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Dear Forum Members
Submission on the Implementation of the MPA Policy in the territorial seas of the West Coast of the South Island
Forest & Bird appreciates the opportunity to comment on the consultation document developed by the West coast Marine Protection Forum. 
Forest & Bird
Forest & Bird (Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society of New Zealand Inc) is New Zealand’s largest independent conservation organisation.  Established in 1923 we have campaigned for over 80 years for the protection of New Zealand's native species and the habitats on which they depend.    

We have grown to number around 50,000 members and supporters (including over 200 members from the West Coast) - many of whom join us to save their local species and habitats. Our members and supporters are people who care passionately about New Zealand’s unique and special natural environment and native species, and want to make sure that these natural treasures are protected so that they can continue to be enjoyed by future generations.

The constitutional purpose of Forest & Bird is to:

“To take all reasonable steps within the power of the Society for the preservation and protection of the indigenous flora and fauna and natural features of New Zealand, for the benefit of the public including future generations.”
Forest & Bird has a long history of advocacy for the protection of New Zealand’s marine environment and has been at the forefront of efforts to protect New Zealand’s marine biodiversity. Forest & Bird is represented on the Forum by Eugenie Sage.
Forest & Bird congratulates the West Coast Marine Forum on its work over the past four years and for your agreement on a package of marine protected areas for public consultation.
We would like to be heard in support of this submission.

Summary of key recommendations

· Extension to all, with the possible exception of one (Kahurangi), of the main marine reserve proposals to the 12 nautical mile (nm) limit or 200 metres water depth;
· Adopt an additional marine reserve at Charleston;
· Enlarge all ‘educational’ reserves to a size of at least 10km2;
· Provide protection for the omitted habitat types at Kahurangi Shoals.
A. Marine Biodiversity Protection Agreements 

In 2003, the IUCN World Parks Congress’s recommendation was to ‘greatly increase the marine and coastal area managed in marine protected areas by 2012; these networks should include strictly protected areas that amount to at least 20-30% of each habitat’. 
At the 2006 conference of parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity, which New Zealand has ratified, a target was adopted of ‘at least 10% of each of the world’s ecological regions [including marine and coastal be] effectively conserved [by2010]’.
Under the 2005 Marine Protected Areas Policy and Implementation Plan (MPA Policy) the New Zealand government agreed to protect 10% of the marine environment in a network of representative marine protected areas (MPAs) by 2010.
We note that some countries have implemented more visionary marine protection in line with the IUCN World Parks Congress (2003). For example: 

· In 2004, the no-take marine reserve areas of Australia’s Great Barrier Reef were increased from 4.5 percent to 33.3%.
· South Africa has declared its intention to have 20% of its waters protected in no-take marine reserves by 2010;
Over 30 marine reserves are now in place around the New Zealand coast, over half of which have resulted from applications from tangata whenua, conservation groups, fishers, divers and marine science interest groups. Yet only 0.3% of our total marine environment is currently protected by them. This compares to over 30% of mainland New Zealand’s terrestrial environments that are protected.
In our coastal waters (territorial sea), marine reserves protect just 7% of our coastal marine area. The majority of this protection is within two large marine reserves – around the Kermadec Islands in the far north and around the Auckland Islands in the far south. Marine reserves currently protect just 0.19% of our mainland coastal waters.
The 2005 MPA Policy outlines the process through which our marine biodiversity will be safeguarded both now and for future generations. 

The objective of the MPA Policy is to:

“Protect marine biodiversity by establishing a network of MPAs that is comprehensive and representative of New Zealand’s marine habitats and ecosystems.”

Forest & Bird are disappointed that the Forum has underachieved in terms of percentage protection of the marine environments of the West Coast. The Forum’s package of marine protection covers just 963km2 (or 8.8%) of the area considered by the forum, of which no-take marine reserve comprise 773km2 (or 6% of the total area).

This package of MPAs therefore falls short of the national objective. It also falls well short of international targets of 20-30% protection.

