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Executive Summary

The Matine Protected Areas Policy (MPA Policy) was joindy developed by the Department of
Conservation (DOC) and Ministry of Fisheries (MFish) and was released in January 2006, The
MPA Policy provides a framework to protect marine biodivetsity by establishing a network of
marine protected ateas (MPAs). For the coastal merine environment (within the 12-pin
Territonal Sea}, cumrent implementation of MPA Palicy is based on tegional planning by forums
representing various stakeholders with an interest in the marine environment

In 2005 the West Coast Madne Protection Planning Forum (the Forum) convened and was
tasked with developing recommendations for MPAs within the West Coast biogeopraphic
region. This biogeographic region extends from Kahurangi Point in the north to Awasua Point in
the south. The offshore boundary is the ounter limit of the 12-nm Territoral Sea.

Or: 28 July 2010 the Forum presented you with their recommendations for MPAs. The Forum
recommendations provide an opportunity to protect, to varying extents, the range of habitais
and ecosystems present within the biogeographic region. Recommended protection tools include
the highest level of protection using no-take muarine reserves and pattial protection using the
Fisheries Act 1996, The proposed protection will help give effect to both domestic policy agd
intemational vommitments to protect marine bivdiversity,

The Farum gathesed and considered information on the values and uses of the biogeopraphic
region’s matine environment before developing proposed MPAs that were released by the
Forutn in Juse 2009 for public consultation. The Forum reached 2 consensus on four primary
locations for marine protection along the West Coast (Kahurangi, Punakiilki, Olzsito and
Gorge). They could pot agzee on the size or protection tools that should be applied at each of
these locations. :

The options secommended by the Forum reflect an inherent tension in developing MPAs that
are large enough to represent a full range of marine habitats and ecosystems, but also minimise
adverse impacts on existiog users of the masine environment and Treaty Settlement obligations.
The Forum recommended two opticns at Kahutangi covering 85 ki or 665 km®, three at
Punakaiki with two covering 39 ki’ 20d the third covering 244 ko’ twe at Okatito covering 29
km? or 165 km? and two at Gosge with each covering 122 km’. In addition, the Forum
zecommended five Educational Showcase Sites. The five Sites are small in size and easily
accessible so that people can expeticace and leam about the matine environment. Although
these Sites are outside the scope of the MPA Policy, your decisions are not constrained or
required by the MPA Policy. Accordingly, it is open to you to consider the merit of each
proposed Site.

- DOC and MFish recommend that the Kahutangi B, Punakaiki A, Okarito B aad Gorge A
options provide the best balance between biodiversity protection and minimising adverse
impacts on existing users of the West Coast marine envitonment. If approved, these four
options would incresse the area of Type 1 MPAs in the 12-om Territorizl Sea fom 9.3% fo
9.4%. No statutory process for consultation on these options has been undestaken,

DOC and MFish officials request that you decide how you wish to proceed now that the Forum
has provided you with its recommendations. Officials are secking decisions on which, if any, of
the options set out in this paper you would like to proceed with. Officials will provide advice on
the statutory processes to implement the options you would like to proceed with.
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Recommended Actions
It is recommended that you—
Ministers?
decisions
(") Notg the following:

®

©

® The Forum submitted recommendations for MPAs for the YWest
Coast South [sland biogsographic region on 28 July 2010. ‘

e Officials seek your views on how you wish to proceed and ase
available to discuss the Forum’s MPA options with you. -

¢ No statutory process for consultition has been conducted by the
Crowa. Officials are seeking decisions on which, if any, of the
options set out in this paper you would like to proceed with. Officials
request that yon decide how to proceed, and based on your direction,
officials will provide you with fusther edvice to implement statutory
processes as required.

* Both Ministers will need to agree on a package to put forward for
implementation.

¢ The Forom reached a consensus on four primary locations for
marine protection along the West Coast Kahutangi, Punakaiki,
Okarito and Gorge. They could not agree on the size or protection
- tools that should be applied at each of these locations.

Note that at Kahiirasigi, DOC and MFish note that the biodiversity /;;cs fae)
protection for Option A (Kahurangi A) would be greates than Option B

(Raburangi B), but so would the adverse impacts on existing users.

