Summary of Submissions Report

Outer boundaries of South Australia’s Marine Parks Network
February 20

Department
for Environment
and Heritage

Marine Parks

Reserve today. Preserve forever. of South Australi

www.environmem.so.gov.oU



SUMMARY OF SUBMISSIONS REPORT

Outer boundaries of South Australia’s
Marine Parks Network

FEBRUARY 2010



CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..ottt ettt ettt esae e ae e s be e sae e sbe e sbeenbeenbeenas 7
1. INTRODUGCTION ..ottt ittt ettt sttt sttt sbe e sbe e she e saeesaeesaeesaeesaeesbeeesbeesbeenbeennas 9
A = ¥ N O [ €1 { 10 N 5 SRS 9
3. CONSULTATION PROCESS ....ciiiiiiiiieiiiieee ettt e e e s st e e e e e e s sssaee e eeaaeessnnssaneeaeeesennnes 10
T8 010 aTiSiSi ] o 1 {011 4 o [P SO STUSTRR 10
3.2 Additional consultation MAateralS..........ccoviiiiiiiieee e 10
CRCH 2¥] o] [TodiTa] g g F=1 10T g e F= V£ USSR 11
3.4 AAVErtiSING PrOMOTION .....coiiiiiieeiiiie ettt ettt e s sab e e e e abeeeesanbeeaeaans 11
3.5 Marine Parks WeDSITE ........oo e 11
4. RECORDING OF SUBMISSIONS .......ciiitiiiiiiiieeie sttt s sb bbb 12
4.1 Receipt Of SUDIMISSIONS ... ..coiiiiiiii it 12
02 | V7= To I STU ] o) 0 0115150 o 1SR 12
G T 0 1= = SRS 12
4.4 Database entry and storage of SUbMISSIONS..........cccccoeviciie e 12
5. SUMMARY OF SUBMISSIONS .......ooiiiiiiiiiiee et 13
5.1 Number and type Of SUDMISSIONS..........ccoiiiiiiiiiie e 13
5.2 Number of submission comments received on the network and/or a marine
0= 11 TSRO UPPPPROP 13
5.3 Location Of reSPONAENTS ........cooiuiiiiiiiiie et e e 15
6. LEVEL OF SUPPORT ...ttt sttt ettt ettt ettt sttt st eb et e b e s ns e e sbeesbeeseeas 17
6.1 Assessing the [eVel Of SUPPOIT.........oouiiiiieree e 17
6.2 Summary of [eVel OF SUPPOM . ......ouiiiiiii e 17
6.3 Overall IeVel Of SUPPOM ....c..eiiiieeieee ettt s 19
6.4 Level of support for the marine parks NEtWOrK..........cccoccveeeiiiiri i 19
6.5 Level of support for individual marine parks .........cccccceevciee e 21
6.5.1Marine Park 1: Far West Coast Marine Park..........cccccccevveieiiieniiineniee e 22
6.4.2 Marine Park 2: Nuyts Archipelago Marine Park ..........ccccccceveiiieeciiciee e, 25
6.4.3 Marine Park 3: West Coast Bays Marine Park ...........ccccccevcveeiiiieeeciviiee e 28
6.4.4 Marine Park 4: Investigator Marne Park...........cccoeoiiiiiiieiiii e 31
6.4.5 Marine Park 5: Thorny Passage Marine Park...........ccccvoieiiiiiee e 34
6.4.6 Marine Park 6: Sir Joseph Banks Group Marine Park..........ccccoceevieniieniineenn 37
6.4.7 Marine Park 7: Neptune Islands Group Marine Park ..........cccooovveviiieniiennneenn 40
6.4.8 Marine Park 8: Gambier Islands Group Marine Park...........cccovveviieniieniienne 42
6.4.9 Marine Park 9: Franklin Harbor Marine Park..........ccccociiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 44
6.4.10 Marine Park 10: Upper Spencer Gulf Marine Park ..........ccccooieiiiiiiiiiineene 47
6.4.11 Marine Park 11: Eastern Spencer Gulf Marine Park...........ccccooeeviinicnieenn 51
6.4.12 Marine Park 12: Southern Spencer Gulf Marine Park ..........ccocccoveveviieiieenn 54
6.4.13 Marine Park 13: Lower Yorke Peninsula Marine Park.............cccccevvvveeiicnnnnnnns 57
6.4.14 Marine Park 14: Upper Gulf St Vincent Marine Park..........ccccocceviieniieniineenn 60
6.4.15 Marine Park 15: Encounter Marine Park........cccocceeiieeiieiiiie s 63
6.4.16 Marine Park 16: Western Kangaroo Island Marine Park............cccocceevceeennns 67
6.4.17 Marine Park 17: Southern Kangaroo Island Marine Park ............ccccceeeeveeens 70
6.4.18 Marine Park 18: Upper South East Marine Park .........ccccoccoeeiiieiiiniiieeiinieeee 73
6.4.19 Marine Park 19: Lower South East Marine Park ..........cccococeeiiiiiiiiiieeiiicieeee 77
7. Additional respondent COMMENTS ........oooiiiiiiiiiiii e 80
AGUACUITUIE ...ttt sttt e b e sbe e e sbb e e sab e e et e e st e e e nbeeesaneeas 80
Benefits Of Maring ParksS. ..o 80
CONSUITALION AN PIrOCESS....c.ueieiiiiiitii ittt et b e e sebe e 80
Development and regional ECONOMUES ........ccccuieeiiiiie i ee e 81
Education @and rECTEALION ........cueiiiii ittt eeas 81
FiShing (COMMIEICIAL) ......vviii e e e e s e e e srae e e e enreeeeeaans 81
Fishing (r€CIeAtIONAL) ........cooiiiiiiiiiie e a e 81
Management of marine parks, inCluding ZONING ..........cccciiiiiiiiiniiee e 82
Marine Parks Act 2007 — suggested amendments ...........coooeeeeiieee e 82



[V TaTl e I=TaTo I o =Y 1 (o] [T s o [ SRR 82

Natural Resources Management (NRM).........ccccooiiiiiiiiiec st 82
Science of marine parks, including Design PrinCiples..........c.occoiiiiiiiiiiiiei e 82

L 181115 o o TSP RRTTI 83

8. GrOUP COMPAIISONS ....eiiieiiitieeiteee sttt et ee st e st e e be e e sbeeesaeeesabe e e sabeeabe e e abseessbeesnneesnneeeanneas 83

9. FINALISING THE OUTER BOUNDARIES ......cotiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt e s ssieeee e e e e e e s nneeee e e e e nnnes 89
9.1 Changes to outer boundaries and Working GroUPS........cocuvaieerrieerieenineesneennens 89
10. DEVELOPING MARINE PARK MANAGEMENT PLANS WITH ZONING.......cccccoevvvviieenennn. 89
10.1 Management plans With ZONING .........ccooeo i e 89
O o Tox= 11 ANo \V/ (Yo 4 VA €] (o U] o 1T SRR 89



TABLES

Table 1. Products distributed during CONSUALION. ...........coeiiiiiiiiiiii e 11
Table 2. Number of submissions with number of respondents.............c.cccooiiiiiiiiees 13
Table 3. Location and number of reSpPONAENtS. ..........cceoviieiiiiiie i 15
Table 4. Sample comments received relating to the marine parks network................. 20
Table 5. Sample comments received relating to the Far West Coast Marine Park. ..... 23
Table 6. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Far West

COASt MAINE PAIK. ..ottt e e s bt e e e e e be e e e s anreee s 24

Table 7. Sample comments received relating to the Nuyts Archipelago Marine Park.26
Table 8. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Nuyts
Archipelago Maring PArK. ...ttt sbe e nree e 27
Table 9. Sample comments received relating to the West Coast Bays Marine Park.... 29
Table 10. Interests in the marine environment with the level of support as indicated in

submission comments for the West Coast Bays Marine Park...........ccccccovvviviciieeiiinees 30
Table 11. Sample comments received relating to the Investigator Marine Park. ......... 32
Table 12. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the

INVESIGAtOr MAriNg PaArK. .........cccouiiiiiiiii ettt et e e et re e e s eaaae e e s e eanee s 33

Table 13. Sample comments received relating to the Thorny Passage Marine Park. .. 35
Table 14. Interests in the marine environment the level of support for the Thorny

Passage MarNE ParK. .........c.oi ittt 36
Table 15. Sample comments received relating to the Sir Joseph Banks Group Marine

= TSSO SRRSS 38
Table 16. Interests in the marine environment with the level of support for the Sir
Joseph Banks Group Maring ParK. ........cccceciiiiieiiiiiie e ciiee et se e sae e et e e nae e e snnae e 39
Table 17. Sample comments received relating to the Neptune Islands Group Marine
= T TSRO PR PR PP PRRPRPR 40
Table 18. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the
Neptune Islands Group Maring Park. ... 41
Table 19. Sample comments received relating to the Gambier Islands Group Marine
o= T SRR 42
Table 20. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the
Gambier Islands Group Maring Park..........ccoccoiiiiiiiieee e 43

Table 21. Sample comments received relating to the Franklin Harbor Marine Park. ... 45
Table 22. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Franklin

HArbor MAring PArK. ........ccvoiiiiieiieiiee ettt sn e nne e reene e 46
Table 23. Sample comments received relating to the Upper Spencer Gulf Marine Park.
.................................................................................................................................................... 47
Table 24. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Upper
Spencer GUIf MarNg Park..........ccooiiiiii et 50
Table 25. Sample comments received relating to the Eastern Spencer Gulf Marine
= T OSSPSR 52
Table 26. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Eastern
SpeNncCer GUIf MAriNg PaArkK.........cocuiiiiiiiic et e e e esraae e tee e e e nnreee e snees 53
Table 27. Sample comments received relating to the Southern Spencer Gulf Marine

o T T TP VSRV PR PPRURRUPRPPRORN 55
Table 28. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the
Southern Spencer GUIf Maring Park. ... e 56
Table 29. Sample comments received relating to the Lower Yorke Peninsula Marine

o 4 PRSPPI 58
Table 30. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Lower
Yorke Peninsula Maring Park. ..........ooociieeiiiee et e et e e e e ennaee e nnees 59
Table 31. Sample comments received relating to the Upper Gulf St Vincent Marine

o T T TP T TR U PSP POUPOUPRPPTPRN 61
Table 32. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Upper
GUIf St VINCENT MAINNE PATK. ..coieiiiiiiiiie e 62



Table 33. Sample comments received relating to the Encounter Marine Park............. 64
Table 34. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the

ENCOUNTEr MAINE PArK..... ..ottt e e rbe e e et e e e e e nnneee s 66
Table 35. Sample comments received relating to the Western Kangaroo Island Marine
= 1 SRS 68
Table 36. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Western
Kangaroo ISland Maring PArK. ... 69
Table 37. Sample comments received relating to the Southern Kangaroo Island

Y T T o= T ST 71
Table 38. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the
Southern Kangaroo Island Maring Park..........ccccueeeiiiiieiiiiii et 72

Table 39. Sample comments received relating to the Upper South East Marine Park. 74
Table 40. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Upper

SOULH EASt MATN@ PArK. ......coouuiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt e e eaee e e e b aae e e e neee 76
Table 41. Sample comments received relating to the Lower South East Marine Park. 78
Table 42. Interests in the marine environment with the level of support for the Lower

SOULh EASt MArNE PArK.........ccooiiiiiiiie ettt et 79
Table 43. Groups represented, indicating their level of support and key comments. . 84

FIGURES

Figure 1. The number of submission comments received and the number of

respondents for each Maring PArK. ..o 14
Figure 2. Location of respondents who commented on the marine parks network. ... 16
Figure 3. Location of respondents who commented on individual marine parks. ....... 16
Figure 4. Summary levels of support and primary interests of respondents.................... 18
Figure 5. Level of support for outer boundaries of the Far West Coast Marine Park..... 22
Figure 6. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Nuyts Archipelago Marine

o T TP 25
Figure 7. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the West Coast Bays Marine

e 1 O TP 28

Figure 8. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Investigator Marine Park.... 31
Figure 9. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Thorny Passage Marine Park.

.................................................................................................................................................... 34
Figure 10. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Sir Joseph Banks Group
Y= VT <N == T o SRS 37
Figure 11. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Neptune Islands Group

Y =TT T == T o TSR 40
Figure 12. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Gambier Islands Group
IMATINE PATK. ...ttt h e e e ettt e e s bt e e e eabb b e e e e nbe e e s sanbeeesanneeaean 42
Figure 13. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Franklin Harbor Marine Park.
.................................................................................................................................................... 44
Figure 14. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Upper Spencer Gulf Marine
= T OSSR a7
Figure 15. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Eastern Spencer Gulf
MAITNE PAIK. ...ttt et e sbe e e seb e e e saae e sabeeebeeenbeeesaeeens 51
Figure 16. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Southern Spencer Gulf
=Yg T o= T PR PSPPSR 54
Figure 17. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Lower Yorke Peninsula

Y E= T T o= T SRR 57
Figure 18. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Upper Gulf St Vincent

Y =TT TS o= T O PRSP 60

Figure 19. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Encounter Marine Park. ... 63
Figure 20. Level of support for the outer boundaries Western Kangaroo Island Marine
o T SRR 67



Figure 21. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Southern Kangaroo Island
MATINE PAIK. ..ottt b e bt b e et e e b e s an e an e see e s enesreesneennes 70
Figure 22. Level of support for the outer boundaries Upper South East Marine Park.... 73
Figure 23. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Lower South East Marine
= 1 SO PPRRI 77



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In November 2004, the Government released the Blueprint for the South Australian
Representative System of Marine Protected Areas as a key commitment of its
Living Coast Strategy. South Australia’s Strategic Plan 2007 also committed the
Government to developing 19 multiple-use marine parks by 2010. To provide for
the dedication and ongoing management of marine parks, the Marine Parks Act
2007 was developed in consultation with key stakeholders and the public.

On 29 January 2009, the Minister for Environment and Conservation, the Hon Jay
Weatherill MP, released the outer boundaries of a network of 19 new marine
parks, for a public consultation period of eight weeks.

During the comment period, approximately 15,000 copies of the consultation
brochure with submission form were distributed through various means. By the
end of the eight week consultation 2,357 submissions had been received by the
Department for Environment and Heritage (DEH). Of these, form letters account
for 16 submissions (within which there were 954 respondents). The total number of
respondents, including signatories to form letters, was 3,295.

Despite the high number of submission respondents, DEH believes that many
members of the public with an interest in marine parks chose not to write a formal
submission. During the 57 public information days conducted across the state
many people indicated that they understood the outer boundaries had no
impact on their activities and that they would re-engage when the process of
zoning had commenced. DEH therefore expects significantly more public
submissions in the next stages of the marine park development process.

Submissions were received from both individuals and groups in South Australia
and from interstate and overseas. From South Australia there were 1,305
respondents, while residents of New South Wales and Queensland comprised the
largest number of interstate respondents (393 and 348 respectively). International
interest in South Australia’s marine parks network was significant, with submissions
received from 46 countries by 566 respondents. International respondents chose
to comment only on the overall marine parks network, rather than individual
marine parks, reflecting their reduced local knowledge. Comments relating to
the design of individual marine parks were offered in most cases (99%) by
residents of South Australia.

78% of respondents who commented on the marine park network alone were
primarily interested in conservation, while 6% identified recreational fishing as their
main interest. Those who commented on one or more individual marine parks
indicated their primary interest as recreational fishing (25%), followed by
conservation (17%) and recreational boating (14%). Overall, 63% of respondents
listed conservation as their primary interest, followed by recreational fishing (12%).

From the overall submission comments received, 69% indicated support for the
proposed outer boundaries of the marine parks network. 88% of the group who
commented on the marine park network alone indicated support compared with
21% of those who commented on one or more individual parks. A further 30%
indicated they might support marine parks if their suggested changes to
boundary desigh were implemented.



Those who supported either the marine parks network or an individual marine
park frequently expressed their belief that marine parks were an effective tool to
conserve and protect marine species and habitats. They also commented on the
importance of having sanctuary zones to achieve sound conservation outcomes.

Those supportive of marine parks also expressed their view that tourism, fishing,
aquaculture and other regional industries relying on a healthy marine
environment will benefit from marine parks.

The concerns of those not supportive of the marine parks network or individual

marine parks included:

— the size and design of the marine parks;

— perceptions that the 14 Design Principles had not been met;

— perceptions that threats to marine ecosystems had not been identified;

— perceived negative social and economic impacts;

— uncertainty over what marine parks will protect and why they are needed,;

— beliefs that recreational and commercial opportunities would be restricted;

— difficulty in commenting on the outer boundaries in the absence of possible
zoning arrangements;

— impressions created by the advertising campaign that marine parks are a

fisheries management measure and/or imply that overfishing is taking place;

and

perceived duplication of the role of other management agencies.