The high conservation and scientific values of the West Coast’s marine environment are documented in the Forum’s Initial Report (2007). Forest & Bird therefore requests that the Forum amend its proposals to increase the percentage of marine environments protected thereby ensuring implementation of a comprehensive and representative network of MPAs off the West Coast. 
B. Criteria for MPA implementation
The MPA Policy and supporting 2008 MPA protection standard provide a number of criteria as guidance for MPA implementation. Forest & Bird note:
Rare, Distinctive or Outstanding: 
The West Coast is distinctive from other coasts in New Zealand, as outlined on p. 26 of the Forum’s consultation document and in the Forum’s Initial Report (2007). Exposed nature, high energy wave action and glacial sedimentation are among the many prominent features that make this coastline unique. 
While the marine habitats and ecosystems of each proposed MPA are distinctive from each other, they are also distinctive with respect to the rest of New Zealand’s marine environment.

The West Coast is also an outstanding tourism destination, with significant conservation and scientific values.

Internationally important:  
Te Wahipounamu - South West New Zealand is recognised as a World Heritage site. The listing conveys the highest possible international conservation status for this unique part of New Zealand, recognising that it has outstanding conservation and scientific significance. 
The 1990 advisory board evaluation for the World Heritage listing identified the following that has direct links to the marine environments of the West Coast: 

(a) South west New Zealand contains the best modern representation of the ancient flora and fauna of Gondwanaland;

(b) Abundant evidence of the Pleistocene glacial and inter-glacial periods in the landforms, distribution of flora and fauna and the marine terraces in the south;

(c) Extensive and little modified freshwater habitats;

(d) The area contains New Zealand’s…. wildest rivers and gorges, most ruggest coastline and deepest fiords and lakes;

(e) Coastline with high scenic values and with important wildlife values; 
The World Heritage Area also contains the most extensive and least modified natural freshwater wetlands in New Zealand. Sizeable open wetlands, including high fertility swamps and low fertility peat bogs, are also a particular feature of the South Westland coastal plain.
The West Coast is also home to basking sharks, Cetorhinus maximus, listed by the IUCN as a species threatened with extinction. Under the Ministry of Fisheries NPOA-Sharks, basking sharks are scheduled for protection this year. It is also the national stronghold for the endemic Hectors Dolphin.

Nationally important:  
The marine habitats and ecosystems off the West Coast are of significant national importance, as outline in the Forum’s comprehensive Initial Report. The values of the West Coast have been recognised by designation of the Te Wahipounamu - South West New Zealand World Heritage area and a number of National Parks. Implementing New Zealand’s highest level of marine protection – no-take marine reserves – is justifiably suitable and complimentary to the existing land based protection.
The West Coast is also of national importance given the presence of the Hokitika canyon - an important spawning ground for one of our most valuable commercial fisheries (i.e. the hoki fishery, which delivered $151 million in export earnings in 2008). The canyon and other deepwater environments off the West Coast are important for a wide variety of cartilaginous and bony fishes plus a plethora of invertebrates, marine mammals and seabirds.
The West Coast inshore marine and estuarine areas are also nationally significant for native fish, supporting some of the country’s best whitebait fishing due to the associated protected freshwater terrestrial environments.
Representative habitats

The Forum has noted in the consultation document (p.26) that it did not attempt to recommend any protection of two of the 17 habitat types – deep and shallow sub-tidal gravel beds. Whilst simply deferring to the South Cook Strait MPA Forum is one option, failure to implement any tool leaves habitats at risk and fails to meet the requirements placed on the Forum. There is no timeframe established for any of the other MPA forums.

Forest & Bird recommend that the Forum ensure protection of these important habitat types within the West Coast proposals.
Deep sub-tidal mud and deep sub-tidal sand are habitat types that have been poorly represented in the Forum’s proposal. Forest & Bird considers further representations of these areas are required within marine reserve extensions at Punakaiki and Ōkārito.
Sufficient size and maximum connectivity

Other than the Kahurangi proposal, the marine reserve proposals outlined by the Forum are too small, failing to connect inshore marine habitats systems with those in deeper water. 
The MPA protection standard states that MPAs should be of sufficient size to provide for the maintenance of populations of plants and animals. Another is to maximise and enhance linkages among individual protected areas and groups of MPAs in the region. 
The optimum size of MPAs and no-take tools has been at the centre of scientific debate for some time. However, what is largely agreed is that if tools are too small, they will not support recovery of depleted populations, nor allow comprehensive recovery of an environment to its “natural state”. They will also be unable to tolerate periodic disturbances such as extreme weather events, pollution, algal blooms and human disturbances – as the bigger an area the more species it is likely to contain and the more resilient populations will be to perturbations. 
As a result, if MPAs are too small, neither fisheries, conservation, science, education or other interests will benefit from the MPA network.

