctuary zones are more effective than smaller ones. The 
expansion also proposes to extend an existing special purpose area along the 
length of the sanctuary zone to permit shore based recreational fishing activity. 
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As the existing zoning at Nutys allows beach fishing, we accept that beach fishing 
should be able to continue along the expanded SZ.  
Note, we point to the importance of surf zone no-take areas, and that allowing 
beach fishing where sanctuary zones would otherwise apply should be the 
exception not the rule. Sanctuary zones are ‘highly protected areas’ under the 
governing state legislation and national and international framework for IUCN 
Categories I and II. For this reason, the zoning prescription a sanctuary zone with 
a special purpose area on top in order to allow beach fishing, is not appropriate 
for the area that permits fishing. The prescription along the surf zone in this 
instance should be creation of a Habitat Protection Zone with a Special Purpose 
regulation in order to enable recreational fishing. 

 
Values of the area: 
The area conserves important environmental features of state and regional 
ecological significance. The reef is the last shoreline inflection (or settling place) 
before the Head of the Bight and is the largest and most westerly limestone reef 
in the Murat bioregion.   
 
The sanctuary zone provides haul out sites for the long-nosed fur seal as well as 
habitat for breeding for the Australian sea lion colonies (vulnerable) [8]. Nuyts 
Reef is one of 11 breeding sites for the Australian sea lion (nationally vulnerable) 
and one of only 5 sites nationally which produces more than 100 pups annually 
[8]. The Australian sea lion is an endemic Australian pinniped listed as 
‘Vulnerable” under the threatened species category of the Commonwealth 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Act 1999 (EPBC Act), Vulnerable under 
the South Australian National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972 and Endangered under 
the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Redlist [8]. The 
Australian sea lion pup abundance has declined by almost 25% over the last 
decade contributing to the overall decline in the population [8].  
 
This sanctuary zone is influenced by the warm, westerly Leeuwin Current which 
helps support migratory pelagic species such as southern bluefin tuna and a wide 
range of species more commonly found in tropical areas [8]. Nuyts Reef Sanctuary 
Zone conserves important spawning location for southern rock lobster, Maori 
octopus, greenlip abalone, blacklip abalone, purple sea urchin, sea sweep and 
western blue groper [8]. The area also contains uncommon red algal communities 
in 30m of water [8].  
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Noted impacts of the changes:  
The proposed extension adds additional buffering area around Nuyts Reef and 
would have some biodiversity value, including additional Australian sea lion 
foraging areas [8]. The sanctuary zone allows for shore based recreational fishing 
and has low impact on commercial fisheries [8].  
 
Recreational activity is minimal in and around the site due to its remote nature. 
The area is far from the nearest public boat ramp and is inaccessible to most 
recreational boats (Bryars et al. 2016). Shore-based recreation activities adjacent 
to the site are generally limited due to the restricted access by road to the 
shoreline and cliffs. 

Metropolitan Shellfish Reef Sanctuary Zone (Glenelg shellfish reef) in Encounter 
Marine Park 

Summary of changes: Amendments will extend the marine park outer boundary 
to allow inclusion of the Glenelg reef as the Metropolitan Shellfish Reef Sanctuary 
Zone. A special purpose area is proposed to permit fishing within the site. 
 

Position on amendments creating Metropolitan Shellfish Sanctuary Zone 

We support the inclusion of this artificial reef in the marine park and allowing 
fishing to continue in this area.   
However, the zoning prescription of a sanctuary zone as a temporary 
management measure ahead of fishing resuming in 2026 is not appropriate use of 
sanctuary zoning. To achieve the desired management outcome, a Habitat 
Protection Zone should be declared with Special Purpose regulation tailored to 
the needs at this site. 