DOC and MFish recommend that Kahumagi B is progressed, but that

you do not proceed with a Type 2 MFPA in the lower 1 lon of the

Heaphy River.

For Kahurangi select

Eithet Option A, Support initiation of the process for a merine reserve —Lyes L oo
over the area defined as Kahurangi A",

L Option B. Support initiation of the process for a marine reserve over 7 es me
the area defined as Kahuranpi B'. yes =

and direct officisls to investigate options fos & probibition on bottor -%ym-@
rawling, dredging and Danish seining under the Fisheries Act 1996 in
the Jower 1 km of the Heaphy River marked a5 2 proposed Type 2 MPA.
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O direct officizls to initiate a process to establish an alternative to either \(,x;e_gl@'
of the above MPA options based on information provided to you by the

Forum and officials. -
(d) Note that st Punakaiki DOC and MFish note that the biodiversity l@ K
protection for Option B would be greater than Optons A ot C, butso -
would the adverse impacts on existng users. DOC and MFish
recommend that Option A is progressed.

(¢ For Pumakaiki select

Either Option A. Suppost initiation of the process for 2 marine reserve (@
over the area defined as Punakaiki A” and direct officials %o investigate

options for a prohibition on bottom trawling, dredging and Danish

seining under the Fisheries Act 1996 within two areas imarked as

proposed Type 2 MPAs.

O Option B. Support inifiation of the process for a marine rescrve over Lyas/aq)
the area defined 25 Punakaiki B’ and direct officiels to investipate

options for a restziction oa a prohibition on bottom trawling, dredging

and Danish seining under the Fishedes Act 1996 within two ateas

matked as proposed Type Z MPAs.

Ot Option C. Support initiation of the process for 2 marine reserve over

the area defined ss Punakaiki C’ and direct officizls to investigate {yes7 o)
options for a prohibifion on bottom trawling, dredging and Danish

seining under the Fisheres Act 1996 within two dreas marked zs

propused Type 2 MPAs.

Qr direct officials to initiate a process to establish an alternative to any  {yesFne)
ot all of the above MPA options based oz information provided to you |
by the Forum and officials. .

® Note that at Okarito, DOC and MFish mote that the biodivessity
protéction provided by Option A would be greater that Option B.
However, DOC and MFish recommend that Option B is progressed.

(8 For Okarito select

Either Option A. Suppott initiation of the process for 2 marine reserve  —{yesAan}
over the area defined as ‘Okarito A’ and direct officials to investigate

options for a prohibidon on bottom trawling, dredgicg and Danish

seining under the Fisheres Act 1996 within the area marked as a

proposed Type 2 MPA.

Or Option B. Support initiadon of the process for a marine reserve over ( ! 80
the atea defined as ‘Okarito B’

O direct offidials to initiate a process to establish an altemative to either @,ne)’
of the above MPA options based on information provided to you by the
Forum and officials.
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() DNote that at Gorge, DOC and MFish note that the biodiversity
protection for Option B would be greater then Option A. DOC and
MFish recommend that Option A is progressed,

L{ves [ildie

) ForGorge select

Either Option A. Support initiation of the process for a marine reserve - {yes 755
ovet the ares defined as ‘Gosge A’ and direct officials to investigate

options for a prohibition on bottom tawling, dredging and Danish

seining unde: the Fisheries Act 1996 within the srea marked a5 g

‘proposed Type 2 MPA.

Or Option 3. Support initiation of the process for a marine reserve over
- the ates defined as ‘Gorge B’ and direct officizls to investigate options
for 2 prohibition on bottom tawling, dredging and Danish restriction on

under the Fisheties Act 1996 within the two areas marked 25 4 proposed
Type 2MPA.

L defer a decision untll you have zeceived the Deepwater Group's
tesponse to a possible seaward boundary smendment to inclede canyon
headlands in either Gozge A oz B.

L direct officials to initiate a process to establish an alternative to either @%—)—
of the above MPA options based on information provided to you by the

Foram and officials.

fi  Note the following: - _ m-}-—

. I you consider you have insufficient information to make your
decisions, you may request officials to provide further analysis about
the potential costs and benefits of any or all of these MPA options.