Under the California Marine Life Protection Act, MPA specialists have provided an MPA size guideline of a 5-10km alongshore boundary to allow for ‘the protection of adult populations, based on adult neighbourhood sizes and movement patterns’
. Another guideline is that ‘to maximize benefits to diversity, a reserve should be of sufficient size to contain 90% of species characteristic of the habitats therein’.
Other scientific evidence suggests that to adequately protect and maintain the density and biodiversity of a large proportion of benthically associated organisms, the network of reserves must be of moderate size (10–100 km2)
 (Halpern 2003)
It is our view that, with the exception of the Kahurangi proposal, the marine reserve and Fisheries Act proposals are too small to adequately provide for the maintenance of marine plant and animal populations and therefore fail to provide adequate connectivity benefits.
Representative latitudinal and longitudinal variation
Whilst most of the MPA proposals offer long-shore protection, there is inadequate protection of offshore marine environments within the 12nm territorial zone.

Te Tapuwae o Rongokako Marine Reserve north of Gisborne, established in 1999, is 2450 hectares in size and has important lessons for the West Coast. Whilst large enough to elicit a marked increase in crayfish abundance, it was not of sufficient size to restore populations of hāpuka. Once a common commercial and recreational fish, hāpuka are now largely found below 200 metres water depth, when in earlier days they were a common inshore fish. The Te Tapuwae o Rongokako Marine Reserve’s seaward boundary does not extend deep enough to link hāpuka with its past habitat.
The Forum need to ensure that protection is of an appropriate size to connect inshore ecosystems and species with the West Coast’s deepwater systems. 

The Hokitika canyon is an important spawning ground for one of our most valuable commercial fisheries (the hoki fishery). It is also a unique habitat in New Zealand that is home to a wide variety of cartilaginous and bony fishes plus a plethora of invertebrates, marine mammals and seabirds. Extensions of MPA boundaries are needed to ensure connectivity with the important deepwater canyons like the Hokitika canyon.
Sea and adjacent land use:

The protection standard guides you to consider the location of land-based National Parks and other land-based environments of significance. The Kahurangi proposal is an excellent example of implementing this guideline as it outlines a decent sized no-take marine reserve adjacent to the land-based Kahurangi National Park. The benefits of such connectivity with terrestrial biodiversity could be better achieved in other areas along the West Coast. 

Simple Boundaries
Another of the guidelines in the protection standard is to keep boundaries simple. Many of the proposed areas have irregular boundaries that will be difficult to identify and enforce – therefore may be costly and ineffective. 
Forest & Bird recommend that the Forum address this problem by proposing simple shapes such as squares, rectangles or triangles. The Kahurangi proposal is an excellent example of such a design. 
Low boundary to area ratio

Some of the MPA proposals have very high boundary to area ratios. This is in direct opposition to one of the design criterion in the protection standard. As a result, these proposals will be unlikely to deliver effective protection. Forest & Bird urges the Forum to address this important omission as it poses a serious risk to the integrity of the MPA network design and effectiveness of MPA success in meeting the Forum’s objectives.
Provide for the Crown’s obligations to Tangata Whenua

The following species are formally recognised as Taonga species for Ngai Tahu by Schedule 97 of the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998:

· Hoiho

Yellow-eyed penguin

· Korora

Blue penguin

· Tawaki

Fiordland crested penguin
· Titi

Sooty shearwater / prions / Westland Black petrel
· Toroa

Albatross species

· Tara

Tern species

· Kotare

Kingfisher

· Kotuku

White heron

· Matuku moana
Reef heron

· Weka

Western weka
· Kekeno

New Zealand fur seal

· Rimurapa

Bull kelp

· Wiwi

Rush species

· Harakeke

Flax

· Karamu

Coprosma species

· Pingao

· Raupo

Bulrush

· Ti kouka

Cabbage tree

· Nikau

Nikau palm

· Toetoe

The Forum’s proposals currently fail to provide adequate protection to these taonga species and their associated habitats.
C. Additional Design Considerations

Threatened, protected or endangered species

The West Coast is home to endangered Hector’s dolphins and a range of other protected marine mammals. However, the forum has not proposed any Marine Mammal Sanctuaries.