Many comments suggested that current fisheries management measures, such as
bag and size limits, provide adequate protection for marine ecosystems. This
would tend to indicate that there is some confusion between marine park
management objectives and fisheries management objectives.

Additional comments in submissions related to issues such as:

— the need for displaced effort and zoning regulations to be finalised;

— the Government’s commitment to, and the likely high cost of ongoing
management of marine parks, including compliance and enforcement;

— the need to maintain commercial and recreational fishing opportunities;

— the importance of a high level of community involvement in management
planning and the need for process transparency;

— the need to avoid entry fees or additional permits for activity in parks;

— the need for impact statements to be developed in response to marine park
proposals; and

— the need to clarify the respective roles of other management agencies within
marine parks.

Nearly 150 groups provided comment on either the marine parks network or one
or more individual marine parks. These included key interest groups,
organisations, businesses, associated bodies, local governments, not for profit
organisations, community groups and recreational clubs.

Amendments were made to the outer boundaries of the Far West Coast and
Nuyts Archipelago Marine Parks, the Upper and Lower South East Marine Parks,
the Upper Spencer Gulf Marine Park, the Lower Yorke Peninsula Marine Park and
Upper Gulf St Vincent Marine Park. The adjustments followed a review of relevant
submissions and a series of working group meetings in the Far West, Port Lincoln
and South East. A decision was also made to remove commercial ports and
indenture areas from marine parks.



1. INTRODUCTION

This report summarises the submissions received in response to community
consultation conducted in February and March 2009. The aim of this summary is to
communicate the Government’s understanding of the community response to the
proclamation of the outer boundaries of the state’s marine parks network.

The report both describes the consultation and submissions management process
undertaken by the Department for Environment and Heritage (DEH) and provides a
detailed assessment of the feedback received by the Government from the
community regarding the initiative.

An analysis of individual and organisational respondents, based on their location and
interests in the marine environment, is also provided.

The report provides a numerical analysis of the responses received and issues raised
but does not extend to an analysis of options for improving the design of the marine
parks network. This report illustrates the diversity of views expressed but makes no

judgement about the accuracy or otherwise of comments expressed in submissions.

Finally, the report describes the steps required to finalise South Australia’s marine parks
network, including opportunities for further public involvement in the process.

2. BACKGROUND

On 29 January 2009, the Minister for Environment and Conservation, the Hon Jay
Weatherill MP, released the outer boundaries of a network of 19 multiple-use marine
parks for South Australia. The release of the outer boundaries followed many years of
planning, technical assessment and consultation.

Guiding the design of the outer boundaries of the marine parks network are 14 Design
Principles, which were developed to meet South Australia’s national and international
marine conservation commitments. The Design Principles are outlined in detail in the
document Design Principles Guiding the Development of South Australia’s Marine
Park Boundaries, available at http://www.marineparks.sa.gov.au.

Policy commitments outlined in South Australia’s Strategic Plan, the Living Coast
Strategy for South Australia and the Blueprint for the South Australian Representative
System of Marine Protected Areas confirm the Government’s commitment to
develop a representative system of marine parks for South Australia. The Marine Parks
Act 2007 provides the legislative mechanism for the development and ongoing
management of the parks.

Upon release of the outer boundaries DEH undertook an eight week public
consultation process across the State. The intention was to inform the public of the
outer boundaries and seek feedback to improve their design. A total of 2,357
submissions were received, and will be taken into consideration in finalising the design
of South Australia’s marine parks network.


http://www.marineparks.sa.gov.au

3. CONSULTATION PROCESS

Consultation during the eight week public comment period was designed to
encourage and support written submissions from the public and stakeholder groups.
The consultation period closed on 27 March 2009.

3.1 Submission form

To assist this process DEH distributed the document South Australia’s marine parks
network for public comment. This publication incorporated background information
on South Australia’s marine parks network, described the design of the outer
boundaries (including a summary of the 14 Design Principles) and explained the
importance of South Australia’s marine environment. A map displaying the network
of 19 marine parks and a tear-off submission form also featured in the brochure.

The submission form developed by DEH was designed to provide members of the
public with the opportunity to make comments relating to:
o features of the proposed outer boundaries of the marine parks network that
are supported and the reasons why;
o features of the proposed outer boundaries that are not supported (or would
be supported with changes) and the reasons why; and
e additional information about the respondent’s uses of their local marine
environment.

All written submissions received are public documents. Copies of all submissions
received may be viewed by the public on request at the following location:

Adelaide
1 Richmond Rd, Keswick
Telephone: 8124 4900

3.2 Additional consultation materials

Other supporting documents available during the consultation period included:

e marine park summary documents, including both fact sheets and detailed
booklets with maps for each of the 19 marine parks and detail on how the
Design Principles were applied;

e asummary of the marine parks network, with information relating to both
selection and design, provided in both fact sheet and booklet form;

¢ the publication: Design Principles Guiding the Development of South
Australia’s Marine Park Boundaries;

e the Technical report on the outer boundaries of South Australia’s marine parks
network, which provided a detailed scientific report on the design and
selection of South Australia’s marine parks network.

Additional information distributed during the consultation period included Marine
Park Local Advisory Group nomination forms and flyers promoting the information
sessions. Information was distributed during public information days, at stakeholder
meetings, through local government and DEH offices and courtesy of local businesses
such as bait and tackle stores and dive shops. Information was also posted or
emailed to those already on the mailing list at commencement of the consultation.
Information was also available to the public via the marine parks website and by
calling an 1800 free call number. Table 1 shows the approximate number of materials
manually distributed during the eight week consultation period.
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Table 1. Products distributed during consultation.

Product No. distributed
South Australia’s marine parks network for public comment 15,000
Marine park summaries (booklets) 8,000
Marine park summaries (fact sheets) 15,000
Information session flyers 6,000
Network summary (booklets) 2,000
Network summary (fact sheets) 3,000
Local Advisory Group nhomination forms 8,000
“Name a Marine Park* competition forms 7,500
Design Principles Guiding the Development of South Australia’s 100
Marine Park Boundaries
A technical report on the outer boundaries of South Australia’s 100
marine parks network

3.3 Public information days

A total of 57 public information days were held in coastal communities across the
state, from the far west to the south east. Information days provided an opportunity
for community members to obtain information on both the marine parks network and
individual marine parks, clarify information with DEH representatives and collect
literature.

In addition, meetings were held with a variety of key organisations and stakeholder
groups. These included all coastal councils adjacent to a marine park; natural
resources management (NRM) and regional development boards; conservation,
indigenous and friends of parks groups; and service, angling and dive clubs. Marine
parks information stalls attracted strong interest at the Caravan and Camping Show
in Adelaide and the Lucindale Field Day.

More than 4,800 individuals were directly engaged during the eight week community
consultation period.

3.4 Advertising promotion

An eight week advertising and promotion campaign was launched on 30 January
2009 to coincide with the community consultation. The opportunity to make
submissions was widely advertised through radio and print media, with readers and
listeners directed to visit the marine parks website or to call a free call 1800 number to
obtain further information. The simple message “Reserve today. Preserve forever”
was used to promote the public information sessions and engage community interest
across the State.

The 1800 free call telephone number generated over 300 calls over the period of the
advertising campaign.

3.5 Marine parks website

A website, http://www.marineparks.sa.gov.au was developed which provided links to
all information listed in 3.1 and 3.2, an online submission form, rack plans and
schedules of Crown land parcels included in the marine parks network, current
updates such as media releases and dates and locations of information sessions.

A significant number of “hits” were received on the marine parks website during the
eight week consultation period. Over 14,000 unique visits and nearly 69,000 page
views were recorded, with the number of unique visits decreasing over the eight
weeks. On average, 4.72 pages were visited and 5.29 minutes were spent on the site.

11
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A significant effort was also made to use web-based opportunities to reach
recreational fishers by staff participation in online discussion forums. Marine parks
discussions on www.fishsa.com, www.strikehook.com and
www.extremespearfishing.com which together have over 15,000 South Australian
members attracted hundreds of posts and thousands of page views. Marine parks
staff contributed over 200 posts answering questions and enabling discussions.

4. RECORDING OF SUBMISSIONS

4.1 Receipt of submissions

All submissions received by mail, email, via the online submission form, in person or by
fax were dated and allocated an identification number in order of receipt. A five-
letter index ‘SAMPN” in front of the identification number symbolises the submission
process for the South Australian Marine Parks Network. All submissions that included
contact details were sent a letter of acknowledgement. Some respondents provided
no comments but indicated they wished to be placed on the mailing list for future
marine parks consultation. These were allocated a submission identification number,
entered into the database and added to the mailing list. Submissions received
electronically with only an email address were acknowledged with an emailed letter.

4.2 Invalid submissions

Submissions were considered invalid if they were not signed and dated (for mailed
submissions) or were received after the close of submissions on 27 March, 2009, unless
an extension had been granted. If a written submission was not signed but contact
details were provided, the respondent was contacted to verify their ownership of the
submission. Once verified these submissions were entered into the database. Ten
invalid submissions were received.

4.3 Form letters

Identical submissions received from multiple respondents were deemed to constitute
form letters. Like petitions, a form letter provides one set of information to be taken
into account. Sixteen separate form letters were identified and recorded as one
submission each. The number of responses for each form letter is acknowledged in
this report.

4.4 Database entry and storage of submissions

Information entered into the database from each submission included:

e whether the respondent indicated support, support with changes or non-
support for either the marine parks network or one or more individual marine
parks. Where respondents did not express an opinion this was also recorded;

e whether the submission referred to the Design Principles;

e comments on boundary design or suggested changes to one or more marine
park boundaries;

e whether additional materials were provided, e.g. photographs, maps or
reports.

Information which related to the future zoning of a marine park was entered into the
database but will not be referred to in this summary report. This information will be
utilised during the development of management plans with zoning.

It should be noted that not all submissions utilised, or provided information in
accordance with the submission form provided. This did not adversely affect the
submission. All valid submissions were treated equally without prejudice or
precedence.

12
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5. SUMMARY OF SUBMISSIONS

Various types of submissions were received, some of which included additional
information such as photos or maps. Submissions were received either via the tear-
off submission form, an online form available on the marine parks website, as a written
letter (including those sent directly to the Minister for Environment and Conservation),
via fax, via email or as part of a form letter.

DEH acknowledges the time and effort individuals, families and organisations have
put into preparing submissions, which provided important and detailed feedback.

5.1 Number and type of submissions

A total of 2,367 submissions were received from 3,305 respondents (see Table 2). Of
these, 69 submissions did not include any comments but provided their contact
details, interests and requested to be placed on the mailing list.

Form letters accounted for 16 submissions, within which there were 954 respondents.
Form letters were received from members of the Australian Marine Conservation
Society (AMCS) and members of The Wilderness Society (TWS), as well as groups or
individuals associated with progress associations, commercial fishing or aquaculture.
The number of respondents per form letter ranged from two to 562 respondents.

Ten submissions were invalid and were not included in the database for analysis.

Table 2. Number of submissions with number of respondents.

Submission Type No. of No. of
Submissions Respondents
Individuals/families 2,341 2,341
Form letters: TWS 1 56
AMCS 1 192
Other 14 706
Subtotal 2,357 3,295
Invalid submissions 10 10
TOTAL 2,367 3,305

5.2 Number of submission comments received on the network and/or a marine park

Respondents had the opportunity to provide comments on the marine parks network,
on one or more individual marine parks, or both. It isimportant to note, therefore,
that one submission may contain multiple submission comments from one or many
respondents (depending on whether it was a form letter or not).

From the 2,357 submissions that were received, 2,797 submission comments were
received from 3,295 respondents.

A majority of the submission comments related to the whole marine parks network
(71% or 1,988), while 809, or 29%, of submission comments related to one or more
marine parks. Of the 19 marine parks, the Encounter Marine Park received the largest
proportion of submission comments (104 or 13%), followed by the Upper South East
Marine Park which received 73 or 9% of submission comments. Figure 1 shows the
number of submission comments and number of respondents for each of the 19
marine parks. Note that some respondents chose to comment on multiple marine
parks.
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Figure 1. The number of submission comments received and the number of respondents for each marine park.

Note: respondent numbers shown in this figure are inclusive of signatories to form letters and some respondents may have commented on more than one marine
park. Note the boundaries are as proclaimed on 29 January 2009.



5.3 Location of respondents

Submissions were received from individuals and organisations (including many
businesses) throughout South Australia, interstate and overseas. The location of the
total number of individual respondents (including those who were signatories to form
letters) is shown in Table 3.

Regional South Australians comprised 74% (970) of the total state-wide response. The
total number of respondents from South Australia (1,305) was almost identical to the
total combined number of respondents from interstate (1,306).

Responses were received from each State and Territory in Australia, with the most
interstate respondents from New South Wales 11.8% (393). International responses
totalled 17.2% (566), emanating from 46 different countries. The majority of the
international respondents were affiliated with conservation organisations such as The
Wilderness Society (88%) or the Australian Marine Conservation Society (11%).

All individual marine parks received comment from those living in metropolitan
Adelaide and regional South Australia as well as from interstate residents.
International respondents commented only on the parks network and not in response
to the design of individual parks.

Table 3. Location and number of respondents.

Location of Number Percentage
respondents
South Australia Adelaide metropolitan | 335 10.2
area (and surrounds)
Regional area 970 29.4
Interstate Victoria 311 9.4
New South Wales 393 11.8
Queensland 348 10.6
Western Australia 138 4.2
Northern Territory 10 0.3
Australian Capital 28 0.9
Territory
Tasmania 78 2.4
International Received from 46 566 17.2
countries
Anonymous 118 3.6
TOTAL 3,295 100

Note that the number of respondents is inclusive of signatories to form letters.

When comparing the location of respondents who commented on the marine parks
network, the majority of respondents (46%) were located interstate, with 21% of
respondents located overseas (see Figure 2). Of those who commented on individual
marine parks, 90% of respondents were located in regional areas of South Australia
(see Figure 3).
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Location of respondents - Network only
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21%

24%

O Metro Adelaide
l Regional SA
O Interstate

O International
46%

Figure 2. Location of respondents who commented on the marine parks network.

Location of respondents - individual marine parks

1% 99

O Metro Adelaide
W Regional SA
O Interstate

90%

Figure 3. Location of respondents who commented on individual marine parks.
Note that individuals may have commented on more than one marine park.
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6. LEVEL OF SUPPORT

This section provides an indication of the level of support for the outer boundaries of
South Australia’s marine parks network. To gauge the level of support for the outer
boundaries, an assessment of the following has been undertaken:
e overall level of support - an assessment of all submission comments received
for both the marine parks network and individual marine parks.
e network only - an assessment of all submission comments received for the
marine parks network.
¢ individual marine parks - an assessment of all submission comments received
for each of the 19 marine parks.

It is important to note that respondents may have provided a comment on the
network, one or more parks, or both. All of these submission comments have been
taken into consideration in this assessment.

6.1 Assessing the level of support

The standard submission form asked respondents to describe the features of the
marine parks network they either supported or did not support, and to provide
reasons for their opinion. The submission form contained a template to enable
respondents to identify the particular park(s) their comments related to.

Respondents chose whether to relate their comments to the whole marine parks
network, to individual parks, or to a range of other issues. Most submissions
demonstrated either support or non-support for the marine parks network, for an
individual marine park, or both. Therefore each submission comment was assessed
for the level of support indicated and was placed into one of the following four
categories:

e support;

e support with changes;

e do notsupport;

e non-applicable.
Comments which were categorised as ‘non-applicable’ were those that did not
express an opinion on the marine park boundaries.

Again, itis also important to highlight that a respondent may have expressed different
levels of support for different parks, or for the network, within their submission. For
example, a respondent may have indicated support for the proposed boundaries of
Marine Park X, support for the proposed boundary of Marine Park Y if it were changed
in some way, but non- support for the boundaries of Marine Park Z. All of these
opinions have been considered in the assessment both at an individual park level
and cumulatively.

6.2 Summary of level of support

Overall, submission comments in relation to both the marine parks network and
individual marine parks were supportive. However, it is important to note that while
submission comments on the network were generally supportive, a larger proportion
of non-supportive responses were received in relation to individual marine park
boundaries (see Figure 4). Also, more than twice the number of submission comments
were received for the marine parks network than for individual marine parks.

Conservation was the primary interest selected by most respondents who chose to
comment only on the marine parks network, while recreational fishing was the
primary interest selected by most who commented on one or more individual marine
park. Overall, conservation was the interest selected by the greatest number of
respondents (see Figure 4).
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Level of support (aggregated) for marine parks network Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Level of support for the outer boundaries of the individual
and individual marine parks Network only marine parks
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Primary interests of respondents (aggregated) Primary interests of respondents who commented on the Primary interests of respondents who commented on
Network individual marine parks
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B Aquaculture

6% ’ .
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O Tourism
O Education
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%
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Figure 4. Summary levels of support and primary interests of respondents.
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6.3 Overall level of support

A total of 2,797 submission comments were received in relation to both the marine parks network
and the individual marine parks. Of these, 1,921 (69%) indicated support for the proposed outer
boundaries of the marine parks network; 560 (20%) did not support the proposed boundaries; and
278 (10%) indicated support would be contingent on changes in boundary design. A further 38
(1%) comments were non-applicable (see Figure 4).