¢ You can also consider taking no action on any oz all of the sbove
MPA options, however this would result in not meeting all of the

MPA Policy requirements.

# The Forum also recomimended five Educational Showease Sites.
These Sites ate cutside the scope of the MPA. Policy but consistent
with the Forum’s Terms of Reference, These Sites are at Siberia Bay
(Cape Foulwind), Mzhinapua Creck/Tiiwharewhate tidal lagoon,
Ship Creek, Hapuka Estuary and Jackson Head.

() Note that the Mahinapua/Tiiwharewhare and Hapuks Estuary Sites do @) Lno)
not meet the protection standard, and that DOC may progress these
recornmendations outside of the MFPA Policy process.

@  Note that DOC and MFish recommend that you do not support the @ oy
Sibetiz Bay and Jackson Head Educational Showczse Sites due to the
areas being treditional fishing prounds of special significanice to local
tangata wheoua. '
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(m) For Sibetia Bay

Agree not to initiate the process for a mzmne reserve over the arca @f—nv}
defined as Sibetia Bay.

{n} For Jackson Head o

Agree not to initiate the process for z marine reserve over the area {(yes /75
defined as the Jackson Fesd Educations] Showcase Site.

Q defer a decision unel the Minister of Fisheries and Aquaculture has (o0,
considered the advice paper on the _]’m:kson Bay mitaitai. teserve -
application.

{0) Note that a decision on the Ship Creek Educationsl Showcase Site
should be based on the Forum’s recommended boundaty adjustment to
aveid any ovedap with the proposed Ship Creel: (Truperikaka) miitaitai

TEERIVE,

® For Ship Creek
Agtes to initiate the process for 2 marine resetve over the area as defined
ag S}uip Creek Edut:ﬁﬁcﬁai Showcase Sﬁs except for the arca that

(@ Note that you can consider directing officials fo initiate 2 process to
establish an alternative ¢o any or all of the above Educations! Showcase
Sites based on infommation provided to you by the Fornm and officals,

R il R

Simon Kelton Mirister of Consetvation
Acting Deputy Director General Opezations
for Direcior-General of Conservation

................................................

Deputy Chief Executive Fishedes Management
for Acting Chief Execntive, Ministry of Fisheries
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1. The purpose of this paper is to:

2) Advise you of the recommendations made for new MPAs by the Forum These
recommendations were provided to you in a presentation from Forum representatives on
28 July 2010 and & recommendztion report,’ which should be read in conjunction with this
papes. ' :

b)Provide an assessment of how the process and recommendations comply with the

requirements of the MPA Policy and the Forusiv’s Terns of Refetence.

¢) Provide departmental recommendations on which of the Forum’s options should be
advanced. _
d}Provide advice on potential implementation mechanisms.
e} Seek your views on how you wish to proceed for any subseguent wotk. You can direct
officials to: .
i progress ope of the MPA options for each of the four pritnary Jocations identified by
the Forum withia the West Coast biogeographic region;
fi. develop alternative MPA options based on information and tecommendsations
provided by the Forum for any or 2ll of the four primssy locations within the West
Coast biogeographic egion;
il progress none, some ox all of the Foram’s MPA options and proposed Educational
Showcase Sités (the latier discussed in ‘Other matters”). However, to meet the MPA
Folicy requitement to protect 2l habitat types, you would need to select an option
froum each of the four primary locations,

sennel-

2. . The West Coast biogeographic region extends from Kahurangi Point in the north to Awarua
Foiat in the south. The offshore boundary is the outer limit of the 12-nm Tertitoral Sea,
The onshote boundary is mean high water springs (MHWS). Kaharangi Point is also the
northern boundary for the takiwa of Te Rinangs o Ngati Waewae, which is one of the 18
Papatipu Rinanga thgt make up Te Rinanga o Npai Tehu (TRONT). The West Const

- biogeographic region is also within the takiwd of Te Rinanga o Makaswhio, which is
another TRONT Rinanga. Some of the eight jwi that make up Te Tau Iiu Iwi at the top of
the South Island alsc assert customary tights within parts of the Ngai Tahu takiwi that ate
included in the West Coast biogeographic region.