During the government’s process of developing the Hector’s and Maui’s Dolphin Threat Management Plan, we understand that the West Coast forum were told not to consider the species as measures to protect them would be taken up by that plan. However, the Plan was formalised in 2008 and there is no marine mammal sanctuary and only limited seasonal protection of Hector’s dolphins under the Fisheries Act. 

Whilst the Forum’s initial scoping report gave an outline of some of these species, it did not directly identify associated habitats. Habitats of significance to hectors dolphins and other marine mammals should be identified by the Forum and protected. For example, the Department of Conservation have identified several NZ fur seals rookeries on the West Coast (see Appendix 1) and Hector’s dolphins are known to range out to 6nm, particularly in the winter.
Forest & Bird recommend that the Forum re-address the West Coast’s threatened, protected or endangered species and their associated habitats before finalising your proposal to ensure that these species be given adequate protection from a variety of land and sea-based threats.
Climate Change
Our ocean and ocean systems are in a continual state of change. Such variability occurs on different scales of space and time, from daily weather fluctuations to inter-annual or even decade-long trends. With awareness of the impacts of climate change on our oceans comes the realisation that inaction will only enhance the effects of marine responses such as ocean acidification - one of the most significant threats to life in our seas.

Whilst marine reserves are not a panacea for all threats to our marine biodiversity, they do offer a buffer to the effects of climate change.
Since the establishment of the West Coast Marine Protection Forum and the development of the MPA Policy and standards, the effects of climate change on our oceans have become increasingly recognised.

In New Zealand, our most energy intensive industry is fishing, which is also the industry with the highest rate of increase in energy use
.

Monitoring and enforcement
Ongoing monitoring of MPAs is essential to maximise our understanding of their value and identify the need for any future modification to ensure biodiversity protection goals are adequately met.

Forest & Bird recommends that the Forum propose a complimentary enforcement programme, with paid and honorary community enforcement roles, particularly at Ōkārito.


Bottom Trawling 
Bottom trawling is the most common form of commercial fishing on the West Coast and is the greatest ongoing threat to the marine biodiversity and ecological systems of the West Coast. 


Forest & Bird recognises bottom trawling as one of the most environmentally destructive fishing methods. Whilst more commonly an offshore fishing method, the recent grounding of a trawler at Ōkārito illustrates how close these vessels come in to shore and highlights potential risks to inshore biodiversity. Local recreational surf-casters have told us that when the commercial vessels come close to shore – viable only in periods of calm weather – they affect the ability for surfcaster to catch fish.

Midwater trawl gear fished near the seafloor also poses a significant threat to our seafloor biodiversity and subsequently entire ecological systems within the water column.
Exclusion of fishing within the MPA network should not be viewed as the worst case scenario. Rather, exclusion of fishing from some areas is beneficial to science and our understanding of the effects of fishing and responses of marine species to no-take protection.

To ensure the MPA network supports research into the effects of bottom and mid-water trawling, it is essential to include areas currently trawled. Forest & Bird recommend that the Forum identify current trawl footprints from MFish and include appropriate areas in the Forum’s proposed network.
User impact
The Forum appears to have focussed heavily on areas currently used by some sectors, particularly on those with fishing interests, and relied heavily on this information for MPA design. As a result, a number of the MPA proposals are suboptimal. The proposals also fail to provide for the scientific study of user impact, which would enhance our understanding of our activities and the values of management responses. For example, there are very few areas and habitats currently fished that within the MPAs proposed. 
Forest & Bird notes that the MPA protection standard only requires user impact to be considered if there are multiple habitat replicates to choose from. The skewed decision making process, which favours areas where fishing is largely unaffected, fails to maximising biodiversity protection and ensure comprehensive protection of representative habitats as required by the MPA Policy.
Non-extractive users also seem to have been largely unaddressed by the Forum, with the consultation document focussed on extraction groups. We would have liked the forum to have identified non-use values applicable to industries such as tourism along the West Coast and to non-commercial interests, for example the thousands of New Zealanders who value protected marine areas (to which they have an equal claim with fishers).
Broad range of benefits of no-take marine reserves
On World Oceans day this year (8 June 2009) more than 260 marine scientists from 24 countries published a declaration outlining the importance of no-take marine reserves and urging governments to take urgent action to implement these tools
. Forest & Bird endorses this declaration and urges the Forum to consider the broad range of benefits provided by marine reserves – ecological, social, cultural and economic (particularly tourism). 