Overall, 63% of respondents indicated conservation as their primary interest, followed by
recreational fishing (12%) and recreational boating (7%) (see Figure 4).

6.4 Level of support for the marine parks network

Of the 1,988 submission comments received on the marine parks network, 1,751 (88%) indicated
support for the outer boundaries (Figure 4). Additionally, 39 (2%) indicated support for the
boundatries if suggested changes were implemented and 180 (9%) did not support the boundaries
of the parks network. One percent of comments received did not express an opinion and were
categorised as non-applicable to this assessment.

Those supportive of the network generally related their comments to:
e the effectiveness of marine parks as a tool to conserve and protect marine species and
habitats;
e overall support for marine parks and the release of the outer boundatries;
e advocacy for sanctuary zones to achieve conservation outcomes.

Those not supportive of the network generally related comments to:
e the size and design of the network;

a perception that the 14 Design Principles had not been met;

a perception that threats had not been identified;

perceived negative social and economic impacts of marine parks;

difficulties in commenting on outer boundaries in the absence of possible zoning

arrangements;

e perceived overlap between marine parks and existing fisheries management
arrangements.

Of those respondents who commented on the marine parks network, conservation (78%) followed
by recreational fishing (6%) and recreational boating (4%) were indicated as the primary interests in
the marine environment (see Figure 4).

Sample submission comments in relation to the marine parks network are shown in Table 4.

19



Table 4. Sample comments received relating to the marine parks network.

Comment Sample submission comments Similar
theme submission
(from a total of 328 comments) #
Marine park “l am delighted to see a comprehensive marine park network in 28
design, size South Australia. It's about time. Please don't reduce the size of 107
and location these important areas” (125). 120
125
"We agree to (applaud) the release of the outer boundaries for 214
the proposed 19 marine parks" (214). 636
1216
“| congratulate the State Government on its commitment to 1280
establishing a marine park system” (1216). 1315
1341
“The design principles used by DEH are inconsistent with the 1344
legislation” (1344). 1545
1602
“| reject the size of the outer boundaries: the design and locations | 1631
of the parks are scientifically flawed” (1808). 1654
1658
1661
1666
1808
1965
Marine park “...make all of SA coast a marine park...” (50). 50
amendments 51
“Include Adelaide metropolitan area in a park” (199). 68
79
“A more logical approach would be to show the important and 199
valuable sites” (1272) 1272
1329
“....a 300 metre recreational fishing zone should be established in 1583
all marine parks from the low water mark of the coastline” (1329). 1724
1749
“The high water mark should be considered as preferable to the 1814
current shore boundary of median high water. It is not enough 1818
protection for those species and processes dependent on the
shore line" (1749).
“Extensive area within the Coorong should not be included within
the park as it is a severely degraded system. Too much
duplication of some areas or protecting way too much of one
habitat i.e. high energy beach” (1724).
“If we are going to have parks it should be both gulfs and
Investigator Strait and Backstairs Passage in total” (1814).
“| think there is an opportunity to further consolidate some of the
18 proposed marine parks” (1818).
Protection of "Why do we have bag limits on fish. Closed seasons. Quota 206
habitats and systems etc. Marine parks are not needed!” (206). 1487
species 1556
“Conservation of the marine environment is of as great an 1577
importance as conservation of the land environment. Out of sight | 1829
should not mean out of mind” (1487). 1852

“| support a marine parks system with high levels of sanctuary
zones to protect SA's spectacular and unique ocean wildlife”
(1829).
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“ The life and health of the marine environment is vital to the
survival of life on Earth” (1852).

Future zoning “If you proceed with this ill conceived project [it] will force small 28
and marine boat owners off shore and put people at risk” (634). 127
park 136
management “The best way to achieve this objective is to ensure that each 165
marine park contains large, strictly protected sanctuary zones” 221
(711). 634
711
“How can people possibly make informed decisions without first 1305
being given all of the information?” (1559). 1320
1324
“Outer boundaries of all parks can give any government 1337
department control of our activities in the future” (1663). 1342
1373
“Unless there is public input into the designation of these areas 1315
then the parks will be a step backwards” (1745). 1559
1565
1570
1663
1745
1785
Fisheries “l do not agree with any marine parks, bag limits should be used, 152
management the sea belongs to everybody” 152). 206
674
“Why doesn't the government just put on more fishery inspectors 2006

to police the boat limits that get abused. More policing is the
answer here not marine sanctuaries” (2006).

6.5 Level of support for individual marine parks

Of the 809 submission comments received in relation to the 19 individual marine parks, 170 (21%)
indicated support for one or more marine park boundaries, while 239 (30%) indicated they might
support marine parks if their suggested changes to boundaries were implemented. Comments

indicating a lack of support for one or more marine park boundaries numbered 375 (46%), while 25

(3%) did not express an opinion and were categorised as non-applicable to this assessment.

The level of support for each of the 19 marine parks has been assessed and is provided in sections
6.5.1t0 6.5.19. Note that all percentages included within these sections have been rounded to the
nearest whole digit.

The level of support for each of the 19 marine parks was determined by calculating the number of
submission comments indicating support, support with changes, non- support and those that were

not applicable.
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6.5.1Marine Park 1: Far West Coast Marine Park

This marine park received 24 (3%) of the 809 comments relating to individual marine parks. Of
these, 5 (21%) indicated their support for the marine park, 2 (8%) indicated support with changes
implemented and 17 (71%) did not support the marine park (see Figure 5).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Far West Coast Marine Park

B Support
8% W Support with changes
O Don’t support

71%

Figure 5. Level of support for outer boundaries of the Far West Coast Marine Park.

A variety of comments relating to the design and future management of the Far West Coast
Marine Park were received from respondents.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the effectiveness of
marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. For those not supportive, the areas of
greatest concern related to:

the size and design of the marine park;

the existence of the Great Australian Bight Marine Park located nearby;
perceived negative social and economic impacts; and

difficulty in commenting on outer boundaries in the absence of possible zoning
arrangements.

Sample comments for Marine Park 1 are shown in Table 5.
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Table 5. Sample comments received relating to the Far West Coast Marine Park.

Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine park “There is already a lack of pressure on this area, so a 65
design, size marine park will not change this” (1332). 234
and location 237
“The outer boundaries are way too big, there is already | 198
a huge park in the area” (1664). 1332
1664
“There are already large areas of existing parks onthe | 1714
Far West Coast. Why aren’t these included in the 1752
proposal?” (1714). 1779
Marine park “l do not support the inclusion of the coastline along 234
amendments the Hundred of Margarey into the park (the Clare Bay 1669
area)” (1669). 1752
1779
“The marine park should be removed from east of
Cape Adieu” (1779).
Protection of “Protection in this area will enable all the prawn 130
habitats and species to regenerate as well as allowing the groper 170
species population and many others of attaining some of their | 1321
previous numbers before it is too late” (1321). 1583
1727
“Pristine environment that needs protection” (1583).
Future “The establishment of sanctuary zones from the 182
management | shoreline will severely restrict the access for land based, | 234
planning and rock, beach and jetty fishing activities. It is of concern 1283
zoning that the precautionary approach will be invoked to 1583

get 4WD's off beaches permanently” (182).

“Abalone divers need access to these areas, the
abalone industry has strict rules all members abide by”
(1283).

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents include:
aquaculture (5.4%), commercial fishing (14.3%), conservation (14.3%), cultural activities (7.1%),

education (7.1%), recreational boating (10.7%), recreational fishing (21.4%), research (5.4%), tourism
(7.1%) and other (7.1%). *‘Other’ interests in this park include: charter boat fishing, diving, snorkelling

and swimming. Note that a respondent may also have selected no interest or multiple interests.

Of the five submission comments that indicated support for the Far West Coast Marine Park,
conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine environment. Non-supportive
comments were primarily from respondents who had selected recreational fishing or commercial

fishing as an interest (see Table 6).
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Table 6. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Far West Coast Marine

Park.
Support Support with Don't support
Interests 5) changes (2) (16)

Aquaculture 1 0 2
Commercial fishing 0 1 7
Conservation 3 1 4
Cultural activities 1 0 3
Education 2 0 2
Other 2 0 2
Recreational boating 1 1 4
Recreational fishing 2 1 9
Research 1 0 2
Tourism 1 0 3

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in brackets, e.g.
support (5). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or multiple interests.
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6.4.2 Marine Park 2: Nuyts Archipelago Marine Park

This marine park received 38 (5%) of the 809 submission comments relating to individual marine
parks. Of these, 8 (21%) indicated support for the marine park, 7 (18%) indicated support with
changes implemented, 22 (58%) indicated non-support and 1 (3%) did not express an opinion (i.e.
non-applicable) (see Figure 6).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Nyuts Archipelago Marine Park

3%

@ Support
B Support with changes
O Don't support

O Non-applicable
58%

Figure 6. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Nuyts Archipelago Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the effectiveness of
marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats, particularly the island ecosystems located
within this marine park. For those not supportive, the areas of greatest concern related to:

the size and design of the marine park;

the adjacency of the Great Australian Bight Marine Park;

perceived negative social and economic impacts;

difficulty in commenting on outer boundaries in the absence of possible zoning
arrangements; and

perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.

Several areas were identified by respondents either for inclusion or removal from the marine park,
including Streaky Bay, Acraman Creek and Smoky Bay (see Table 7).

Sample comments for Marine Park 2 are shown in Table 7.
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Table 7. Sample comments received relating to the Nuyts Archipelago Marine Park.

Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine park “In support of the whole marine park process as 130
design, size negotiated by Mayor Allen Suter with the Minister on his | 198
and location visit to Ceduna” (1353). 236
652
“The proposed outer boundaries of this marine park are | 1282
way too big, badly designed and are not consistent 1285
with the design principle” (1664). 1306
1353
“There are already large areas of existing parks on the | 1377
far west coast, why aren't they all included in the new 1394
proposal” (1714). 1664
1714
“We support the concept of marine parks as per the 14 | 1716
Design Principles” (1734). 1734
1779
“The Design Principles say representativeness not the
whole lot — as these boundaries take in all and not
consistent with Design Principles” (1779).
Marine park “Also could you explain why the sea around Streaky 51
amendments Bay which includes a sea lion colony etc etc ....is not 234
included...” (234). 630
1540
“Acraman Creek should be included, given this 1779
estuaries listing as a near pristine condition” (630). 1780
1785
“The marine park should be removed from inside the 1822
net ban line from Point Brown to Point Bell” (1779).
“Would like to see Murat, Bosanquet and Smoky Bay
and areas surrounding Eyre, St Peters and Goat island
excluded from the parks” (1822).
Protection of "l support the boundaries of these areas in principalas | 1
habitats and they surround unique island ecosystems where a host 1321
species of marine predators (seabirds and seals) breed (usually | 1357
during the summer months)" (1750). 1561
1727
1750
Future “l have fished this area and believe access should be 182
management given to the many different fisheries who have a quota | 234
planning and to sustain these areas” (1283). 237
zoning 1283
“We are committed to environmentally sustainable 1397
management of the marine environment and do not 1560
believe that a marine park encompassing the oyster 1714
lease areas in Ceduna, Smoky Bay, Coffin Bay, Franklin | 1752
Harbour, Coobowie or Kangaroo Island are 1830

warranted.” (1397).

“Who is going to be responsible for the management
of these parks? More importantly who is going to pay
for the management of these parks?” (1714).
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Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents include:
aquaculture (8.1%), commercial fishing (13.5%), conservation (12.2%), cultural activities (5.4%),
education (5.4%), recreational boating (9.5%), recreational fishing (21.6%), research (5.4%), tourism
(8%) and other (12.2%). ‘Other’ interests in this park include: charter boat fishing, diving, and
swimming, as well as responses from a local government or NRM board. Note that a respondent
may also have selected no interest or multiple interests.

Of the eight submission comments that indicated support for the Nuyts Archipelago Marine Park,
‘other’ interests were selected as the main interest in the marine environment. Non-supportive
comments were primarily from respondents who had selected recreational fishing or commercial
fishing as an interest (see Table 8).

Table 8. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Nuyts Archipelago
Marine Park.

Non-
Support Support with Don't support | applicable

Interests (8) changes (7) (22) (@))
Aquaculture 0 1 5 0
Commercial
fishing 1 2 7 0
Conservation 3 2 4 0
Cultural activities 0 1 3 0
Education 2 0 2 0
Other 5 3 1 0
Recreational
boating 1 1 4 1
Recreational
fishing 3 3 9 1
Research 2 0 2 0
Tourism 1 0 4 0

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in brackets, e.g.
support (8). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or multiple interests.
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6.4.3 Marine Park 3: West Coast Bays Marine Park

This marine park received 36 (4%) of the 809 submission comments relating to individual marine
parks. Of these, 9 (25%) indicated their support for the marine park, 12 (33%) indicated support with
changes implemented, 14 (39%) indicated non-support and 1(3%) did not express an opinion (i.e.
non-applicable) (see Figure 7).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
West Coast Bays Marine Park

3%

E Support

B Support with changes
ODon’t support
ONon-applicable

39%

Figure 7. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the West Coast Bays Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the effectiveness of
marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. For those not supportive, the areas of
greatest concern related to:

the size and design of the marine park;

a perception that the 14 Design Principles had not been met;

perceived negative social and economic impacts;

difficulty in commenting on outer boundaries in the absence of possible zoning
arrangements; and

perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.

Sample comments for Marine Park 3 are shown in Table 9.
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Table 9. Sample comments received relating to the West Coast Bays Marine Park.

Comment theme Sample quotes from submissions Similar
submission #
Marine park “l do not support the large amounts of areas being 1540
design, size and made into marine parks — especially the West Coast 1559
location Bays Marine Park 3 and the Lower South East Marine 1560
Park 19 because of the impact it will have on small 1737
country seaside towns” (1559). 1752
1779
“This area is widely used as a recreational fishery, can | 1812
we be assured this will continue under the new park
legislation?” (1560).
“l do not support the outer boundaries as proposed
by DEH. The proposed size of the outer boundaries is
my main fishing areas and will affect me greatly if
there was no fishing zones” (1737).
“...we do not support the proposed marine parks
outer boundatries, in particular in the areas affecting
our fisheries, as they do not meet the basic principles
of good governance and contravenes the design
principles that 'underpin’' them” (1812).
Marine park “Extend north to include Cape Bauer and Olive 64
amendments Island Conservation Park to match 'Coast Links' land 101
based initiative” (64). 202
205
“l believe that Blanche Port Harbor in Streaky Bay 217
should be added to Park No 3, at a line from the spit | 1533
to Little Islands, so that razor fish and blue swimmer 1540
numbers can be maintained for the future” (101). 1545
1749
“The Inclusion of all unallotted Crown land on Cape 2034
Blanche in the marine park” (1533).
“...amending of the outer boundary for Marine Park 3
to end at Cape Blanche instead of Point Westall and
omit Sceale Bay except for the already in place and
very important Nicholas Baudin Conservation Park”
(1545).
Protection of “Baird Bay - sea lion breeding ground and bottle- 195
habitats and nosed dolphin breeding ground” (195). 1321
species 1726
“Baird Bay is a small shallow bay full of seagrasses 1727
and could easily be affected by pollution from
expanding development” (1726).
“Includes most significant bays on west coast” (1727).
Future “Needs to include Corsivart Bay as a significant 182
management sanctuary area for some commercial species” (1727). | 1283
planning and 1560
zoning “If the proposed outer boundaries have "no-go" or 1738
"no-fishing" zones within No 3 [Marine Park 3] 1744
boundaries it will devastate our business and affect 1813

the tourism industry locally” (1738).

“I’m strongly opposed to the restriction or banning in
whole or part of any recreational fishing/diving or the
removal of shellfish in this area” (1813).

29



Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents include:
aquaculture (4.1%), commercial fishing (15.5%), conservation (15.5%), cultural activities (3.1%),
education (7.2%), recreational boating (11.3%), recreational fishing (19.6%), research (6.2%), tourism
(10.3%) and other (7.2%). ‘Other’ interests in this park include: surfing, diving and sustainable
management. Note that a respondent may also have selected no interest or multiple interests.

Of the nine submission comments that indicated support for the West Coast Bays Marine Park,
conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine environment. Non-supportive
comments were primarily from respondents who had selected commercial fishing as an interest
(see Table 10).

Table 10. Interests in the marine environment with the level of support as indicated in submission
comments for the West Coast Bays Marine Park.