3. On 28 july 2010 the Forum presented you with its recommendations for new MPAs in the
West Coast biogeographic region. The Potum recommendations provide zn opportunity fo
protect, to varying extents, the range of habitats and ecosystems present within this
biogeographic region. Recommended protection tools include the highest level of protection
using mmarine reserves and partial protection using the Fisheries Act 1996, The proposed
protection will help give effect to both domestic policy and international commitments to
protect marine biodiversity.

* Recommendations to the Minister of Consereation and the Minister of Fisheries and Aquaculture from: the West
Coast Marine Protection Forum on Implementstion of the Marine Protected Areas Policy for the West Coast Te T
v Poutivd South Ielend Riogeographic Region.
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Approzimately 80% of the West Coast terresttial environment is public conservation land.
Thete are many protected land sequences extending from the mountins to the sea, some
with National Park status and others are World Hentage Areas. Thete ar¢ no matine
resetves along the West Coast. The oaly marine areas in formal protection are four estuarine
areas in National Patks oz Scenic Reserves. The locations chosen by the Forum provide an
opportumity to add to existing statutoty protection, so that the full range of habitats and

" ecosystems are in some form of protection.

The cormposition zad tole of the West Coast Forum and the process followed to arrive at
recommendations s discussed in Annex 1, and the Forum’s consultation process is
discussed in Annex 2.

The West Coast South Island Biogeographic I{t-,gitm~

6.

The West Coast bicgeogmp}m:‘ région includes about 80 estuaries, 600 km of coastline and
13,000 keo® of open sea. It is dynamic and distinc: fom other New Zealand coastlines.
Some of its prominent §%tm:es inclide cdimentation, cxposute to prevailing
weather, complex coastal cuzrents and tidal wetlands. These featmw influence the range of
specics that are found on the West Coast, including nearly 200 species of fish in the
neatshote shelf, coastal reef and estusrine environments, huadreds of invertebrates, at least
175 ﬁgecms of seaweed, at least 23 gpecies of mariné marimal, and spproximately 100
specics of birds.

The West Cosst is an important stretch of coastline for many individuals and user groups. It
is ctﬂtumﬂy important to Te Rilpangz o Makaawhio a.ad Te Rinanga o MNgid Waewae, ami it

Coast is also used for recreation, tourists, diving and mmmg

Policy context

-g_

New Zealand is cormmitted, through its ratification of the Convention on Biclogical
Diva:msy to help stem the loss of bm&vcmty wortldwide. In order to guide this wotk in the
marine environment, i 2006 the pz:mous governtment released the MPA Policy. The MPA
Policy objective is to protect marine biodiversity by establishing a network of MPAs that is
comprehensive and representative of New Zealand's matine habitats and ecosystems.

Under the MPA Policy there are Type 1 and 2 MPAs. Type 1 MPAs are marine resetves
established under the Marine Resetves Act 1971. The MPA Policy requires st least one
example of each marine habitat to be protected as 2 Type 1 MPA. Type 1 MPAs should also
be used as a tool to protect outstanding, rare, distinctive, or internationally or nationally
important marine communities o ecosystems. Type 2 MPAs also meet the MPA Policy’s
standard of protection but are implermnented using other legislative tools, such as regulations
enacted under the Fisheries Act 1996. The MPA Policy requires Type 2 MPAs to protect
replicate examples of each marine habitat, The MPA Policy also provides for ‘Other Matine
P:otection Tools,” which ate aress that have statutory protection that is insuffident to
achieve MPA status. The MPA Policy also requires adverse impacts on existing users of the
marine environment and Tresty scttlement oblipations to be minimised when meeting the
Policy’s objective.
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Recommendagions

10. Full descriptions of the Forun’s recommendations on new MPAs and the Forum’s
assessment regarding how each option meets the MPA Policy requirements are set out in the

recommendztion report {pp. 25-75). The MPA options at the four pritary locations are set
out in Map 1 (to scale) and Map 2.