D. The Main MPA Options

Kahurangi
Forest & Bird support the proposed Kahurangi Marine Reserve in its entirety. The design is optimal because it is adjacent to an important area of terrestrial biodiversity, including the National Park, and because it is large enough to ensure recovery and maintenance of a variety of species and populations. It is also an optimal design because it is connected to deepwater habitats and the top of the South Island bioregion.

Given that commercial fishing has only recently expanded into the area and there is very little recreational fishing in the area (at the Heaphy River and between the Heaphy River mouth and Crayfish Point), we note that the impact on current users is minimal. 
We note that the Forum have omitted to provide protection for two of the 17 habitat types along the west coast - deep and shallow sub-tidal gravel beds. As these are found only at Kahurangi Shoals, the Forum may consider a northern extension of the Kahurangi proposal appropriate to ensure protection of these habitat types.

Forest & Bird recommend:


· That the Forum recommends the outlined marine reserve proposal, with an extension of the northern boundary, to the Government.

· Fisheries enforcement officers are employed on the West Coast to help protect the area from poaching.

· That commercial fishing vessels be prohibited from within an agreed distance of the Heaphy River Mouth. (We note that commercial fishing vessels have recently been observed within 1-2 km of the Heaphy River mouth.)



Punakaiki
Forest & Bird support the land boundaries of the proposal, including the inshore seabed protection areas (Fisheries Act protection measures) that will allow recreational fishing
.
However, the marine reserve only incorporates shallow water habitats (less than 30m water depth). The proposed boundary does not extend offshore enough to incorporate key habitats that are currently unprotected/omitted in the proposed MPA network - a good depth and substrate gradient with deep sub-tidal mud and sand habitats.

Forest & Bird recommend:


· That the Forum extend the offshore boundary of the marine reserve to the 12nm limit. This would help encompass the full representative range of habitats and better meet the policy requirements of connectivity and population viability.


Ōkārito
MPA proposals at Ōkārito have strong local support. This will be valuable for enforcement and will help with management of the reserve.

However, the proposed MPA at Ōkārito is ineffective in safeguarding the habitats and species of this area as the marine reserve is far too small to be ecologically valuable and only covers very shallow habitats (less than 25m). 

Forest & Bird recommend that the offshore boundary of the no-take marine reserve be extended to the 12nm limit. This would incorporate the range of habitats across the shelf that is currently only incorporated in the other ‘primary’ MPA sites north and south of Ōkārito. 

The extension of the Ōkārito marine reserve will enable increased connectivity between shallow and deep water habitats. It will also incorporate a broader ecosystem affected by glacial river influences.

Whilst some of this area is targeted by commercial fisheries, the presence of the glacial river and other unique features mean that the ecological characteristics are atypical for the West Coast. As a result they require appropriate Type I MPA (marine reserve) protection. 

Forest & Bird recommend that the Type II MPA proposal under the Fisheries Act exclude all trawling methods, to protect the integrity of seafloor habitats and associated species and avoid further damage.

Local community proposals to shift the northern boundary of the MPA to Ulipa Head is supported by Forest & Bird.

Forest & Bird supports:

· The northern half of Ōkārito Lagoon becoming a marine reserve.

· The southern half of Ōkārito Lagoon becoming an MPA under the Fisheries Act, e.g. a mataitai.
Forest & Bird recommend:


· Extension of the offshore marine reserve boundary to the 12 mile limit;

· The establishment of an MPA under the Fisheries Act and/or a mataitai, that excludes commercial fishing, from Waitahi Bluff to Hohuamarua Bluff (see Appendix 2 for map) and extend seawards for 100 metres;
· That the Forum propose a prohibition on any commercial eeling in Ōkārito Lagoon.
· The creation of local honorary fisheries officer positions to assist with enforcement at the Ōkārito marine reserve;


Gorge
Forest & Bird does not support the proposals at Gorge in their current format. The proposed marine reserve is far too small to deliver any valuable scientific or ecological benefit. It does not protect the range of unique habitats present in the area, provide for the maintenance of populations of plants and animals nor does it offer connectivity with offshore deepwater habitats. 
The bizarrely shaped Type II (Fisheries Act) MPA is a classic example of a complex MPA boundary. It fails to meet the design criteria in the protection standards – to keep boundaries simple. 
Gorge encompasses the classic mountains to sea features that are unique to the West Coast and New Zealand. It is a very significant area with important habitat types that are of significant value – locally, nationally and internationally.