 

Port Stanvac Sanctuary Zone in Encounter Marine Park 

Summary of changes: Amendments will extend the outer boundaries of the 
marine park to allow the inclusion of the existing exclusion zone at Port Stanvac 
as a sanctuary zone. The Port Stanvac restricted access area has significant 
environmental values which will be maintained if the proposal is implemented. It 
is expected to provide potential positive benefits to the general public by 
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providing educational and recreational (non-extractive) opportunities currently 
not permitted.  
 

Position on amendments creating Port Stanvac Sanctuary Zone 

We are in support of the creation of the Port Stanvac Sanctuary Zone as a regional 

biodiversity hotspot.  

 

Windara Reef Sanctuary Zone- Upper Gulf St Vincent Marine park  

Summary of changes: Amendments extend the marine park outer boundary to 
allow inclusion of Windara Shellfish Reef as a sanctuary zone. A special purpose 
area is proposed across the new sanctuary zone to allow recreational fishing, in 
particular ‘the taking of scalefish, sharks and crustaceans for recreational 
purposes.’  
 

Position on amendments creating Windara Reef Sanctuary Zone 

We are in support of the inclusion of Windara Reef in the marine park as 
protection of the reef will positively impact its environmental values [8]. 
However, as explained above, the zoning prescription of a sanctuary zone with a 
special purpose area overlaid is not appropriate. A Habitat Protection Zone with 
Special Purpose regulation should be used in order to enable the continuation of 
recreational fishing.   

 

C. Process Issues with the Marine Park Review 

Removal of key monitoring sites from within the sanctuary zones network  

The primary objective of the marine parks program is ‘to protect and conserve 
marine biological diversity and marine habitats by declaring and providing for the 
management of a comprehensive, adequate and representative system of marine 
parks’ [1]. Sanctuary zones are the central component of marine parks designed 
to enhance biodiversity, ecological processes and resilience.  
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A monitoring, evaluation and reporting (MER) program is one of four core 
components of the overall marine parks program. The collection of ecological 
data and its synthesis is pivotal to assessing whether the principal objectives have 
been achieved [1]. The marine parks ecological monitoring program has 
established an extensive dataset of biological indicators in 7 of the 8 marine 
bioregions and in 16 of the 19 marine parks [1]. It also gathers critical ecological, 
economic, social and management information to inform the review of the 
management plans. Ecological monitoring primarily targets priority sanctuary 
zones across various habitat types, with a focus on sites of high biodiversity [1]. 
 
The proposed reductions in sanctuary zones remove key monitoring sites from 
within marine parks before trends in recovery of depleted fish stock and 
biodiversity values can be properly assessed. This reduces the ability to evaluate 
the marine park network and determine if the management plans were effective 
in achieving the objects of the Marine Parks Act.  

Insufficient data has been gathered to make scientifically informed and evidence-
based decisions  

 
The findings of the status report, commissioned as part of this review, confirmed 
that the marine parks program is on track to meet its statutory objectives through 
the implementation of activities aligned with the strategies of the management 
plans. The program is currently observing the predicted outcomes expected from 
effective implementation of these strategies [8].  
 

The status report commissioned as part of this current Marine Park Review states 
that it ‘did not undertake an evaluation of the effectiveness of the management 
plans in delivering the objects of the Marine Parks Act 2007, or an evaluation of 
the appropriateness of strategies, including zoning arrangements’ [1].  
 
Scientific studies suggest a minimum of 10 years of data to see meaningful trends 
in recovery of species, increases in biodiversity or other positive impacts [43]. It is 
for this reason that a 10-year evaluation report was mandated to be completed in 
2021 [1]. This final evaluation report (2021) will address whether the current 
marine park has been effective in protecting and conserving marine biological 
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diversity and marine habitats, or maintaining ecological processes, and will also 
evaluate the social-economic impacts of the marine park network [1]. 
 
While the 5-year review was intended as a cycle of adaptive management in 
which management plans could be adjusted, we do not believe it is an 
inappropriate amount of time to consider significant cuts to the size and location 
of sanctuary zones.  
 