=

LEQERD

% Fropomed Type § MPA

" Propessdt Type 2 BPA

Kahureny

Map 1: Type 1 and 2 MPA options within the West Coast biogeographic region (eo scalc)

9
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Map 2: Type 1 and 2 MPA options in cach of the four primary locations
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Kzhurangi is located in the north of the biogeographic region, adjacent to the Kahurangi
Natiopal Park. The Foram recommends that you consider two options.

Kahusmogi A is 2 Type 1 MPA tomalling 665 kwn® and extending 30 km along the coastline

and to the outer limit of the 12-nm Temitorizl Sea (22.5 km) and inchuding the estuarine
habitat ia the lower 1 km of the Heaphy River.

Kaburengi B is a Type 1 MPA totalling 85 kn® and extendiog along 16 km of coastline and
out to 5 km (2.7 nm} offshore, and a Type 2 MPA. that prohibits bottom trawling, i

N dredging
and Daaish seining within the lower 1 km of the Heaphy River. The Type 2 MPA would not

affect whitebaiting and recteational line fishing in the River estuary.

Punakaiki

14,

15.

16.

17.

Pugakzili is located in the central part of the biogeogtaphic region in the vicinity of the
Paparoz National Patk, The Forum recommends that you consider three opticns.

Puonaksili A is a Type 1 MPA totalling 36 km” and extending along the central Paparoa
coastline and out to 2 nm (3.7 km) offshore, and a Type 2 MPA that prohibits bottom
trawling, dredging and Danish seining withir two small inshore aress totalling 3 km® and
extending 600 m offshore, including estuarine habitats in the lower resches of the Poromri
and Punakaiki Rivers. The Type 2 MPA would not affect whitebaiting, recrestional line
fishing, ecling and shellfish gathering.

Punaksiki B is a Type 1 MPA totalling 241 ki and extending along the same coastline as

Punakeiki A'but to the outer Bmit of the 12-num Territotial Sea (22.5 km), and 2 Type 2
MPA within the same two small inshore areas totalling 3km®.

Punakaiki € is 2 Type 1 MPA totlling 35 km” and extending along the same coastline but to
2 am (3.7 km) ofishore, and 2 Type 2 MPA within two small inshore areas totalling 4 km’.

Okarito

18

19.

20.

Okarito is zlso located in the central part of the biogeogaphic region and adjacent to the
Westland Natiozal Park a0d Te Wihipounamu — South West New Zealand — Wosdd Heritage
Aszca. The Forwn recommends that you consider two options.

Okatito A is 2 Type 1 MPA totalling 46 km® and extending along 10.5 km of cosstline and
out to 2 am (3.7 ken) offshore, including the lower 1 km of the Waiho River, and a Type 2
MPA that prohibits bottom trawling, dredging 2nd Danish seining over an adjoining area
totalling 60 km” and extending 2 nm (3.7 km) offshoze. :

Olzsito B is 2 Type 1 MPA totalling 29 km® and extending along 7 ki of coastline and out
to 2 om (3.7 ki) offshore 2nd including the lower 1 km of the Waiho River.

11
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Gorpe

21,

23.

Gotge 1s located at the southem end of the biogeopraphic region and lies aégacmt to public
conservation land that is patt of Te Wihipounamu — Sonth Wet New Zealand — World
Heritage Area. The Forum recommends that you consider two options.

‘Gotge A is 2 Type 1 MPA totailing 8.5 km® and extending along 5.8 km of coastline and gut
to 0.53 am {1 ke offshore, and 2 Type 2 MPA that probibits bottom trawling, dredging and
Danish seining within a jigsaw-shaped area totalling 114 ks’ that surrovnds the Type 1
MPA and extends seaward to 2 line that approximates the 200 m depth contour (isobath).

Gorge Bis a’I’ype 1MPAtotnﬂmg28kmzalongthesm5 8 krn of coastline 2nd out to 2.4
nm (4.5 km} offshore, and a Type 2 MPA that prohibits bottom trawling, dredging and
Denish seining within 2 jigsaw-shaped area totalling 94 km® that zdjoins the Type 1 MPA
and extends seaward o a line that approximates the 200 m depth contour (isobath).

Support for options

24,

25,

26.