Forest & Bird recommend that the entire Gorge area be designated a marine reserve. Whilst this may mean loss of some fishing grounds, impacts on users is only one of the many design criteria the Forum are to take into consideration. The forum’s proposal illustrates a blatant bias in the decision making process to favour the protection of current fishing areas.

Exclusion of fishing from this very important area is beneficial to science and our understanding of the effects of fishing and responses of marine species to no-take protection.

As part of our recommendation to designate the area a marine reserve, Forest & Bird recommend that the offshore boundary be extended to deeper water. To meet the simple design criteria, the boundary delineation would therefore have to extend over some pockets of deep (200m +) water. An alternative option is to implement the boundary along the 200m depth contour. This option would not strictly meet the design criteria at Gorge, but could be argued on the basis of maximising habitat protection and connectivity with the unique and economically important offshore waters. Forest & Bird understand that the fishing industry have confirmed the 200m depth contour as a workable boundary.
Forest & Bird recommend:


· That the entire Gorge area be designated a no-take marine reserve, with the northern boundary meeting the shore at the northern end of Barn Bay to Watsons Bluff, including the Barn Islands, extending offshore to the 200m contour.

E. The Educational Reserve Options

The Forum’s proposal to establish educational marine reserves is supported by Forest & Bird. Provision of sites where local people and the wider New Zealand community can experience undisturbed sea life is essential to increase our awareness and appreciation for our unique marine habitats and species. They are also a mechanism through which local communities become engaged in the management of our marine resources and the enforcement of rules to safeguard future values.

The Cape Rodney-Okakari Point marine reserve at Leigh was established 32 years ago and is just over 5km2. It was designed for research and put New Zealand at the forefront of research into marine conservation biology. 


It is now a de-facto educational site and a shining international example of a no-take management tool that provides enormous social and economic benefits. Biological benefits are also evident in the Leigh reserve. However, some scientists consider that the reserve should have been bigger in order to achieve comprehensive habitat protection and ecosystem restoration.

All of the educational marine reserves proposed by the Forum are less than 1km2, with the 1.17km2 Tauranga Bay site being the only exception. As a result, the boundary to area ratio is very large, which contradicts the recommendation in the MPA protection standard.

The viability and value of the proposed educational marine reserve sites would therefore be minimal. There is likely to be little to no biological response on a visual or macro-scale, which in turn will create a minimal educational experience.  As demonstrated by the marine reserve at Leigh, educational benefits are best achieved when reserves are of a large enough size to support a wide range of educational benefits across a variety of different habitat types. For example, shallow areas to stand in, rocky areas to explore, offshore areas for fish to evade disturbance. 


The very small size of the proposed educational sites combined with the impacts of fishing (especially bottom trawling) around their perimeter threaten the ecological integrity of these proposals. If the Forum proceeds with these inappropriate sites, it may cause unwanted negative public perceptions of marine protection and the substantial efforts of the Forum in establishing the MPA network off the West Coast.

Forest & Bird recommends that these sites be expanded to at least 10km2 in line with scientific recommendations
 and in order to increase their ecological resilience and integrity, encourage recovery of species and ensure that the educational objectives are realised.
The ecological integrity of the southern ‘educational reserves’ should be a high management priority as they represent important ecosystems that are not represented elsewhere on the West Coast. Because of the lack of glacial sediment in some areas, they are also of high tourism value and the clear waters are good for snorkelling and diving.

Cape Foulwind
At the public consultation meeting in Westport there was controversy between the choice of a marine reserve at Tauranga Bay or the Steeples. Both have merits. 

The Steeples have known important biodiversity values and is one of the largest islands off the West Coast. Forest & Bird would support this option if Gibson Reef was included in the area of protection.