Support with Don't
Interests Support (9) changes (12) support (14)

Aquaculture 0 2 2
Commercial

fishing 1 6 8
Conservation 6 7 2
Cultural activities 0 2 1
Education 1 4 2
Other 3 1 3
Recreational

boating 1 6 4
Recreational

fishing 5 7 7
Research 1 4 1
Tourism 1 5 4

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in brackets, e.g.
support (9). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or multiple interests.
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6.4.4 Marine Park 4: Investigator Marine Park

This marine park received 31(4%) of the 809 submission comments relating to individual marine
parks. Of these, 8 (26%) indicated their support for the marine park, 8 (26%) indicated support with
changes implemented and 15 (48%) did not support the marine park outer boundaries (see Figure

8).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Investigator Marine Park

@ Support
B Support with changes
ODon't support

48%

Figure 8. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Investigator Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the effectiveness of
marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats such as the islands associated with this
marine park. For those not supportive, the areas of greatest concern related to:

the size and design of the marine park;

a perception that the 14 Design Principles had not been met;
perceived negative social and economic impacts;
uncertainty regarding future zoning arrangements; and
perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.

Several areas have been identified by respondents either for inclusion or removal from the marine
park such as Waldegrave Islands and Locks Wells.

Sample comments for Marine Park 4 are shown in Table 11.
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Table 11. Sample comments received relating to the Investigator Marine Park.

Category Sample quotes from submissions Similar
submission #
Marine park “Parks should be confined to no-go areas and these 236
design, size should be available for public scrutiny” (237). 237
and location 666
“As part owner of [an] abalone licence | do not 1282
support any large areas of park boundaries excluding 1377
us from an already well managed fishery” (1282). 1752
1799
“l don't support the outer boundaries and the Design
Principles used by the DEH” (1377).
Marine park “Suggest a larger area from Pearson’s Islands east 64
amendments through to Cap Island and the coast and Pearson’s 193
Island north to Ward [Island] inclusive of West [Island] 202
and Ward [Island]” (193). 1387
1540
“Exclude Locks Wells and Sheringa Beach” (202). 1780
“Boundary should be extended northwards to include
islands with seal breeding at the southern end of
Anxious Bay” (1387).
“l support the concept of marine parks on a smaller
scale so that they can be managed with restricted use
on breeding sites without destroying the commercial
fishing industry” (1540).
Protection of "| support the boundaries of these areas in principalas | 1
habitats and they surround unique island ecosystems where a host 170
species of marine predators (seabirds and seals) breed (usually | 193
in summer months)” (1750). 1321
1388
1750
1727
Future “The coastline of south of Elliston is grounds for abalone | 12
management diving. The Islands (Investigator Group) and their 140
planning and coasts/reefs are dominant abalone diving grounds. 182
zoning Investigator Group - Islands are used for 90% charters 205
for our boat charter business and fishing” (12). 1283
1314
“Flinders Island and Investigator Group should not be 1560
closed off to recreational fishers. Elliston town relies on 1561
visitors for holiday fishers” (205). 1744
“| have fished this area and believe access should be
given to many different fisheries, who have [their] own
guota to sustain these areas” (1283).

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents include:
aquaculture (7.1%), commercial fishing (12.9%), conservation (15.3%), cultural activities (4.7%),
education (9.47%), recreational boating (11.8%), recreational fishing (16.5%), research (7.1%),
tourism (8.2%) and other (7.1%). ‘Other’ interests in this park

include: diving, surfing or charter boat fishing. Note that a respondent may also have selected no
interest or multiple interests.
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Of the eight submission comments that indicated support for the Investigator Marine Park,
conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine environment. Non-supportive
comments were primarily from respondents who had selected recreational fishing or commercial
fishing as an interest (see Table 12).

Table 12. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Investigator Marine
Park.

Support Support with Don't
Interests (8) changes (8) support (15)
Aquaculture 2 2 2
Commercial fishing 1 3 7
Conservation 6 2 5
Cultural activities 1 1 2
Education 3 1 4
Other 3 1 2
Recreational boating 1 3 6
Recreational fishing 2 3 9
Research 3 1 2
Tourism 2 2 3

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in brackets, e.g.
support (8). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or multiple interests.



6.4.5 Marine Park 5: Thorny Passage Marine Park

This marine park received 39 or 5% of the 809 submission comments relating to individual marine
parks. Of these, 8 (21%) indicated their support for the marine park, 12 (31%) indicated support with

changes implemented, 18 (45%) indicated non-support and 1(3%) did not express an opinion (i.e.

non-applicable) (see Figure 9).

45%

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the

Thorny Passage Marine Park

3%

E Support

O Don't support

O Non-applicable

B Support with changes

Figure 9. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Thorny Passage Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the effectiveness of
marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. For those not supportive, the areas of
greatest concern related to:

the size and design of the marine park;

a perception that the 14 Design Principles had not been met;
perceived negative social and economic impacts;
uncertainty regarding future zoning arrangements; and
perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.
Sample comments for Marine Park 5 are shown in Table 13.

Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine park “Gross over-exaggeration of the boundaries necessary | 45
design, size for conservation” (119). 119
and location 236
“Too large. Without [the] end result outlined, it is difficult | 652
to propose alternatives” (652). 1339
1375
“Agree with the precautionary approach. Ease of 1377
identification will be important” (1375). 1549
1716
“We support the 14 Design Principles with particular
emphasis in our case on principle no 8” (1549).
Marine park “Park should include all waters within 1000m of Lincoln 64
amendments National Park. Spalding Cove and Proper Bay [are] 89
important areas and include known pygmy right whale | 222
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concentrations” (64). 628
630
“Hopkins Island should be included to protect a 1540
breeding colony of Australian sea lions” (89). 1818
“Drummond Point ought to be included” (628).
“The parks should be in isolated areas that are already
in near pristine condition” (1339).
“[Marine Parks] 5 and 6 could also be connected and
the gaps seem isolated and obvious” (1818).
Protection of “Islands are a very important part of the land eco- 1
habitats and system and need to be preserved fully and protected” | 170
species (170). 1321
1727
1750
Future "What will be prohibited is not clear at all, so again | 100
management cannot support the marine parks. When you have 129
planning and something more definite | can consider further” (653). 182
zoning 244
“l agree that there needs to be some parks but not 653
within these massive boundaries. These areas are very 1282
likely to be shut off as they bound with the national 1283
parks” (1339). 1285
1339
“These areas are widely used as a recreational fishery, | 1397
can we be assured this will continue under the new 1547
park legislation?” (1560). 1560
1666
“Rocky and Greenly Islands are the best fishing 1744
locations in South Australia. | consider it disgraceful 1780
discrimination against fisherman to exclude either one | 1785
of these locations let alone both of the best fishing 1803
locations in the state” (1666).
“l support in principle the marine parks as long as it is
easy to work out the boundaries and there is no or
minimal interruption to recreational fishing” (1803).

Table 13. Sample comments received relating to the Thorny Passage Marine Park.

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents
include: aquaculture (7.4%), commercial fishing (8.4%), conservation (14.7%), cultural
activities (4.2%), education (8.4%), recreational boating (14.7%), recreational fishing
(21.1%), research (7.4%), tourism (6.3%) and other (7.4%). ‘Other’ interests in this park
include: beach driving, diving, preservation of the environment and snorkelling. Note
that a respondent may also have selected no interest or multiple interests.

Of the eight submission comments that indicated support for the Thorny Passage
Marine Park, conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine
environment. Non-supportive comments were primarily from respondents who had
selected recreational fishing as an interest (see Table 14).

35




Table 14. Interests in the marine environment the level of support for the Thorny

Passage Marine Park.

Don't
Support Support with support Non-
Interests (8) changes (12) (18) applicable (1)

Aquaculture 1 2 4 0
Commercial

fishing 1 3 4 0
Conservation 5 5 4 0
Cultural activities 1 3 0 0
Education 4 2 2 0
Other 3 1 2 1
Recreational

boating 2 5 7 0
Recreational

fishing 3 7 10 0
Research 3 3 1 0
Tourism 2 3 1 0

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in

brackets, e.g. support (8). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or

multiple interests.
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6.4.6 Marine Park 6: Sir Joseph Banks Group Marine Park

This marine park received 56 (7%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 6 (11%) indicated support for the marine park, 32
(57%) indicated support with changes implemented, 17 (30%) indicated non-support
and 1 (2%) did not express an opinion (i.e. non-applicable) (see Figure 10).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Sir Joseph Banks Group Marine Park

2% 11%

E Support

B Support with changes
O Don’t support

O Non-applicable

Figure 10. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Sir Joseph Banks Group
Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the
effectiveness of marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. For those not
supportive, the areas of greatest concern were related to:

e the size and design of the marine park;
a perception that the 14 Design Principles had not been met;
perceived negative social and economic impacts;
uncertainty regarding future zoning arrangements;
difficulty in commenting on outer boundaries in the absence of possible
zoning arrangements; and
e perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.

Sample comments for Marine Park 6 are shown in Table 15.
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Table 15. Sample comments received relating to the Sir Joseph Banks Group Marine

Park.
Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine park “Lack of habitat information provided to substantiate | 204
design, size [the] process” (204). 652
and location 653
“Too large as one zone, without the end result 1538
outlined, it is difficult to propose alternatives” (652). 1540
1583
1752
Marine park “Should extend to include the tidal creeks of Arno 21
amendments Bay and Pt Neill and also the seagrass beds of Louth 24
Bay” (77). 26
29
“Maybe a few islands and surrounding area could be | 62
a small park” (1283). 64
77
“In principle, | support the concept of Marine Parks 80
and in particular, the Sir Joseph Banks Group M.P., 180
but with a number of reservations as outlined over: 240
(a) include Lipson Cove area in the Park. (b) reduce 1281
the size of the M.P. by reducing the eastern 1283
boundary” (1328). 1286
1287
“The northern would also be easier to identify if it 1288
went out from Lipson Cove (or Rogers beach point)” | 1289
(1383). 1290
1291
“The Sir Joseph Banks Group Marine Park should be 1292
moved north to include Lipson Cove. Lipson Coveis | 1328
an important breeding area for many listed birds and | 1383
marine species” (1587). 1557
1563
“Lipson Cove should be considered a marine park” 1587
(1595). 1595
1650
1656
1780
Protection of “You should identify what you wish to conserve and 204
habitats and relate that to the boundaries” (204). 1561
species 1727
“Includes many islands significant for endangered 1750
Australian sea lions” (1727).
Future “l do support the marine park boundaries aslong as| | 69
management can still recreationally fish in them with acceptance 1803

planning and
zoning

of no fishing near Smith Rocks. The Sir Joseph Bank
Group must be banned from net fishing” (69).

“l support in principle the marine parks as long as it is
easy to work out the boundaries and there is no or
minimal interruption to recreational fishing.” (1803).
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Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents
include: aquaculture (3.4%), commercial fishing (9.2%), conservation (28.6%), cultural
activities (3.4%), education (6.7%), recreational boating (12.6%), recreational fishing
(18.5%), research (5.9%), tourism (5%) and other (6.7%). ‘Other’ interests in this park
include: diving, snorkelling and surfing. Note that a respondent may also have
selected no interest or multiple interests.

Of the six submission comments that indicated support for the Sir Joseph Banks Group
Marine Park, conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine
environment. Non-supportive comments were primarily from respondents who had
selected recreational fishing as an interest (see Table 16).

Table 16. Interests in the marine environment with the level of support for the Sir
Joseph Banks Group Marine Park.

Don't
Support with support
Interests Support (6) changes (32) (11)

Aquaculture 0 2 2
Commercial

fishing 0 5 6
Conservation 4 25 5
Cultural activities 0 3 1
Education 1 4 3
Other 3 2 3
Recreational

boating 1 8 6
Recreational

fishing 3 9 10
Research 1 4 2
Tourism 0 4 2

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in
brackets, e.g. support (6). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or
multiple interests.
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6.4.7 Marine Park 7: Neptune Islands Group Marine Park

This marine park received 15 (2%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 4 (27%) indicated their support for the marine park,
2 (13%) indicated support with changes implemented and 9 (60%) indicated non-
support for this marine park (see Figure 11).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Neptune Islands Group Marine Park

E Support
B Support with changes
O Don't support

60%

Figure 11. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Neptune Islands Group
Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the
effectiveness of marine parks to protect species and habitats. For those not
supportive, the areas of greatest concern were related to:
e the size and design of the marine park; and
¢ difficulty in commenting on outer boundaries in the absence of possible
zoning arrangements.

Sample comments for Marine Park 7 are shown in Table 17.

Table 17. Sample comments received relating to the Neptune Islands Group Marine
Park.

Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #

Marine park “Too large as one zone, without end result outlined, itis | 236
design, size difficult to propose alternatives” (652). 638
and location 652

“The present marine parks plan, does nothing to 1282

address the real threats, and seeks to only provide 1285

additional costs burden to the wider regional 1377

communities” (1752). 1560

1752
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Marine park “MPA 7 Park boundary should be extended ~ 15-20 nm | 1750
amendments in circumference to include/protect foraging grounds

of seabirds while breeding and provisioning chicks”

(1750).
Protection of “Will help to protect the sole breeding grounds of the 1321
habitats and large Sepia squid as well as many fish and 1727
species crustaceans...” (1321). 1780

“Includes many islands significant for endangered

Australian sea lions” (1727).

“The inclusion and protection of the Neptune Islands is

of critical importance to the ongoing survival of the

great white shark” (1780).
Future “There seems to be no regard to 1
management 1. local towns 652
planning and 2. Businesses 1560
zoning 3. Boat owners 1803

4. Facilities such as ramps
5. Distance safely travelled by boat owners” (652).

“l do not support any restrictions on recreational
fishing” (1803).

“This area is widely used as a recreational fishery. Can
we be assured this will continue under the new park
legislation?” (1560).

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents
include: aquaculture (5%), commercial fishing (17.5%), conservation (15%), cultural
activities (2.5%), education (7.5%), recreational boating (10%), recreational fishing
(17.5%), research (10%), tourism (7.5%) and other (7.5%). ‘Other’ interests in this park
related to activities such as diving and natural resource management.

Of the four submission comments that indicated support for the Neptune Islands

Group Marine Park, ‘other’ was selected as the main interest in the marine

environment. Non-supportive comments were primarily from respondents who had
selected commercial fishing as an interest (see Table 18).

Table 18. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the
Neptune Islands Group Marine Park.

Support Support with Don't
Interests () changes (2) support (9)
Aquaculture 0 0 2
Commercial fishing 0 1 6
Conservation 2 1 3
Cultural activities 0 0 1
Education 1 1 1
Other 3 0 0
Recreational boating 0 2 2
Recreational fishing 1 2 4
Research 1 1 2
Tourism 0 1 2

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in
brackets, e.g. support (4). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or

multiple interests.
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6.4.8 Marine Park 8: Gambier Islands Group Marine Park

This marine park received 14 (2%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 5 (36%) indicated their support for the marine park,
1 (7%) indicated support with changes implemented and 8 (57%) indicated non-
support for this marine park (see Figure 12).

57%

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the

Gambier Islands Group Marine Park

E Support

B Support with
changes

O Don't support

Figure 12. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Gambier Islands Group

Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the
effectiveness of marine parks in protecting species and habitats. For those not
supportive, the areas of greatest concern related to difficulty in commenting on outer
boundaries in the absence of possible zoning arrangements.

Sample comments for Marine Park 8 are shown in Table 19.

Table 19. Sample comments received relating to the Gambier Islands Group Marine

Park.

Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar

theme submission #

Marine park “Without end result outlined, it is difficult to propose 652

design, size alternatives” (652). 1560

and location

Protection of “Support as is rich in marine life and has limited impact | 1

habitats and on most small vessel owners” (1). 1321

species 1727
1750

Future “l support the principle of marine parks as long as the 1803

management boundaries and zones are easy to interpret and there is

and zoning no or minimal interruption to recreational fishing”

(1803).

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents
include: aquaculture (5.4%), commercial fishing (18.9%), conservation (13.5%), cultural
activities (2.7%), education (8.1%), recreational boating (10.8%), recreational fishing
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(16.2%), research (8.1%), tourism (8.1%) and other (8.1%). ‘Other’ interests in this park

include: diving and snorkelling. Note that a respondent may also have selected no
interest or multiple interests.

Of the five submission comments that indicated support for the Gambier Islands
Group Marine Park, conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine
environment. Non-supportive comments were primarily from respondents who had
selected commercial fishing as an interest (see Table 20).

Table 20. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the
Gambier Islands Group Marine Park.