27.

28.

The MPA Classification, Protection Staﬂéand and Empiementaﬁcn Gmdehns advise that if

clear which options are favoured by which clements of the commumty/ stakeholders and the

 adventages and disadvantages of each” The Forum’s account of the adveniages and

disadvantages of each MPA option are set out in the recommendation report (pp.Z5-75).

The MPA options for the four primaty locations rzeflect the diversity of views in
submissions and within the Forum membership. The Forum was challenged in its attempts
to teach consensus on recommendations due to the tension between preferenices to either
maximise biodiversity protection or minitnise sdverse impacts on exz?sting vsers of the
marine euxvironment. Other sources of tension were the differences of views regasding
whether MPA. recommendztions should represeat around 10% of the biogeographic region
and have st least one location extend to the outer limits of the 12-nm Tettitotial Ses, even
though neither ate requitements of the MPA Pelicy.

Many of the Forum members did not express support for individual MPA options or
ptitnary Jocations, as they preferred the recommendations to be treated as a package to fulfil
the MPA Policy requirements. The Forum members considered the MPA propossls put
forward fot formal public consultation in June 2007 met the MPA Policy requitements.

In response to the June 2009 consulfation process, six commescial stakeholder organisations
(CSOs)* objected to the proposed MPAs at all four primary locations. The CSOs collectively
proposed alternative MPAs for the Kahurangi, Punaksiki and Gorge locations. Subsequent
discussions within CSOs and the Mineral industry led to amendments to the aliernative
MPAs, which became the Kahurangi B, Punakaiki C and Okarito B options.

The CSOs' alternative MPA for the Gorge location was not incloded in the Forum
recommendations.

2 The six CSCs are the Pavs Tndustry Conndl, PAUAMAC 7, Challenger Finfish Management Company, CRAMAC
8, CRAMAC 2 and the South Ixland el Industry Assodation. The Fomm's recommendation report refers fo the
ST 25 the Collective Commercial Fisheries Interests {CCRI).

12
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29. The Fotum’s recommendations for Kshurangi A, Punakaiki A, Okarito A and Gorge A are
similag to those consulted on in June 2009, with some amendments tmade to z2ddress matters
maised during consultation and subsequent meetings with stakeholdets, :

30. Gorge B and Punakaiki B were proposed by one of the environmental representatives on
the Forum in fesponse to submissions from the envitonmental interests.

31. TRONT's advice is included in the recommendation zeport (pp.139-141), and explicitly sets
out their reasons for supporting or opposing each MPA option. In summary, TRONT is
“optimistic that suppott can be given” to Kahurengi B, Punaksiid 4 and C, Okarito A and
B, and Gotge A. TRONT opposes Kahuraogi A, Pusskaiki B and Gorge B. Te Rinangs o
Makaawhio supported TRONT s positios.

32. This section contains the following five patts that discuss:

a. The compliance of the Foram’s tecommendations with the MPA Policy and Terms of
Reference; -

b. Protection afforded by the MPA options to the biodiversity of the West Coust
biogeographic region; .

c. The impact of the MPA options on current users of the marine environment;

d. The contritution these options would mals to international cbligations; and

e. Departmental recotenendations.

Compliaace with the MPA Policy and Terms of Reference

33. DGC and MFish officials consides that all requirements of the MPA Policy and the Forum’s
Terms of Refetence have bean met and documented. In accordance with the MPA. Policy,
secommendations put forward by forums need to provide sufficient protection to meet a.

defined protection standard to gain MPA status.

34. Any significant new activities that commence in the ares, ot any new information on existing
activittes, will need to be assessed to determine whether the impacts of thosc activities
exceed the level of impact outlined in the protection standard,

35. DOC and MFish officlals consider that the MPA options s: the four primary locations
(Kahutangi, Punakaiki, Okarito and Gorge) meet the required standard of protection
(Annex 3). However, the Foram recommendations inclode some matters that are outside
the scope of the MFA Policy. These matters, some of which are extraneous to your
decisions on the televant MPA options, are descoibed as follows.