Tauranga Bay has the existing infrastructure and accessibility in its favour, a seal haulout area, endangered Hector’s dolphins, little blue penguin, tītī/muttonbirds and prion nesting areas and is a tourism drawcard with over 100,000 tourist visitors each year.

However, there are limitations with the current Tauranga Bay proposal. The foraging areas of some species that live around the rocky islands, and graze on the sand flats, would not be protected and trawling immediately outside Tauranga Bay would decrease protection value. Also, the offshore habitats associated with endangered Hector’s dolphins would remain unprotected when the dolphins move outside the seasonal set net and trawl fishing restricted areas.
Forest & Bird makes the concession not to propose an extension along the coastal boundaries of the Tauranga Bay proposal because of community feeling. However, we recommend the offshore extension of the proposal to increase the marine reserve size and ensure educational benefits are achieved plus to protect offshore habitats and species.

Forest & Bird recommend:

· The marine reserve off Cape Foulwind be around 10km2 and include a rocky and sandy shoreline, an offshore island and sand flats.

· The offshore boundaries of the Tauranga Bay proposal extend out to form a triangle from the existing proposed boundary points each side of Tauranga Bay out to 100m depth. This would encompass a broader diversity of habitats (silt and mud, silty sand and more fine to very fine sand as well as the intertidal sand, intertidal boulder, intertidal bedrock, shallow subtidal sand, shallow subtidal boulder and shallow subtidal bedrock habitats already proposed). See Appendix 3 for map.

· The coastal boundary of the Steeples proposal to begin half way along Cape Foulwind and extend to Gibsons Creek. Again a triangle shape for the whole marine reserve is proposed to include Gibson Reef. See Appendix 4 for map.

Ship Creek
Ship Creek is a good site selection for marine protection as the edge of the deepwater canyon comes close to shore. There are therefore likely to be significant nutrient upwellings in this region that supports a diverse array of marine life. Ship Creek is possibly also the most accessible area on the West Coast for people to see Hector’s dolphins from shore and the ship wreck history attracts considerable interest.

The Forum’s proposal for Ship Creek is in the middle of a trawling zone (see page 133 of consultation document). The effects of the large boundary to area ratio delivered by this proposal would be compounded by the immediate edge effect of the trawlers.
The current proposal also excludes Coal Creek Beach, which has a number of rocky reef habitats and some important kelp beds. There is minimal user impact as the creek is not heavily white-baited. There is also an ephemeral lagoon with interesting wave worn rock caves at both ends and fantastic sea-worn bluffs.   
Forest & Bird recommend:

· That the proposed area be enlarged to cover around 10km2;
· An extension to the northern boundary out to Coal Creek Beach, extension to the southern boundary to the Haast River and extension of the offshore boundary to the 200m depth contour. See Appendix 5 for map. 
· Fisheries Act MPA tools be established around the Waita and Haast River mouths, to exclude commercial fishing offshore for around 100 metres. 
· Inclusion of the rocky substrate, including Goldie’s Reef, as it provides topographic complexity for a variety of marine life and a hard surface for coral, sponge, algae and other larval settlement. (We note that Goldie’s Reef could become a future tourist attraction for divers and snorkelers as the reef is within just 6.6 metres of water.) 

Jackson Head
Jackson Head is afforded an extremely high level of protection as a Nature Reserve. This is in order to protect one of the few breeding colonies of tawaki/Fiordland crested penguin. It therefore makes sense to include the surrounding coastal area in a no-take marine reserve to connect and protect the land-sea habitats of this threatened species.
The intention of protecting areas at Jackson’s Bay is to allow rock pool life to recover and show the contrast between exposed and sheltered habitats. The proposed areas for protection are too small to effectively achieve this objective on anything other than a micro scale. Such a limited response is sub-optimal for no-take tools that are intended for scientific study and education. 
To maximise recovery of habitats a sufficient enough area should be protected to safeguard associated or dependent species in adjacent habitats. Larger areas will also support rocky platform species that have wide larval or adult dispersal ranges.

Forest & Bird recommend:

· Extension of the marine reserve around Jackson Head and south to Stafford Rocks to encompass south-bound currents and ensure comprehensive replenishment of rockpools and associated or dependent species. 
· Adoption of a Type II (Fisheries Act) MPA covering an area from Ocean Beach to the base of Stillwater Point as a buffer and support tool to the marine reserve.
· Expansion of the offshore boundary to the 200m depth contour and increased size of the marine reserve closer to 10km2. See Appendix 6 for map.