Support Support with Don't
Interests (5) changes (1) support (7)
Aquaculture 0 0 2
Commercial fishing 1 0 6
Conservation 3 0 2
Cultural activities 0 0 1
Education 2 0 1
Other 3 0 0
Recreational boating 1 1 2
Recreational fishing 2 1 3
Research 2 0 1
Tourism 1 0 2

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in

brackets, e.g. support (5). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or

multiple interests.
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6.4.9 Marine Park 9: Franklin Harbor Marine Park

This marine park received 30 (4%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 7 (23%) indicated their support for the marine park,
9 (30%) indicated support with changes implemented and 14 (47%) indicated non-
support for this marine park (see Figure 13).

47%

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Franklin Harbor Marine Park

@ Support
B Support with changes
ODon't support

Figure 13. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Franklin Harbor Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the
effectiveness of marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. For those not
supportive, the areas of greatest concern were related to:

the size and design of the marine park;

a perception that the 14 Design Principles had not been met;
perceived negative social and economic impacts;

difficulty in commenting on outer boundaries in the absence of possible
zoning arrangements; and

perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.

Sample comments for Marine Park 9 are shown in Table 21.
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Table 21. Sample comments received relating to the Franklin Harbor Marine Park.

Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine park “Why is there a park around Franklin Harbor and Lucky | 60
design, size Bay yet nothing around Arno Bay, Port Neill, Pt Lincoln 642
and location and Adelaide and other politically sensitive places?” 652
(60). 1560
1571
“The principles of the marine park are sound and | 1580
believe should be adhered to” (1580). 1716
1739
“DEH is applying the 'precautionary principle' which 1752
means that we are setting aside areas of water that 1785
we don't yet have a full understanding of. The vast
majority of our marine waters have not been surveyed
at all" (1752).
Marine park “l support marine park boundaries but would like to see | 3
amendments the area of boundaries extended 200 metres north of 642
high tides to include the whole sandhill areas south of 1302
Whyalla down to Eight Mile Creek protected from 1397
motor bikes” (3).
“We are committed to environmentally sustainable
management of the marine environment and do not
believe that a marine park encompassing the oyster
lease areas in Ceduna, Smoky Bay, Coffin Bay, Franklin
Harbour, Coobowie or Kangaroo Island are warranted”
(1397).
Protection of “Cowell harbour is a KGW [King George whiting] 27
habitats and nursery and needs protection ...” (1580). 1321
species 1561
“Yes there is a lot of diversity up and down the coast 1580
but the only areas that really needs protecting is
Franklin Harbor” (27).
Future “The only reason | would support a marine park in this 3
management area would be if it restricted commercial netting and 60
planning and crabbing” (60). 182
zoning 169
“10% to be set aside ie no line fishing to avoid the 233
following area, five nautical mile offshore and nine 642
nautical mile north and south of Lucky Bay” (642). 1813

“l am strongly opposed to the restriction or banning in
whole or part of any recreational fishing/diving or the
removal of shellfish in this area” (1813).

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents
include: aquaculture (7.8%), commercial fishing (10.9%), conservation (10.9%), cultural
activities (3.1%), education (3.1%), recreational boating (12.5%), recreational fishing
(28.1%), research (6.3%), tourism (9.4%) and other (7.8%). ‘Other’ interests in this park
include swimming, diving and snorkelling. Note that a respondent may also have
selected no interest or multiple interests.

Of the seven submission comments that indicated support for the Franklin Harbor
Marine Park, recreational fishing was selected as the main interest in the marine
environment. Similarly, non-supportive comments came mainly from respondents

who had also selected recreational fishing as a key interest (see Table 22).
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Table 22. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Franklin

Harbor Marine Park.

Support Support with changes Don't
Interests @) (9 support (14)
Aquaculture 0 1 4
Commercial fishing 2 1 3
Conservation 2 2 3
Cultural activities 0 1 1
Education 0 1 1
Other 2 1 2
Recreational boating 1 3 4
Recreational fishing 4 4 9
Research 1 1 2
Tourism 1 2 2

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in

brackets, e.g. support (7). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or

multiple interests.
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6.4.10 Marine Park 10: Upper Spencer Gulf Marine Park

This marine park received 58 (7%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 17 (29%) indicated their support for the marine
park, 19 (33%) indicated support with changes implemented, 20 (35%) indicated non-
support and 2 (3%) did not express an opinion (i.e. non-applicable) (see Figure 14).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Upper Spencer Gulf Marine Park

3%

E Support

B Support with changes
O Don't support

O Non-applicable

35%

33%

Figure 14. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Upper Spencer Gulf Marine
Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the
effectiveness of marine parks in protecting species and habitats. For those not
supportive, the areas of greatest concern were related to:

e the size and design of the marine park;
a perception that the 14 Design Principles had not been met;
perceived negative social and economic impacts;
uncertainty regarding future zoning arrangements;
difficulty in commenting on outer boundaries in the absence of possible
zoning arrangements; and
e perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.

Sample comments for Marine Park 10 are shown in Table 23.

Table 23. Sample comments received relating to the Upper Spencer Gulf Marine Park.

Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine park “l don't support the creating of marine parks without 52
design, size first taking local knowledge from local people. The 54
and location only way to do this is [to] form local groups and meet 65
with them over a long period” (52). 236
652
“Too large as one zone, without end result outlined, itis | 675
difficult to propose alternatives” (652). 1285
1351
1560
1569
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“l am not in favour of a marine park in upper Spencer 1571
Gulf from Point Lowly north as we already have two 1660
aquatic reserves already in this area” (1660). 1748
1752
“However, we do not support the proposed Marine 1805
Parks outer boundaries, in particular in the areas 1812
affecting our fisheries, as they do not meet the basic 2032
principles of good governance and contravenes the
Design Principles that 'underpin' them” (1812).
Marine park “Sites need protecting also Pt Pirie to Tiparra Reef” 108
amendments (113). 112
113
”Area from Pt Davis to Woods Point and Mt Gullet to 145
Barrows Beach would be good areas for a Marine Park, | 232
they have the least impact by people from land/sea 1272
and provide plenty of sheltered areas to work in” (145). | 1302
1350
“The inclusion of this area (Pirie River and Port) in the 1391
marine park may lead to unnecessary restriction on 1534
future dredging and development of the Port, thereby | 1730
potentially hampering future business opportunities” 1836
(232). 1847
2182
“l propose an extension of Upper Spencer Gulf Marine
Park to a line between Gibbon Point (the southern
boundary of Franklin Harbor Marine Park 33 deg 50 min
south 136 deg 47 min east across the gulf to Cape
Elizabeth 34 deg 09 min south and 137 deg 27 min
east” (1302).
“Split park north of Douglas Bank to enable Pt Augusta
people to have greater input into planning of their
section of the marine park” (1534).
“Outer boundary of the Upper Spencer Gulf Marine
Park should be altered pursuant to Section 10 of the
Marine Parks Act in order to exclude from the area of
the marine park the Port Bonython jetty and the
shoreline immediately adjacent to the Santos facility at
Port Bonython” (1836).
“l would like to see the southern boundary extended to
below Pt Broughton to just south of Murninnie Beach”
(1847).
“Given the unique nature of the cuttlefish breeding
aggregation and its vulnerability, we would suggest the
marine protected area be extended to include land
above the high water mark” (2182).
Protection of “Locally, Port Patterson, just south of Port Augustaisan | 1
habitats and important resting feeding locality for the endangered 143
species eastern curlew as well as a variety of other shorebirds” | 170
(667). 667
676
“Better protection and management of tidal areas, 1321
samphire and mangrove communities is required as 1333
they are under pressure from recreation and 1561
extraction” (1333). 1577
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1727

“There is a need to protect both water and land in 1739
order to conserve and preserve” (1577). 2182
“Marine parks are a good idea and an excellent way
to protect the future fish stocks in the Upper Spencer
Gulf for our children’s children” (1739).
Future “Yalata Bay should be closed to all fishing as it has a 3
management great habitat of all kind of life as well Cowled Landing 44
planning and as it is good ground for snapper. All long lining should 111
zoning be stopped in the gulf as the by catch is not good we 123
still have shark netters coming up to the group netting 131
... Port Paterson Bay also should be closed to fishing” 133
(44). 143
180
“l would like to see the cuttlefish breeding areas near 182
Point Lowly totally protected” (131). 670
676
“Any new boundaries should keep in mind that not 1316
everyone has a large boat and some inshore areas 1375
need to be accessible for fishing around shacks etc. 1575
Marine Parks could greatly benefit our gulf for future 1577
generations.” (133). 1594
1668
“There are already two restricted areas in the Upper 1810
Spencer Gulf (Yatala Harbour Aquatic Reserve and 2185

Blanche Harbour Douglas Bank Aquatic Reserve) and
should any more restrictions be placed in this area Port
Augusta will become a dead town as far as tourism is
concerned” (143).

“Protect Yatala Harbor within the Winninowie
Conservation Park” (676).

“Hand-line or rod fishing should be allowed from the
shore within 100m of a person’s shack” (1316).

“If we are talking long term (and | hope so) there is a
need for education and consultation on a regular
basis” (1577).

“l support the marine park in this area but not the total
exclusion zone. Netting of whiting etc should be
banned in the whole of Spencer Gulf” (1594).

“The Lowly Peninsula is the best access to the [Marine]
Park [10] for the Whyalla community. Therefore this
area should be given priority in its use to maintain its
accessibility and suitability of community use in regards
to the park” (1810).
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Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents
include: aquaculture (4.7%), commercial fishing (3.9%), conservation (20.3%), cultural
activities (3.1%), education (5.5%), recreational boating (10.2%), recreational fishing
(24.2%), research (6.3%), tourism (12.5%) and other (9.4%). ‘Other’ interests in this park
include: natural resource management, regional development, diving, speatrfishing,
four wheel driving and camping. Note that a respondent may also have selected no
interest or multiple interests.

Of the 17 submission comments that indicated support for the Upper Spencer Gulf
Marine Park, conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine
environment. Non-supportive comments were primarily from respondents who had
selected recreational fishing as an interest (see Table 24).

Table 24. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Upper
Spencer Gulf Marine Park.

Don't Non-
Support Support with | support applicable
Interests a7 changes (19) (20) (2)
Aquaculture 2 1 3 0
Commercial fishing 0 0 5 0
Conservation 10 9 6 1
Cultural activities 2 1 1 0
Education 2 4 1 0
Other 5 4 2 1
Recreational boating 4 4 5 0
Recreational fishing 6 9 16 0
Research 2 4 2 0
Tourism 5 8 3 0

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in
brackets, e.g. support (17). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or
multiple interests.
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6.4.11 Marine Park 11: Eastern Spencer Gulf Marine Park

This marine park received 32 (4%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 5 (16%) indicated their support for the marine park,
11 (34%) indicated support with changes implemented and 16 (50%) indicated non-
support for this marine park (see Figure 15).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Eastern Spencer Gulf Marine Park

16%

E Support
B Support with changes

50% ODon't Support

34%

Figure 15. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Eastern Spencer Gulf
Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the
effectiveness of marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. For those not
supportive, the areas of greatest concern were related to:

e the size and design of the marine park;

e a perception that the 14 Design Principles had not been met;

e perceived negative social and economic impacts; and

e uncertainty regarding future zoning arrangements.

Sample comments for Marine Park 11 are shown in Table 25.
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Table 25. Sample comments received relating to the Eastern Spencer Gulf Marine

Park.
Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine park “The outer boundaries are poorly designed and the 73
design, size design process appears flawed. The Design Principles 652
and location used are inconsistent with legislation” (1588). 1285
1333
“We have concerns about the outer boundaries being | 1366
proclaimed before the zones have been determined” | 1571
(1752). 1588
1752
1778
1804
Marine park “l suggest the boundary be approx 0.5 km from low 112
amendments water mark to provide access for recreational fishing” 186
(186). 1278
1331
“Marine Park 11 - The Port Hughes Bay to Wallaroo Bay | 1387
to Bird Island should be considered as an alternative to | 1573
Encounter Bay Marine Park 15 - Newland Head to Port
Elliott should be removed” (1278).
“l support the marine parks in my area because there is
a need to protect certain areas of habitat for the
future of our marine life. | do not support how the
boundaries are being implemented and do not think
we need such big area of multi use parks” (1331).
“Boundary should extend northwards to include and
protect the reef which | believe extends NNW from
Cape Elizabeth. Very valuable habitat” (1387).
“The boundary should be moved north to cover Cape
Elizabeth as it is ecologically unique and highly
productive” (1573).
Protection of “l understand that marine parks are important to the 121
habitats and region as a number of different animal species live 1321
species there” (121). 1333
1561
“They include examples of habitat for marine and 1750
terrestrial species, including haul outs/breeding areas
for marine mammals, rookeries for sea-birds and
diverse habitats” (1333).
Future “Small vessels must be catered for” (1). 1
management 67
planning and “Concerned that wrecks on Wardang Island will be 179
zoning closed to recreational fishing” (67). 182
186
”"Why close off an area that has given much pleasure 190
to our family and the local farming community” (179). 213
236
“This area attracts numerous tourists/ campers on 638
weekends and by giving them access for smaller boats | 670
they will continue to come to the Copper Coast” (186). | 1331
1333
“l support the limit of commercial fishing in marine 1561
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parks” (190). 1800
2226
“These parks provide an opportunity to better engage
the Narungga community in both research, monitoring
and management” (1333).

“l am a recreational SCUBA diver and enjoy seeing
marine life but | also like to catch crayfish, abalone,
scallops, razorfish” (1561).

“l support the extension of the Goose Island Aquatic
Reserve through to Wardang Island north reef” (1800).

“Do not want any changes to the rules and regulations
that already apply to recreational fishing in this park”
(2226).

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents
include: aquaculture (4.1%), commercial fishing (11%), conservation (15.1%), cultural
activities (2.7%), education (2.7%), recreational boating (13.7%), recreational fishing
(27.4%), research (5.5%), tourism (9.5%) and other (8.2%). ‘Other’ interests in this park
include spear fishing, diving and charter boat fishing. Note that a respondent may
also have selected no interest or multiple interests.

Of the five submission comments that indicated support for the Eastern Spencer Gulf
Marine Park, conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine
environment. Non-supportive comments were primarily from respondents who had
selected recreational fishing as an interest (see Table 26).

Table 26. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Eastern
Spencer Gulf Marine Park.

Support Support with Don't
Interests (5) changes (11) support (16)
Aquaculture 0 0 3
Commercial fishing 1 0 7
Conservation 3 4 4
Cultural activities 0 1 1
Education 1 0 1
Other 2 1 3
Recreational boating 2 4 4
Recreational fishing 2 7 11
Research 2 0 2
Tourism 1 2 4

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in
brackets, e.g. support (5). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or
multiple interests.
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6.4.12 Marine Park 12: Southern Spencer Gulf Marine Park

This marine park received 60 (7%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 15 (25%) indicated their support for the marine
park, 17 (28%) indicated support with changes implemented, 27(45%) indicated non-
support and 1(2%) did not express an opinion (i.e. non-applicable) (see Figure 16).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Southern Spencer Gulf Marine Park

2%

E Support

B Support with changes
ODon't support

O Non-applicable

45%

Figure 16. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Southern Spencer Gulf
Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the
effectiveness of marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. For those not
supportive, the areas of greatest concern were related to:

e the size and design of the marine park;
a perception that the 14 Design Principles had not been met;
perceived negative social and economic impacts;
uncertainty regarding future zoning arrangements;
difficulty in commenting on outer boundaries in the absence of possible
zoning arrangements; and
o perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.

Sample comments for Marine Park 12 are shown in Table 27.
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Table 27. Sample comments received relating to the Southern Spencer Gulf Marine

Park.
Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine park “We know there must be areas of exclusion but the 135
design, size extent of current park is far too extensive” (135). 184
and location 652
“You should identify the specific area to be protected, | 1560
instead of a vast unknown habitat” (184). 1571
1574
1578
1752
Protection of “| feel that areas and examples of the marine 83
habitats and environment need to be preserved and protected” 148
species (83). 1321
1561
“This park accounts for connectivity and significance in | 1727
species which | saw and caught from from1960-1980”
(148).
Marine park “This park appears too big and should be shifted 14
amendments westward. This would still envelope the same marine 83
"type" of area but have less impact on local 235
recreational fishing” (14). 1284
1308
“| believe this park could be shifted west so as to still 1656
cover north facing shore of Kangaroo Island but take in | 1818
an area which is used less by recreational fishermen”
(83).
“Re-align the east boundary of zone [Marine Park]12
with Cape Forbin and the tip of West Cape on Yorke
Peninsula” (235).
“Because most of Kangaroo Island's coast has been
included in the proposed marine park outer
boundatries, the remaining coast should also be
included” (1308).
“suggest connecting [marine park] 12 and 13 to pick
up same habitat but using straight north/south/east
west boundaries” (1818).
Future “My business will be severely affected if recreational 12
management fishing both beach and boat is restricted” (17). 14
planning and 17
zoning “As with all the areas prescribed for marine parks, all 36
trawl netting should be banned, because not only for 66
the damage caused to the marine environment but 67
also because of the many marine species caught upin | 75
these nets and then dumped because they have no 77
commercial value”(36). 136
147
“Concerned that coastline from Pt Yorke to Cape 182
Spencer be closed to recreational fishing” (67). 185
235
“| think that these park boundaries have the potential 644
to push people further from boat ramps and shorelines | 1321
for fishing thus causing a safety concern if the weather | 1333
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should become rough or in the event of breakdown or | 1560
medical emergency” (75). 1586
1801
”Until | know what restrictions you intend to impose on 1813
this area | am unable to support it becoming a marine | 1819
park” (136). 2226

“No commercial cray fisherman should be allowed to
fish within 1km of the north coast of Kangaroo Island”
(235).