Kabwurang
36. The Forum recommends any Ouder in Council for establishing a marine reserve for
Kahurangi A or B include a condition that allows the non-commercial take of dsifrwood

from a small section of beach adjacent to the Heaphy River mouth. Dsiftwood in this
section of the beach is used by trampets and DOC as firewood for heating the Heaphy Hut.

13
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It is unlikely that continuation of this activity would affect preservation of the marine
reserve in its natural state, a8 requited under the Martine Reserve Act 1971,

Okarito

37. The Forum recommends any Order in Council for establishing a muarine resetve for Okanto

A or B include a condition that prohibits dogs from the marine reserve to assist with
protection of endangered wildlife in the adjacent Westland Tai Poutini National Park.

- However, this may not be possible, and is unnecessaty, as thete are other tools available for

DOC to manage the risk of dogs entering the National Park and threate
wildlife,

protected

- Gorge

38. The Fomum recommends any Order in Council for establishing 2 marine reserve for Gorge

A ot B include a condition that aliows commercial and non-commercial extraction of
greeastone (pounamu), as tequested by TRONT and Te Rooaniga o Makaawhio. This type
of condition dees not conflict with the MPA Policy ot the putpose of the Marne Reserves
Act 1971. Similas conditions have been included in the Order in Couvncil for certain marine
Teserves.

Bicdivemity protection

39,

41.

42.

The purpose of the MPA Polu:y is to esmbhsh 2 network of MPAS that profects marine

Biological mapping of habxtars is based on physical proxies, such s available information on
bathyimetry, exposure and substrate.

The Forum agzeed to consider 15 habiiat types in total and not consider other habitar types
and replicate examples of them, due to their depth (deepwater >200 m) or their small size
and adverse impacts on exmzmg usexs (deep sub-tidal gmvel, shallow sub-tidal gravel). DOC
and MFish agree that restricting the habitat types in this way was practical, given the
available information and makeup of the Forum membership. The Forum envisaged that
the deepwater habitats (>200 m) within the biogeographic region would be considered in
2013, when the MFA Policy is due 1 be implemented in the 200-nm Exclusive Economic
Zooe (EEZ).

Amy combination of options, so long 25 one is chosen from each primary location, will
ensure the requirements of the MPA Policy are met (e.g. Type 1 MPA used to protect at
least one example of each marine habitat, and Type 2 MPA used to protect replicate
examples of each habitat). In line with the implementation guidelines for the MPA Policy,
the Forum considered the viability of MPA options for each habitat type, as well as their
connectivity and representation of longitudinal variation as it relates to theit size.

A total of 14 different habitat types would be represented within the resultant Type 1 MPA
network, imespective of whether the largest or smallest option is selected at each primary
location. An additional habitat type (estuarine tidal flat} 5 already represented within the
Scenic Reserve at Saltwater Lagoon and within the Westland National Park at Three hile
Lagoon, and was not recommended for further representation by the Forum.
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43. If one Type 2 MPA was established at each of the four primary location, a total of 11 habisst
types would be represented within them, irrespective of which option was selected at each
location, for the teasons noted above. However, some habitat types would be represented
only at 2 small proportion of their total area within the biogeographic region. '

44. The MPA Policy also states that Type 1 MPAs should be used 25 2 tool to protect
outstanding, rare, distinctive, ot internationslly or nationally impotiant marine communities
or ecosystems. None wete identified during this planning process or are known 1o be
present wihin the biogeographic region. Any new activities that commerice in the area, or
any new information on existing activities, will need to be assessed to determine whether the
mpacts of those activities excead the level of impact outlined in the protection standard.

Impacis on existing vsets

45. As noted, the MPA Policy states that adverse impacts on existing usexs of the marine
eavitonment should be minimised when meeting the objective of the Policy.

- Custorsary
46. With tespect to customaty fishing, 2¢ noted, TRONT and Te Rinuanpa o Makeawhio are
supportive of Kahurangi B, Punakaild A and C, Okatito A and B, and Gorge A, but opposes
Kahurangi A, Punakaiki B 2nd Gorge B.