F. Estuarine Areas
Forest & Bird supports the crown ownership changes at Mahināpua Creek/Tūwharewhare and Hāpuka Estuary. However, at Hapuka Lagoon we also support the transfer and management of all legal roads along the full western bank of the Hapuka Estuary to the Department of Conservation. This provides more protection in an area identified as significant enough for inclusion similar to the Mahinapua recommendation, protecting more of the important adjoining wetlands.

G. Additional MPA Proposals
In addition to our recommendations on the Forum’s proposals, Forest & Bird have identified two significant gaps that we recommend the Forum address.

Charleston
The sheltered areas of Charleston's Joyce and Constant Bays have a unique assemblage of West Coast species that have been omitted from the Forum’s marine protection proposals. The area is also important for blue penguins and New Zealand fur seals, which occur between the outlet of the Waitakere/Nile River and White Horse Creek. The rocky interface between land and sea at Charleston includes some of the oldest rocks in New Zealand and so meet nationally significant and distinctive protection criteria.

Forest & Bird recommends that the forum adopt an additional marine reserve at Charleston to safeguard the habitats and unique species assemblages, a position supported by Dr Wendy Nelson (see Appendix 7).

A no take marine reserve for Joyce and Constant Bays would not be supported locally. However, implementation of a Type II (Fisheries Act) MPA would allow fishing, and therefore not the comprehensive protection required to safeguard this community. A marine reserve at the southern side of the outlet of the Waitakere/Nile River, south to White Horse Creek and extending out to sea for 4 nm, would give adequate protection to satisfy ecological and social objectives (see Appendix 8 for map of proposed Charleston marine reserve boundaries).  
Kahurangi Shoals
The Forum has noted in the consultation document (p.26) that it did not attempt to recommend any protection for two of the 17 habitat types – deep and shallow subtidal gravel beds. Rather, the Forum has deferred to the South Cook Strait MPA Forum or the Offshore MPA Forum, neither of which is confirmed as convening in the near future (if at all).
Forest & Bird recommend that the Forum ensure protection of these important habitat types within the West Coast proposals.
One option may be to extend the northern boundary of the Kahurangi marine reserve proposal. Another option is to recommend a Type II MPA under the Fisheries Act, such as a Rahui or other closed area so that fishing is prohibited. Such a tool would enable modification of the MPA in the future should another Forum be established.

Failure to provide protection to these habitats sets a precedent that only selective habitat types need protection. This is contrary to the MPA Policy and Guidelines which require the Forum to protect at least one example of each habitat type in a Type I (marine Reserve) MPA. Implementing a Type II MPA might be a compromise given the circumstances of the Kahurangi Shoal.
H. Future MPA processes
Forest & Bird congratulates the West Coast Marine Forum on its work over the past four years and for your agreement on a package of MPAs for public consultation. However, it is evident that in some areas, the compromises made for fisher impacts have resulted in some major MPA Policy requirements not being met.

One of the most notable omissions from the West Coast MPA planning process is the involvement of independent scientific expertise.

Forest & Bird recommend that an independent scientific evaluation of the proposals be conducted, with the aim of identifying any gaps in biodiversity protection without the constraint of user impact. This advice should be presented to the Minster(s) for consideration with the Forum’s final proposal.

Future MPA planning processes should incorporate scientific expertise or should encompass the recommendations of independent, unconstrained marine scientists. This could be provided with MPA forum consultation proposal document so that the local community and the wider New Zealand public can evaluate constrained and unconstrained options.

Should you have any questions in relation to our submission, please contact our South Island Conservation Officer (details below). 

Yours sincerely, 
Mike Britton
General Manager

Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society 
F&B contact on this submission:

Dean Baigent-Mercer

Conservation Officer, South Island

PO Box 2516
Christchurch 8140

Phone: 03 366 0655 or 021 651 778

Email: d.baigent-mercer@forestandbird.org.nz
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� Forest & Bird consider that a comprehensive marine reserve from the coast to the offshore boundary is more appropriate to meet design criterion, but are happy to support the fished areas. If monitoring of the areas suggest that further protection is needed, Forest & Bird encourage the Forum to support this.
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