“These parks provide an opportunity to better engage
the Narungga community in both research, monitoring
and & management” (1333).

“Beach launching from this beach (Kangaroo Beach)
should still be allowed but dogs should be banned.”
(1819).

“Do not want any changes to the rules and regulations
that already apply to recreational fishing in this park”
(2226).

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents
include: aquaculture (3.1%), commercial fishing (9.2%), conservation (16%), cultural
activities (1.5%), education (6.1%), recreational boating (14.5%), recreational fishing
(29%), research (3.1%), tourism (6.9%) and other (10.7%). ‘Other’ interests in this park
include: diving, spear fishing, four wheel driving, and diving, as well as regional
development. Note that a respondent may also have selected no interest or multiple
interests.

Of the 15 submission comments that indicated support for the Southern Spencer Gulf
Marine Park, conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine
environment. Non-supportive comments were primarily from respondents who had
selected recreational fishing as an interest (see Table 28).

Table 28. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the
Southern Spencer Gulf Marine Park.

Suppor Support with Don't Non-
Interests t (15) changes (17) support (27 | applicable (1)
Aquaculture 0 1 3 0
Commercial fishing 1 1 10 0
Conservation 10 6 5 0
Cultural activities 0 1 1 0
Education 3 1 4 0
Other 4 4 6 0
Recreational boating 5 7 7 0
Recreational fishing 8 10 19 1
Research 1 1 2 0
Tourism 1 2 5 1

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in
brackets, e.g. support (15). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or
multiple interests.
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6.4.13 Marine Park 13: Lower Yorke Peninsula Marine Park

This marine park received 48 (6%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 10 (21%) indicated their support for the marine park,
16 (33%) indicated support with changes implemented, 19(40%) indicated non-
support and 3 (6%) did not express an opinion (i.e. non-applicable) (see Figure 17).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Lower Yorke Peninsula Marine Park

6%

@ Support

B Support with changes
ODon't support

O Non-applicable

40%

Figure 17. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Lower Yorke Peninsula
Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the
effectiveness of marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. For those not
supportive, the areas of greatest concern were related to:

e the size and design of the marine park;

e perceived negative social and economic impacts;

e uncertainty regarding future zoning arrangements; and

e perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.

Sample comments for Marine Park 13 are shown in Table 29.
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Table 29. Sample comments received relating to the Lower Yorke Peninsula Marine

Park.
Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine park “Area is too large. Marine parks are biased against 73
design, size country towns” (118). 118
and location 130
“Too big in one area, will kill Edithburgh and 147
Coobowie” (130). 638
652
“l support the marine park only if it can be proved 1285
there is a threat to the ecosystem that needs to be 1326
addressed” (1723). 1571
1648
“Like many other resource users, | also offer support in 1716
principal the concept of a network of MP’s [marine 1723
parks]. However, | believe at this time that the MP’s 1778
[marine parks] boundaries proposed are excessive and
that these are unlikely to be well support by the
community in the current format” (1778).
Marine park “Extend to Pt Vincent as listed in senate inquiry in 2000 | 49
amendments as part of the Orontes Biounit” (124). 124
132
“l do not support the exclusion of the Stansbury Spit 189
from within park 13. The Spit is the support mechanism 219
for the southern most breeding ground of the blue 1589
swimmer crab (132). 1818
2190
“A coastal strip of 1.5km to permit recreational fishing
from the beach seaward in Sturt Bay” (219).
“include Orontes Bank” (1589).
“suggest connecting (marine parks) 12 and 13 to pick
up same habitat but using straight north/south/east
west boundaries rather than the straight diagonal
boundaries of (marine park)13. Northern boundary of
[marine park] 13 could come directly south from
Stansbury and then go directly west” (1818).
Protection of “Protection in this area will enable all the prawn 86
habitats and species to regenerate as well as allowing the groper 95
species population and many others of attaining some of their | 1321
previous numbers before it is too late” (1321). 1388
1561
“| also support a marine park around Althorpe and 1750
Troubridge Islands. Large and important seabird 1785
colonies breed here and use the shallow marine
habitats to support the young” (1388).
Future “Our marine environment is worth protecting but 1
management careful planning of reserves [zones] within parks must 9
planning and be left for local residents to decide where they should 36
zoning be placed” (43). 43
67
“Troubridge Hill Aquatic Reserve be declared "a no 77
take" zone in its entirety at least 200m from high water 84
mark” (67). 131
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“We have a boat and go out fishing and have never
gone out any further than the area of the marine park
so we will be very upset if we need to go out further to
fish. Our main fishing area is in the Bay” (223).

“The area west of Port Moorowie has many small
crayfish and should be a sanctuary” (670).

“These parks provide an opportunity to better engage
the Narungga community in both research monitoring
and management” (1333).

“Is it possible that the "desighated parks" will be "no fish
areas" (1560).

“Do not want any changes to the rules and regulations
that already apply to recreational fishing in this park”
(2226).

138
208
166
182
223
236
670
1333
1560
1813
2226

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents

include: aquaculture (2.6%), commercial fishing (5.3%), conservation (18.4%), cultural

activities (0.9%), education (6.1%), recreational boating (16.7%), recreational fishing

(28.1%), research (7.9%), tourism (6.1%) and other (7.9%). ‘Other’ interests in this park
include: diving, spear fishing, wind-sports and real estate. Note that a respondent
may also have selected no interest or multiple interests.

Of the 13 submission comments that indicated support for the Lower Yorke Peninsula

Marine Park, conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine

environment. Non-supportive comments were primarily from respondents who had
selected recreational fishing as an interest (see Table 30).

Table 30. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Lower

Yorke Peninsula Marine Park.

Non-
Support Support with changes Don't applicable
Interests (10) (16) support (19) 3)

Aquaculture 0 1 2 0
Commercial fishing 1 1 4 0
Conservation 7 8 5 1
Cultural activities 0 1 0 0
Education 1 4 2 0
Other 2 2 5 0
Recreational

boating 3 9 6 1
Recreational

fishing 4 12 13 3
Research 4 3 2 0
Tourism 0 3 2 2

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in
brackets, e.g. support (10). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or

multiple interests.
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6.4.14 Marine Park 14: Upper Gulf St Vincent Marine Park

This marine park received 29 (4%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 8(28%) indicated their support for the marine park,
12 (41%) indicated support with changes implemented and 9 (31%) indicated non-
support for this marine park (see Figure 18).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Upper Gulf St Vincent Marine Park

E Support
B Support with changes
O Don't support

41%

Figure 18. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Upper Gulf St Vincent
Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the

effectiveness of marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. For those not

supportive, the areas of greatest concern were related to:

e the size and design of the marine park;
a perception that the 14 Design Principles had not been met;
perceived negative social and economic impacts;
uncertainty regarding future zoning arrangements; and
perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.

Sample comments for Marine Park 14 are shown in Table 31.
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Table 31. Sample comments received relating to the Upper Gulf St Vincent Marine

Park.

Comment theme

Sample quotes from submissions

Similar

submission #

Marine park “Although the upper gulf has its own specific 1332
design, size and diversity, the run off from the metro region is greatly 1571
location affecting the whole gulf” (1332).

“l do not support the outer boundaries as proposed

by DEH. They are vastly excessive. DEH Design

Principles for the boundaries are inconsistent with

legislation” (1571).
Protection of “This is an important region for nurseries for many 1321
habitats and species and especially the blue swimmer crab” 1333
species (1732). 1732
Marine park “Southeast boundary should be extended to Outer 189
amendments Harbor and include Port River so all mangroves can 1273

be protected” (189). 1330

1332

“Request that the boundaries of the marine parks be | 1546

modified to ensure that there is a 300m area 1551

excluded from the park centred on the centre line of | 1655

the existing boating channel at Port Wakefield and 1723

extending out to 300m beyond the existing western 2190

most beacon on the channel” (1273).

“If you are serious about this park, it should extend

right down to Cape Jervis” (1332).

“It is also noted that the landward boundaries of the

proposed area are fairly limited and do not extend

inland to accommodate the intra and supratidal

areas, including samphire wetlands and sabkas

characteristic of the Greater Adelaide Coastline”

(1546).

“... support for the extension of the Upper Gulf St

Vincent to include areas of Eastern Gulf St Vincent”

(1551).

“Support its current boundaries but extend them on

east to include Pt Gawler Conservation Park, Pt

Gawler Beach and Buckland Park Lake.” (1655).
Future “Multiple-use will be changed to more stringent 20
management controls in the future as has happened with 191
planning and government history” (20). 652

zoning

“Include area north of a line from Clinton to Port
Wakefield, no go for anyone, nursery area” (191).

“Too large as one zone without end result outlined, it
is difficult to propose alternatives” (652).
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Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents

include: aquaculture (1.5%), commercial fishing (4.5%), conservation (24.2%), cultural

activities (1.5%), education (7.6%), recreational boating (12.1%), recreational fishing

(27.3%), research (6.1%), tourism (7.6%) and other (7.6%). ‘Other’ interests in this park

include snorkelling and diving and natural resource management. Note that a

respondent may also have selected no interest or multiple interests.

Of the eight submission comments that indicated support for the Upper Gulf St
Vincent Marine Park, conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine
environment. Non-supportive comments were primarily from respondents who had
selected recreational fishing as an interest (see Table 32).

Table 32. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Upper

Gulf St Vincent Marine Park.

Support Support with Don't support
Interests (8) changes (12) (9
Aquaculture 1 0 0
Commercial fishing 0 1 2
Conservation 7 6 3
Cultural activities 1 0 0
Education 4 1 0
Other 3 2 0
Recreational boating 1 4 3
Recreational fishing 4 7 7
Research 2 1 1
Tourism 3 0 2

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in

brackets, e.g. support (8). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or

multiple interests.
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6.4.15 Marine Park 15: Encounter Marine Park

This marine park received 104 (13%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 19 (18%) indicated their support for the marine
park, 44 (42%) indicated support with changes implemented, 36 (35%) indicated non-
support and five (5%) did not express an opinion (i.e. non-applicable) (see Figure 19).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Encounter Marine Park

5%
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@ Support
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Figure 19. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Encounter Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the
effectiveness of marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. For those not
supportive, the areas of greatest concern were related to:
e the size and design of the marine park;
a perception that the 14 Design Principles had not been met;
perceived negative social and economic impacts;
uncertainty regarding future zoning arrangements; and
perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.

Sample comments for Marine Park 15 are shown in Table 33.
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Table 33. Sample comments received relating to the Encounter Marine Park.

Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine “The proposed size of the outer boundaries is excessive 65
park and | don’t accept them” (1392). 652
design, size 1329
and “The outer boundaries size is excessive and the principles 1348
location used by DEH are inconsistent with the legislation” (1395). 1392
1395
“All recreational fishers on Kangaroo Island are extremely 1567
conservation-minded, it is not necessary for DEH to have 1571
control of 75% of Kangaroo Island” (1736). 1725
1736
“It seems to us that the priority for marine parks should be 1794
to protect the significant areas rather than the vast 1838
general areas as defined in your plan” (1794).
Marine “A fishing zone of 200m circle from Rapid Head to allow for | 6
park recreational fishing. The area from 200m east of Encounter | 32
amendme | Lakes entrance pipe to Yilki deli, allowing recreational 67
nts fishing. Usage of coastline Onkaparinga Head to Victor 102
Harbor remain as is. Concern that areas open will be 109
closed” (67). 113
154
“Want to know why the mangroves around Adelaide and 158
surrounds are not parks as they are nursery grounds” (102). | 189
241
“Extension of this park beyond Pt Marsden (Kangaroo 1271
Island) to approximately half length of Emu Bay, to 1277
preserve known sea eagles and little penguin nesting sites | 1284
and feeding grounds” (109). 1308
1358
“With the exception of specific areas of habitat 1380
(mangroves, etc) the boundary could start 100m from the 1551
low tide mark” (154). 1552
1589
“Move landward boundary further offshore” (158). 1590
1731
“Northern boundary should either be extended to include | 1788
area around Pt Stanvac which has been a no go area for | 1791
40 years plus or taken south to Sellicks Beach as two ;?ég

aquatic reserves (Aldinga and Pt Noarlunga) are already
in this area” (189).

“Waters from Penneshaw to Pt Morrison (Eastern Cove)
should be left out” (241).

“l could understand if it was species offshore from this
beach that you wish to protect, if that [is] the case you
must implement a 100 metre buffer on the beach for land
based anglers like you have proposed in other zones”
(1277).

“I'd like to see the full protection afforded to the whole
coastline of Kangaroo Island by extending the existing
proposal to cover all of the south coast and the patch of
north coast facing Investigator Strait” (1284).
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“North western boundary should be moved from Pt
Marsden to Ballast Head” (1380).
“Increase to include Hallett Cove Reef” (1589).

“Seeking the boundaries to be extended to include any
coastal dune systems where it is achievable, giving priority
to the coastal dunes of Normanville and Carrickalinga”
(1791).

“Consider fully complimenting the Coorong with the
marine park - connecting [marine parks] 15 and 18
together” (1818).

Protection “l support these boundaries which do indeed contain a 134
of habitats | wide variety of environments” (134). 148
and 676
species “This park is needed to control increasing disturbance and | 1321
recreational pressures on the remaining biodiversity. 1387
Significant losses have already occurred” (148). 1561
1794
“Protect Yilki reef” (676).
“Supports the extension of Encounter up to Pt Noarlunga
reef as it includes valuable habitats and existing
sanctuaries” (1387).
“It is vitally important that we protect the significant marine
areas under pressure" (1794).
Future “This [marine] park has the potential to push recreational 14
managem | fishers a long way offshore from the protected waters of 33
ent island beaches, used by many small craft and dinghies” 74
planning (14). 75
and zoning 81
“But would like to know the boundaries [zones] of your 83
park from Rapid Head and Myponga Beach” (33). 93
166
“It would be desirable if commercial fishing was prohibited | 1297
in the bay at Myponga Beach” (74). 1327
1333
“You will be putting family members sometimes with 1387
children into danger” (81). 1566
1584
“.... if further restrictions come into force could all but 1666
eliminate fishing from areas of American River, Island 1746
Beach etc” (83). 1794
1802
“Recreational and commercial fishers have used and 1813
cared for these areas and they still remain in pristine 2226

condition and therefore they do not need to be further
regulated” (166).

“Aldinga Reef Aquatic Reserve should expand to include
the whole of Aldinga Reef as a sanctuary zone” (1387).

“The Pages [Islands] shouldn’t be excluded for fishing as |
would love to take my children and grand children there
to catch salmon” (1666).
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“l support the forming of a park in this area if recreational
fishing is still allowed but with closed seasons to allow
breeding of various species” (1746).

“We also question how the areas suggested will be
policed” (1794).

“Personally we and many other residents fish recreationally
in a lot of the areas around Penneshaw including as far as
Cape Willoughby, Antechamber Bay, North Shore and
Eastern Cove. We would hope this can continue (with no
fees) as long as it is sustainable through the management
of Fisheries” (1802).

“Opposed to the restriction or banning in whole or part of
any recreational fishing/diving or the removal of shellfish in
this area” (1813).

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents
include: aquaculture (1.5%), commercial fishing (10.6%), conservation (15.7%), cultural
activities (1.5%), education (6.6%), recreational boating (16.2%), recreational fishing
(27.8%), research (3 %), tourism (6.6%) and other (10.6%). ‘Other’ interests in this park
include: spear fishing, four wheel driving, swimming, camping and farming, as well as
local government, natural resource management and regional development. Note
that a respondent may also have selected no interest or multiple interests.

Of the 19 submission comments that indicated support for the Encounter Marine Park,
conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine environment. Non-
supportive comments were primarily from respondents who had selected recreational
fishing as an interest (see Table 34).

Table 34. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the
Encounter Marine Park.