In general, insufficient time has passed since marine park implementation for 
changes in size, abundance and diversity of biota to be detected - with the 
exception of Cape de Coudecic where rock lobsters have been shown to have 
increased in size and abundance consistent with predictions of when fishing 
pressure is removed. [8]. While preliminary information exists, data that is highly 
relevant to decisions over the maintenance or amendment of sanctuary zones, 
such as their role in replenishing commercial fisheries, is still being gathered 
 
A 10-year evaluation of South Australia's sanctuary zones is legislated to occur by 
2022. Making cuts to these extremely important components of the marine park 
network prior to this evaluation report is contrary to statutory intentions, current 
scientific knowledge and commitments to evidence-based decision making.  
 
It is on these bases that we strongly oppose further consideration of reductions in 
the boundaries of sanctuary zones prior to the completion of a 10-year evaluation 
report. Further, we do not consider the current Review to satisfy the 
requirements of the 10 year review. 
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Appendix 1: Australia’s commitments to marine protection 

Convention on Biodiversity Conservation 

Australian state, territory and federal governments all made a commitment to the 
world to conserve biological diversity when we ratified the Convention on 
Biological Diversity in 1993. In 2011, nations agreed to protect at least 10% of the 
world’s coastal and marine waters in a network of representative marine 
protected areas by 2020 as a step towards ocean health in a commitment known 
as the Aichi Biodiversity Target 11. It has long been clear that 10% could only be a 
‘waypoint’ toward effective ocean protection, not an endpoint [12]. In 2010, the 
10% target was widely recognised as inadequate for ocean health but anything 
higher was not considered feasible [13]. Since then, many nations have gone on 
to exceed the 10% target and scientific evidence on the need for a much higher 
target has strengthened [12]. 

In 2014, the IUCN World Congress agreed that a high level protection of 30% of 
the world’s oceans was required. Achieving this target requires protection of 
areas that are ‘of particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem services’, 
‘ecologically representative’, ‘well connected’, ‘effectively and equitably 
managed’ and ‘integrated into the wider landscape and seascape’.   

These international commitments were translated into national action through 
the National Representative System of Marine Protected Areas (NRSMPA) whose 
primary goal is to: 
 

...establish and manage a comprehensive, adequate and representative 
system of marine protected areas to contribute to the long-term ecological 
viability of marine and estuarine systems, to maintain ecological processes 
and systems, and to protect Australia’s biological diversity at all levels [41].  
 

In 1998, guidelines for establishing the NRSMPA were developed by an 
intergovernmental Task Force on Marine Protected Areas and agreed to by all 
Australian governments. 
Such a network would include the full range of ecosystems within each bioregion 
(‘comprehensive’), be large enough to ensure ecological viability and the integrity 
of populations, species and communities (‘adequate’) and reflect the biodiversity 
of marine ecosystems (‘representative’) [44]. 
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Comprehensiveness: the NRSMPA will include the full range of ecosystems 
recognised at an appropriate scale within and across each bioregion.  
Adequacy: the NRSMPA will have the required level of reservation to ensure the 
ecological viability and integrity of populations, species and communities.  
Representativeness: those marine areas that are selected for inclusion in marine 
parks should reasonably reflect the biotic diversity of the marine ecosystems from 
which they derive. 
 
*The South Australian Representative System of Marine Protected Areas 
embodies these intergovernmental commitments.  The objects of this South 
Australian Marine Parks Act 2007 are:  
(a) to protect and conserve marine biological diversity and marine habitats by 
declaring and providing for the management of a comprehensive, adequate and 
representative system of marine parks; and (b) to assist in - (i) the maintenance of 
ecological processes in the marine environment; and (ii) the adaptation to the 
impacts of climate change in the marine environment; and (iii) protecting and 
conserving features of natural or cultural heritage significance; and (iv) allowing 
ecologically sustainable development and use of marine environments; and (v) 
providing opportunities for public appreciation, education, understanding and 
enjoyment of marine environments. 