Don't Non-
Support Support with support applicable
Interests (19 changes (44) (36) (5)
Aquaculture 0 2 1 0
Commercial fishing 1 7 12 1
Conservation 11 15 5 0
Cultural activities 0 3 0 0
Education 2 7 2 2
Other 4 7 9 1
Recreational boating 5 14 10 3
Recreational fishing 8 23 21 3
Research 1 4 1 0
Tourism 2 5 5 1

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in

brackets, e.g. support (19). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or

multiple interests.
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6.4.16 Marine Park 16: Western Kangaroo Island Marine Park

This marine park received 33 (4%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 13 (40%) indicated their support for the marine
park, 12 (36%) indicated support with changes implemented, 7 (21%) indicated non-
support and 1(3%) did not express an opinion (i.e. non-applicable) (see Figure 20).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Western Kangaroo Island Marine Park

3%

40%

E Support

B Support with changes
O Don't support
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Figure 20. Level of support for the outer boundaries Western Kangaroo Island Marine
Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the
effectiveness of marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. A number of
respondents suggested including the whole of the Kangaroo Island coast within a
marine park. For those not supportive, the areas of greatest concern were related to:

e the size and design of the marine park;

e perceived negative social and economic impacts; and

e uncertainty regarding future zoning arrangements.

Sample comments for Marine Park 16 are shown in Table 35.
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Table 35. Sample comments received relating to the Western Kangaroo Island Marine

Park.
Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine park “l have little support for any boundaries as they stand, as 48
design, size they are too broad and only leave inaccessible areas of 151
and location | the parks. You have encompassed every accessible 184
beach and close waters to shore that the general public 1285
can get to” (1574). 1338
1343
"Marine parks will not address threats. The boundaries 1349
should be rescinded and the government should start 1369
again with the really important areas” (1338). 1574
1736
“The conservation of marine environments where there isa | 1752
known threat is supported, as is the protection of unique or
threatened biodiversity” (1369).
Marine park “to extend marine park from Cape Linois to North Rock on | 173
amendments | to Lipson Reef to be joined onto Marine Park 16” (173). 1284
1308
“...extend marine park, so it is amalgamated with Marine 1818
Parks 7, 8 and 10” (173).
“Most of Kangaroo Island coastline is tourism focused or
protected area and it makes sense to join the entire south
coast of the island (ie 15, 16 and 17)...” (1818).
Protection of | “I fully support the creation of these parks because of the 1
habitat and need to protect the crucial role performed by marine life in | 1321
species maintaining the overall health of the total environment. 1381
Kangaroo Island still has a relatively pristine marine 1581
environment which allows for a baseline against which 1727
alterations in states' ecosystem can be measured” (1581). 1742
Future “The identification of ‘hot spots’ based on credible 182
managemen | scientific data and subsequent gazettal as no go/no take 236
t planning zones is also supported” (1369). 638
and zoning 1369
“l am not in favour of a park in this area that alters current | 1385
arrangements and also are against any restriction to 1552
access to this Park” (1566). 1561
1566
“Beach access and restrictions to fishing areas will have a 1571
negative impact on my business” (1574). 1574
1747
“Do not want any changes to the rules and regulations 1819
that already apply to recreational fishing in this park” 2226

(2226).

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents
include: aquaculture (3.2%), commercial fishing (14.5%), conservation (17.7%), cultural
activities (1.6%), education (9.7%), recreational boating (6.5%), recreational fishing
(24.2%), research (4.8%), tourism (8.1%) and other (9.7%). ‘Other’ interests in this park
include: four wheel driving, scuba diving, snorkelling, as well as regional development
and natural resource management. Note that a respondent may also have selected
no interest or multiple interests.
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Of the 13 submission comments that indicated support for the Western Kangaroo
Island Marine Park, conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine
environment. Non-supportive comments were primarily from respondents who had
selected recreational fishing as an interest (see Table 36).

Table 36. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Western

Kangaroo Island Marine Park.

Don't

Support Support with support Non-applicable
Interests (13) changes (12) (7 (D
Aquaculture 0 0 2 0
Commercial
fishing 1 0 8 0
Conservation 6 2 3 0
Cultural
activities 0 0 1 0
Education 3 0 2 1
Other 4 1 1 0
Recreational
boating 1 0 3 0
Recreational
fishing 5 0 10 0
Research 1 0 2 0
Tourism 2 1 2 0

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in

brackets, e.g. support (13). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or

multiple interests.
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6.4.17 Marine Park 17: Southern Kangaroo Island Marine Park

This marine park received 32 (4%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 10 (31%) indicated their support for the marine
park, 7 (22%) indicated support with changes implemented and 15 (47%) indicated
non-support (see Figure 21).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Southern Kangaroo Island Marine Park

31%

47% B Support

B Support with changes
ODon't support

22%

Figure 21. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Southern Kangaroo Island
Marine Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the

effectiveness of marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. A number of

respondents suggested including the whole of the Kangaroo Island coast within a

marine park. For those not supportive, the areas of greatest concern were related to:

e the size and design of the marine park;

perceived negative social and economic impacts;
uncertainty regarding future zoning arrangements ; and
perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.

Sample comments for Marine Park 17 are shown in Table 37.
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Table 37. Sample comments received relating to the Southern Kangaroo Island

Marine Park.

Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine park “Ship wrecks are already protected. Australian sea 184
design, size lions have a park already” (184). 1571
and location 1736
“l do not support the outer boundaries as proposed by
DEH. They are vastly excessive” (1571).
Protection of “| fully support the creation of these parks because of 1321
habitats and the need to protect the crucial role performed by 1581
species marine life in maintaining the overall health of the total | 1727
environment. Kangaroo Island still has a relatively
pristine marine environment which allows for a baseline
against which alterations in states' ecosystem can be
measured” (1581).
“Covers majority of Kangaroo Island and Murray
Mouth” (1727).
Marine park “include south coast Dudley Peninsula, good reef” (48). | 48
amendments 173
“... extend marine park from Cape Linois to North Rock | 1284
on to Lipson Reef to be joined onto Marine Park 16” 1565
(173). 1308
1818
“I'd like to see the full protection afforded to the whole | 1373
coastline of Kangaroo Island by extending the existing | 1565
proposal to cover all of the south coast and the patch
of north coast facing Investigator Strait” (1284).
“l would also like to make a suggestion that where the
marine park continues from Cape Linois towards Cape
Willoughby that a piece should be taken back to
Lipson Reef” (1565).
Future “These areas have been used by recreational and 166
management commercial fishers for an extended period of time and | 1566
planning and remain in good condition therefore there is no need to | 2226

zoning

place them in the marine park” (166).

“My family and | have fished D'estrees Bay for 133
years. | am strongly against any type of restriction on
amateur and commercial fishing and any restriction to
access to this Park. | am not in favour of a park in this
area that alters current arrangement” (1566).

“Do not want any changes to the rules and
regulations that already apply to recreational fishing in
this park” (2226).

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents
include: aquaculture (1.5%), commercial fishing (9%), conservation (20.9%), cultural
activities (4.5%), education (10.4%), recreational boating (10.4%), recreational fishing
(22.4%), research (3%), tourism (9%) and other (9%). ‘Other’ interests in this park
include: wind-sports, preservation of the environment, real estate and diving. Note

that a respondent may also have selected no interest or multiple interests.
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Of the ten submission comments that indicated support for the Southern Kangaroo
Island Marine Park, conservation was selected as the main interest in the marine
environment. Non-supportive comments were primarily from respondents who had

selected recreational fishing as an interest (see Table 38).

Table 38. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the

Southern Kangaroo Island Marine Park.

Support Support with Don't
Interests (10) changes (7) support (15)

Aquaculture 1 0 0
Commercial

fishing 1 0 5
Conservation 7 2 5
Cultural

activities 1 0 2
Education 3 1 3
Other 3 1 2
Recreational

boating 1 0 6
Recreational

fishing 3 1 11
Research 1 0 1
Tourism 3 1 2

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in

brackets, e.g. support (10). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or

multiple interests.
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6.4.18 Marine Park 18: Upper South East Marine Park

This marine park received 73 (9%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 8 (11%) supported, 17 (23%) indicated support with
changes implemented, 46 (63%) indicated non-support and 2 (3%) did not express an
opinion (i.e. non-applicable) (See Figure 22).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Upper South East Marine Park

3%

11%

@ Support

B Support with changes
ODon't Support

ONon applicable

23%

63%

Figure 22. Level of support for the outer boundaries Upper South East Marine Park.

Those supportive of the network generally related their comments to the effectiveness
of marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. For those not supportive,
the areas of greatest concern related to:

e the size and design of the marine park;

e perceived negative social and economic impacts;

e uncertainty regarding future zoning arrangements;

¢ difficulty in commenting on outer boundaries in the absence of possible

zoning arrangements; and
e perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.

Sample comments for Marine Park 18 are shown in Table 39.
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Table 39. Sample comments received relating to the Upper South East Marine Park.

Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine park “l believe the area of marine parks proposed is fartoo | 4
design, size great around our State” (4). 19
and location 34
“There are already marine parks at Cape Jaffa that 45
protect significant crayfish areas” (19). a7
102
“The total area is manifestly excessive. Only those 139
areas where active conservation measures are to be 177
undertaken should be within park boundaries” (34). 181
200
“Marine parks this size will also be very detrimental to 203
the economical survival of small towns adjacent to 207
these parks” (181). 209
212
“l do not support blanket coverage of an area” (203). 225
226
“What are you protecting?” (207). 227
229
“Why can’t parks be located further out to sea?” (243). | 230
231
“The appropriate path forward in the South East, is to 243
address threats to the marine environment and its 640
biodiversity through an appropriate, risk-based 652
management response” (1536). 661
663
“Larger than possibly required Marine Park areas, are 672
creating a level of uncertainty in the business planning | 677
processes of our commercial fishing sector. This is 1280
particularly concerning given the impact of the current | 1336
global financial crisis” (1553). 1361
1362
“The present state of affairs is unfortunate and itis clear | 1363
that communities are willing to accept the need to 1364
protect some areas but are not comfortable with a 1382
process that appears to have already determined the | 1536
outer boundaries” (1562). 1553
1558
“..such a large area is proposed without firstly identify 1562
and have scientific evidence and what requires 1574
protection” (1807). 1590
1593
“l do not support the implementation of a marine park | 1792
with out the establishment of shown area that will 1807
significantly affect the pursuit of recreation angling” 1809
(2031). 1820
1849
2031
Marine park “l consider that the southern boundary which ends at 150
amendments Nora Creina should be extended to include the waters | 200
and beach within the reef that extends approx 5km 203
from Nora Creina to the next headland south” (150). 228
631
“l would like to see an area of 1 mile from shore 1271
reserved for recreational fishers” (200). 1296
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1298

“l support small areas that need be 1325
preserved/managed” (203). 1817
“My concern with this is a lot of the under water terrain
from [Cape] Jaffa to Robe is much the same and we
think our boundary could be made smaller as well”
(228).
“l would like to see [marine] park 18 a bit smaller so we
can fish in our small boats” (631).
“Therefore wouldn't it be less destructive to
commercial and recreational fishermen if the area to
be preserved is half way between the mouth and
Kingston” (1271).
“Species type and marine habitat type for the zone is
comprehensively and all but totally represented by the
area between Cape Jaffa and the southern boundary
of the Little Dip Conservation Park which is
approximately 7 kilometres north of the draft southern
boundary "(1296).
“l support the area off the mouth of the Murray River at
Goolwa, from Nora Creina Bay to North of Beachport.
From west of Port MacDonnell to Victorian Border. | do
not support the area from the Coorong to Robe and
Beach Port to Port MacDonnell” (1817).
Protection of “There is evidence along this coastline of unique and 1
habitats and beautiful shellfish and mollusc habitat and every effort | 36
species should be given to preservation of this environment 170
and habitat” (36). 1321
1561
“A marine sanctuary exists at Cape Jaffa already for 2031
southern rock lobster” (2031).
Future “Beach access to all of the beach that is accessible 39
management should be maintained between Wrights Bay and the 42 | 84
planning and mile crossing in its entirety. Areas hamely Wrights Bay, 40
zoning The Pinnacles, North Reef and Kingston Ground should | 146
all be left as they are for both professional and 182
recreational lobster fishing with quotas to take care of | 197
over fishing” (39). 220
1323
“Concerns that the park will affect our ability to fish 1532
close to shore” (1323). 1561
1797
“Do not support any plans to extend boundaries 1816
beyond the median high water mark. Members of our | 1824
club support the basic principles of the marine parks 2226

but have concerns that future management plans
may deny 4WD access to clubs, recreational fishermen
and families” (1532).

“l am a recreational SCUBA diver and enjoy seeing
mavrine life but | also like to catch crayfish, abalone,
scallops, razorfish” (1561).
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“l agree it is important to look after our environment
and try and allow for future generations to use our
marine areas” (1797).

“It is pleasing to note that in future the ‘Surf Fishing
Competition” will be accommodated in the marine
park proposal” (1824).

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents
include: aquaculture (1.4%), commercial fishing (7.1%), conservation (9.2%), cultural
activities (2.1%), education (1.4%), recreational boating (21.3%), recreational fishing
(36.9%), research (0.7%), tourism (9.9%) and other (9.9%). ‘Other’ interests in this park
include: fish processing, beach driving, four wheel driving, and diving, as well as
regional development and shack communities. Note that a respondent may also
have selected no interest or multiple interests.

Of the eight submission comments that indicated support for the Upper South East
Marine Park, recreational fishing followed by conservation and recreational boating
were selected as the main interests in the marine environment. Non-supportive
comments were primarily from respondents who had also selected recreational
fishing as an interest (see Table 40).

Table 40. Interests in the marine environment, with the level of support for the Upper
South East Marine Park.

Support Support with Don't Non-applicable

Interests (8) changes (17) | support (46) (2)
Aquaculture 1 0 1 0
Commercial fishing 0 2 8 0
Conservation 4 3 6 0
Cultural activities 1 1 1 0
Education 1 0 1 0
Other 3 3 7 1
Recreational

boating 4 5 21 0
Recreational fishing 5 8 38 1
Research 1 0 0 0
Tourism 1 5 7 1

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in
brackets, e.g. support (8). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or
multiple interests.
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6.4.19 Marine Park 19: Lower South East Marine Park

This marine park received 57(7%) of the 809 submission comments relating to
individual marine parks. Of these, 7(12%) supported, 11 (19%) indicated supported
with changes implemented, 38 (67%) indicated non-support and 1 (2%) did not
express an opinion (i.e. non-applicable) (See Figure 23).

Level of support for the outer boundaries of the
Lower South East Marine Park

2%

12%

E Support

19% B Support with changes
O Don't support
ONon applicable

67%

Figure 23. Level of support for the outer boundaries of the Lower South East Marine
Park.

Those supportive of this marine park generally related their comments to the
effectiveness of marine parks as a tool to protect species and habitats. For those not
supportive, the areas of greatest concern were related to:

e the size and design of the marine park;

e perceived negative social and economic impacts;

e uncertainty regarding future zoning arrangements;

o difficulty in commenting on outer boundaries in the absence of possible

zoning arrangements; and
e perceived overlap with fisheries management objectives.

Sample comments for Marine Park 19 are shown in Table 41.
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Table 41. Sample comments received relating to the Lower South East Marine Park.

Comment Sample quotes from submissions Similar
theme submission #
Marine “There are already marine parks at Cape Jaffa that protect 2
park significant crayfish areas” (19). 19
design, size 45
and “The marine park proposal is too large and encompasses a 46
location large section of the southern coastline” (76). 76
142
“Takes out too much of the lower South East 70%” (201). 201
207
“What are you protecting?” (207). 209
212
“How can a marine park area be decided on if the marine no | 242
go/take area have not already been decided” (647). 647
663
“l could not support a marine park of this size as it takes most 1280
of the favoured fishing grounds for recreational angling” 1285
(1363). 1362
1363
“Outer boundaries are excessive and a formal mechanism 1364
needs to be established to reduce the size of the marine parks | 1382
following the establishments of the zone areas” (1562). 1536
1558
1559
1562
1590
1593
1662
1792
1817
Marine “l would like to see the northern park boundary moved south 31
park from Cape Buffon to Mcintyres Rocks. This areas is a high use 76
amendme | area for tourist amateur fishers and if in future park use was to 146
nts change could severely impact Southend development” (31). 149
174
“It seems obvious that there are no outer boundaries in front of | 203
Pt MacDonnell or Beachport because of the commercial 1310
fishing fleets operating there” (146).
“Don't you think Canunda [National Park] is all ready a marine
park. | think the people manage the park very very well” (149).
“The inclusion of the area immediately adjacent to the town
of Port MacDonnell should not be a marine park. (Cape
Northumberland to Stony Point” (174).
“l support small areas that need be preserved/managed”
(203).
“Why specifically the area around my holiday shack (Pelican
Point — Blackfellows Caves) included in the proposed marine
park when similar areas with similar habitat and biodiversity
such as (Cape Douglas) are omitted?” (1310).
Protection “We are not being told what is being protected” (647). 647
of habitats 1321
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and “significant intertidal shorebird feeding, roosting and breeding | 1561

species habitat” (1719). 1719
Future “l would like to see, from the break water to Finger Point 30
managem | protected (from shore to about 1-2km radius) (sanctuary 182
ent zone)” (30). 197
planning 220
and zoning | “If a one km strip along the coast from shore was left out of the | 647
no-go-no take area then 98% of the amateur fishermen would | 1807
be fine with the idea....” (647). 1816
1824
“l support no-take zones that are realistic” (1807). 2226

“We are now rather concerned that the marine park will
commence from the 42 Mile Crossing right down to Nora
Creina and will now sit at the median high water mark. This will
mean that a large area of our competition will be both
affected by a land and water park along the Coorong
Beach” (1824).

“Do not want any changes to the rules and regulations that
already apply to recreational fishing in this park” (2226).

Interest in the marine environment for this marine park, as indicated by respondents
include: aquaculture (2.9%), commercial fishing (12.6%), conservation (7.8%), cultural
activities (2.1%), education (1.4%), recreational boating (21.3%), recreational fishing
(36.9%), research (0.7%), tourism (9.9%) and other (9.9%). ‘Other’ interests in this park
include: fish processing, recreational fishing, diving, four wheel driving, as well as
regional development and local government. Note that a respondent may also
have selected no interest or multiple interests.

Of the seven submission comments that indicated support for the Lower South East
Marine Park, recreational fishing followed by conservation were selected as the main
interest in the marine environment. Non-supportive comments were primarily from
respondents who had selected recreational fishing as an interest (see Table 42).

Table 42. Interests in the marine environment with the level of support for the Lower
South East Marine Park.

Non-
Support Support with Don't support | applicable
Interests @) changes (11) (38) (@)
Aquaculture 1 0 2 0
Commercial fishing 0 2 11 0
Conservation 2 2 4 0
Cultural activities 1 0 2 0
Education 1 0 0 0
Other 2 2 9 1
Recreational boating 1 2 11 0
Recreational fishing 3 7 26 0
Research 1 0 1 0
Tourism 1 1 6 1

The number of submission comments received for each level of support is shown in
brackets, e.g. support (7). Note that a respondent may have selected no interest or

multiple interests.
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7. Additional respondent comments

Many submissions contained comments which were either indirectly related to the
design of the marine park boundaries or more directly related to the broader marine
parks program. The following is a summary of the key additional comments received.
The comments are synthesised from submissions and are not direct quotes. For most
issues, widely divergent opinions were received. The list focuses on key comments
and themes and is not exhaustive.

Aquaculture

Comments were received relating to aquaculture and marine parks. In some cases
comments reflected a misunderstanding of the Government’s intention to continue
to manage aquaculture under existing regulatory arrangements within marine parks.
Comments related to:

e regulations already in place for the aquaculture industry;

e aquaculture monitoring; and

e perceived impacts of fish farming.

Benefits of marine parks

A large number of comments received related to the perceived benefits of marine
parks. It was suggested that:
e marine parks are a proven means of protecting the health of the marine
environment;
e itisimportant to develop marine parks now as a precautionary measure,
rather than wait until areas show increasing signs of stress before taking action;
e marine parks can significantly enhance the tourism potential of a coastal
region; and
e industries that rely on healthy marine ecosystems will benefit from the
introduction of marine parks.

Consultation and process

It was suggested that:

e |ocal community involvement is critical in developing management plans with
zoning;

e the process of developing management plans with zoning appears logical
and provides for appropriate levels of community input;

¢ there was inadequate consultation with key stakeholder groups in the lead up
to the outer boundarries;

e improvements are needed in the transparency of the whole marine parks
development process;

e political considerations have influenced the placement of marine parks,
especially in relation to metropolitan Adelaide;

¢ the media campaign created the impression among commercial and
recreational fishers that marine parks are being developed to counter
overfishing;

e the public found it difficult to comment on the outer boundaries without
possible zoning arrangements also articulated,;

e regulations for displaced effort and zoning need to be in place prior to major
consultation processes;

e community input will not be listened to by the Government;

e the timeframe for developing marine parks must be adhered to; and

e economic impact statements are needed to measure the impact of marine
parks on regional communities.
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Development and regional economies

It was suggested that:

e marine parks willimpede industry and prevent future developments,
impacting the growth and prosperity of regional communities;

e once the benefits of marine parks are realised, they will be seen as a positive
influence on regional economies;

¢ the policy commitments made in relation to accommodating current and
future development in marine parks are appropriate and adequate;

e continued development and industrialisation of the coastal zone is a concern
for many regional communities; and

e the Minister should be involved in the approval of any major developments in
marine parks.

Education and recreation

It was suggested that:
e there will be a loss of recreational opportunities due to the introduction of
marine parks;
e marine parks will add significant value to nature-based recreational activities;
and
e the Government should develop strategies and invest in further community
education and awareness in relation to marine issues and solutions.

Fishing (commercial)

Many comments were received relating to commercial fishing and marine parks. In
some cases comments reflected a misunderstanding of the Government’s intention
to continue to manage commercial fishing under existing regulatory arrangements
within marine parks. It was suggested that:

e marine parks will unnecessarily displace commercial fishing;

e there will be negative economic and social impacts on the commercial
fishing industry and associated support industries;

o displaced effort regulations need to be finalised;

e regulations and management arrangements already in place for the
commercial fishing industry provide adequate protection for the marine
environment;

e commercial fishing has minimal impact on the marine environment; and
conversely,

¢ commercial fishing has had significant impacts on the marine environment.

Fishing (recreational)

In some cases comments reflected a misunderstanding of the Government’s intention
to continue to manage recreational fishing under existing regulatory arrangements
within marine parks. It was suggested that:
e recreational fishers may lose access to favourite fishing spots;
e current bag and size limits for fishers are adequate protection for the marine
environment;
¢ small boats safety would be compromised if forced further from shore;
e tourism relies heavily on recreational fishing and may be negatively impacted
by marine parks;
o there will be negative social and economic impacts on recreational fishers
and the industries that support them;
e afishing licence fee may be introduced or fishers may be forced to pay to
access a marine park;
e recreational fishing has minimal impact on populations of fish and the health
of marine ecosystems; and conversely,
e recreational fishing has significant impacts on the marine environment.
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Management of marine parks, including zoning

Marine park management and zoning considerations drew significant comment. It
was suggested that:

funding for the management of both national parks and marine parks is
inadequate and needs to be addressed by Government;

marine parks will not mitigate all key threats to the marine environment, such
as pollution;

the role of other government departments already involved in the
management of the coast and sea needs to clarified in relation to marine
parks;

adequate compliance and enforcement is required for marine park zoning
arrangements to be respected;

marine parks will be costly to develop and manage and additional fees, levies
and permits will be introduced; and

zoning must be sensitive to the needs of local communities for marine parks to
be accepted.

Marine Parks Act 2007 — suggested amendments

The process for making or amending a marine park management plan drew
attention during the consultation period. Comments included:

the potential for marine park zoning to change over time, especially for
sanctuary zones to increase in size; and

the process for amending a marine park management plan, as set out in the
Marine Parks Act 2007, should be changed to require the approval of both
Houses of Parliament.

Mining and petroleum

Comments received in relation to mining included:

concern that mining activities will be permitted in marine parks; and
conversely,

concern that growth of the minerals industry may be impeded by marine
parks.

Natural Resources Management (NRM)

Comments and suggestions relating to NRM issues included:

recognition of the strong linkages between the development of marine parks
and NRM planning in South Australia;

a need for resources to be targeted to reducing land-based impacts on the
marine environment; and

that funding and management of marine parks should remain the
responsibility of DEH and not NRM boards.

Science of marine parks, including Design Principles

Views expressed in relation to the science of marine parks and the application of
Design Principles were particularly polarised. It was suggested that:

insufficient scientific evidence was provided to justify the need for marine
parks;

the scientific rationale for the design of the outer boundaries was inadequate;
the Government’s approved Design Principles are flawed and/or do not meet
national and international criteria and/or have not been applied correctly;
and

threats to marine ecosystems in South Australia have not been identified.
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Conversely, it was also suggested that:

¢ the scientific rationale underpinning marine parks is well established both
nationally and internationally;

e the Design Principles are consistent with international best practice and will
ensure South Australia meets its national and international marine
conservation obligations;

e South Australia’s marine parks network is based on the best available scientific
information; and

e the technical report provided adequate scientific justification for the outer
boundary proposals.

Further improvements to the Design Principles were suggested, particularly in relation
to their application in a zoning context. It was suggested that:
e sanctuary zoning must be large enough to ensure that national and
international conservation commitments are met;
¢ recommended sanctuary zone sizes, and/or targets for sanctuary zone area
coverage should be established; and
o forrare or vulnerable species and ecosystems, much higher levels of
protection (up to 100%) should be considered;

Tourism

Respondents believe that marine parks may have both positive and negative
impacts on regional tourism. It was suggested that:
e marine parks will have positive impacts on tourism, particularly nature-based
tourism;
e marine parks will have a negative impact on tourism if recreational activities
such as fishing or four wheel driving on beaches is restricted; and
e tourism operators and regional tourism boards should be closely involved in
the management planning process.

8. Group comparisons

Submission comments received on behalf of a group have been classified into one of
nine different categories for comparison. A group may include an organisation, a
small business, an associated body, local government, not for profit organisation,
community group, or a recreational club. Only those responses from respondents who
were directly representing the views of a group have been included in the group
analysis. Responses from respondents who simply indicated that they were a
member of group have not been included.

From the submissions received, 148 groups were represented. To enable comparisons
to be made, each of these groups were placed into one of the following nine
categories:
e aquaculture;
commercial fishing;
other industries/businesses;
recreational activities;
associations;
conservation;
NRM;
regional development boards;
local government.

Within each of these categories, the overall level of support of the group was
assessed, as well as the main concerns of the group. In this instance, direct quotes
have not been used and the comments listed are not an exhaustive list. Instead, they
are intended to convey the diversity and similarities in opinions received for a range
of groups.
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Table 43. Groups represented, indicating their level of support and key comments.

Organisation/groups

Overall level of support for the marine parks outer
boundaries

Key comments/main concerns

Aquaculture

Respondents include
aguaculture operators
and organisations
representing the
aquaculture industry.

12 groups represented.

Aquaculture groups

W Support with changes
ODon't support
50%

Aquaculture is already well regulated.

Inadequate scientific information justifying marine parks.
Overlap with other existing management arrangements.

Threats not identified.
Marine parks too costly to develop/manage.
Displaced effort regulations must be finalised.

Commercial fishing

Respondents include
commercial fishers,
organisations
representing
commercial fishers
and other businesses
associated with
commercial fishing.

36 groups represented.

Commercial fishing groups

@ Support
B Support with changes
O Don't support

O Non-applicable

81%

Threats have not been identified.
Zoning not yet determined.
Design principles are flawed.

Inadequate scientific information justifying marine parks.

Marine parks too costly to develop/manage.
Industry is already well managed.

Overlap with fisheries management.
Displaced effort regulations must be finalised.
Media campaign was misleading.
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Other industries and
businesses

Respondents include:
registered businesses,
eg caravan parks and
other businesses not
directly associated
with marine industries.

27 groups represented.

Other industry/business groups

2%

@ Support
B Support with changes
ODon't support
ONon-applicable

19%

60%

Zoning not yet determined

Threats have not been identified

Inadequate scientific information justifying marine parks.
More transparent process heeded.

Concern over new developments and the required
approval process.

Impact of marine parks on tourism.

Already many government organisations that are involved
in managing the coastline.

Recreational activities

Respondents include
4WD clubs, fishing and
diving clubs.

11 groups represented.

Recreational groups

11%

@ Support

M Support with changes

ODon't support

74%

More transparent process needed.

Overlap with fisheries management.
Compliance/enforcement and management of marine
parks is required.

Identification/marking of zones/boundaries on water.
Media campaign was misleading.

Impacts on local tourism.

Design Principles not met.
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Associations

Respondents include
progress associations,
shack owners
associations, rotary
clubs and
incorporated bodies.

20 groups represented.

Association groups

B Support
W Support with changes
ODon't support

Compliance/enforcement and management of marine
parks is required.

No marine parks in Adelaide.

Zoning not yet identified.

Threats not yet identified.

No need for additional government organisations to
manage the coastline.

Design Principles not met.

Comments relating to impacts of commercial fishing,
particularly netting.

Impacts on local tourism.

Conservation

Respondents include
community-based
conservation groups
and non-government
conservation
organisations.

15 groups represented.

44%

Conservation groups

56%

B Support
W Support with changes

Compliance/enforcement and management of marine
parks is required.

Comments relating to threats from land based sources and

trawling.

Recommendations for large sanctuary zones and support

for community education.
Community must have a high level of involvement in
management planning process.

Industries relying on healthy marine environments will benefit

from marine parks.
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Natural Resources
Management (NRM)

Respondents include
NRM boards and the
NRM Council.

Three groups
represented.

NRM groups

@ Support
W Support with changes
ONon-applicable

Marine parks are consistent with the four goals of the State
NRM plan.

Compliance/enforcement and management of marine
parks is required.

Land based impacts such as pollution is a major threat to
the marine environment.

Marine park management plans should be strategically
linked with NRM plans.

Comments relating to marine stewardship and public
engagement in marine parks.

Regional Development
Boards

Respondents include
regional development
boards.

Four groups
represented.

Regional Development Boards

16%

W Support with changes
ODon't support
ONon-applicable

63%

Threats not identified.

Zoning not yet determined.

Inadequate scientific information justifying marine parks.
Greater Parliamentary scrutiny of amendments to zones and
outer boundaries.

Perceived duplication of approval processes for
development.

Clarity sought on arrangements for shipping and port
management and general industry, including mining.
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Councils Zoning not yet determined.

Threats not yet identified.

More transparent process heeded.

No marine parks in Adelaide.

Importance of extensive community consultation — some

offers for advice and assistance received.

Some approval of policy commitments made.

e Some perceived duplication of approval processes for
development.

e Concerns relating to economic impacts on local
communities if commercial and recreational fishing and
tourism are impacted.

e Assurance sought that local government will have no
additional management or funding responsibilities imposed
by marine parks.

e Greater Parliamentary scrutiny of amendments to zones and
outer boundaries.

¢ Inappropriate media campaign.

¢ Concerns that park entry fees may be imposed on regional
communities and tourists.

Councils

Respondents include
local councils and 10%
local government
associations.

@ Support

B Support with changes
ODon't support

O Non-applicable

20 groups represented.

35%
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9. FINALISING THE OUTER BOUNDARIES

9.1 Changes to outer boundaries and Working Groups

Environment and Conservation Minister Jay Weatherill announced on 23 July 2009 changes
to seven marine park outer boundaries. The adjustments were made following the work done
by three pilot working groups for the Far West Coast, Port Lincoln region and the South East
and also in taking into consideration the relevant submissions received from the community.
The working groups included representatives from local government, recreational fishing, the
seafood industry and the conservation sector.

Adjustments have been made to outer boundaries of:

e the Far West Coast and Nuyts Archipelago Marine Parks;
e the Upper and Lower South East Marine Parks;

e the Upper Spencer Gulf Marine Park

e Lower Yorke Peninsula Marine Park; and

e Upper Gulf St Vincent Marine Park.

The Far West Coast adjustments are based on the agreement reached between all the
sectors in the working group. The changes include trimming the boundary at the eastern
edge of park one, connecting an area of park in the Fowler’s Bay to Chadinga area and
bringing in the boundaries slightly in Marine Park 2.

The adjustments in the South East are based on the areas of agreed indicative zoning
between the sectors with the exclusion of areas near Carpenter Rocks, Port MacDonnell and
Cape Jaffa.

Other changes have been made to exclude existing commercial ports and indenture areas
that are heavily trafficked.

The new marine parks outer boundaries can be viewed at
http://www.marineparks.sa.gov.au.

10. DEVELOPING MARINE PARK MANAGEMENT PLANS WITH ZONING

10.1 Management plans with zoning

The Marine Parks Act 2007 requires that a management plan be developed for each marine
park. The management plans will establish the zoning and management strategies within the
parks and provide direction for day-to-day management needs.

Management plans must deliver robust conservation outcomes, while also providing for the
lifestyles, livelihoods and recreational opportunities of the people who live near, work in and
visit the marine park.

The management planning process will take place from 2010 to 2012.

10.2 Local Advisory Groups

Thirteen local advisory groups have been established so that local communities, sectoral
interests and the Government can work together to develop draft marine park management
plans with zoning.

Public participation in local advisory group meetings will help ensure that the best mix of
protection and sustainable use is identified for the coastal waters in each marine park area.

Meetings of local advisory groups will commence early in 2010 and will be open to public
attendance.
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