Recreational

47. The Forum recommendations fully reflect the preferences of recreational fishers as was
sobmitted during the June 2009 consultation process. Trpe 1 MEA boundaties wers devised
to accommaodate recteational fishing aleng the Heaphy River (Kahurangi B) aad in the
Punakaiki location, inclading the Pororari and Punakaili River saouths (Pumakaiki A, B and
C)- On this basis, the Forum recommendations minjinise the adverse impacts on existing
recreational fishers and, thetefore, do not require further assessment The West Coast
Whitebaitcrs Association supported the Forum recommendations, with the exception of
Kahurangi A. Some recreational fishers also expressed concern with the Type 1 MPA
boundary extending into the Heaphy River estuary, ss this would prevent recreationsl
fishing 2t this location.

48. The Foram rcceived 4 late subnission after they bad made all of their decisions on primary
locations and MPA options. This submission was from a group that use part of the Type 1
MPA in Okarito A and B for recreational fishing and whitebsiting, Given the late stage in
the process when this information was received, the Forum decided not to revisit their
recommendstions, but to note that these individuals will have an oppoztunity to comment
snd provide input through any statutory consultation process.

Commrercial

49. The Forum recommendations have varying levels of impacts on commerciel mixed finfish,
zock lobster (CRA8 and 9) and paua (PAUS) fisheries. As noted, in response to the June
2009 consultation process, six CSOs collectively proposed alternative MPAs for each of the
four primary locations to minimise adverse impacts on commercial fishers. However, the
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CSOs did not substanitiate how theit proposed alternatives minimise adverse impacts relative
to the MPAs proposed during the June 2009 consultation process {e.g compatison of
relative catch levels).

As noted, the CSOs collectively proposed alternative MPAs for the Kahurangi, Punakaili
and Gorge locations, and their subsequent discnssions led to amendments to these
alternatives, which became the Kahurangi B, and Punaskeili C optioas. The Okarito B
option was proposed by the CSOs after the June 2009 consultation process. In addition, the
CS8Os agreed on an option for the Gorge location {a small-sized Type 2 MPA over the Type
1 portion. of Gorge A), which was not accepted by the Forum. Since all of these options
were not subject to formal consultation, there may be some quesuon regarding the level of
CSO support.

Each of the Type 1 MPAs recommended by the Forum will prohibit all fishing inside those
areas. Hach of the Type 2 MPAs recommended will prohibit the use of mchile bottom
fishing methods (bottom trawling, Danish seining and dredging). While Type Z MPAs do
not impact on commetrcial rock lobster, paua and eel fishing, they advessely impact on the
mixed finfish fishery with respect to the use of bottom trawling,

The zssessment of adwerse impacts is Einited by the fisheries return datz; as these data do
not allow for determination of the actual tonnage of species commercially taken fom each
MPA option. The Ministry can only analyse data from sll waters within a parficular statistical
area.

However, since 2007/08 commercial fishess opesating vessels 6 to 28 m in length report the
start position of each trzvil, longline {m@t tuna) and setnet using latitude and }ongstnde

The resolution (radius) of a start position is 1 atn, and the direction from the start position
is oot recorded. Therefore, catch/effort data incorporate » degres of uncertzinty regarding

the prease locations of commercial fishing opetations.

The assessiment of the adverse impacts that each MPA option has on copumercial fishing is
discussed zs follows.

Kabyrang

55.

56,

Kahurangi A wzs consulted on in June 2009, The CSOs consider Kahurangi A will adversely

impact on the existing mixed fnfish, CRA9 and PAUG fisheries and itopede the future
development of PAUG and adjeining PAUT fisheries.

Based on start trawl position datz from 2007/08 to 2009/10, the estimated averape annual
catch of QMS finfish species in Kahurangi A is 83 tonnes, which has an estimated average
annual vahie of §98,000 (besed on export prices paid to fishers during those fishing years).
The estimated value incorporates a degree of unceriainty due to market price variations. In
addition, as noted, the datu on start trawl positions incorporate a degree of uncertainty
regarding the precise locations of trawl operations.

? Regulation 11D of the Fishedes (Repotting) Regulations 2001.
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The concerns of mixed finfish, CRA9 and PAUG fishers are supportcd by the known extent
of ttawl grounds 2nd rock lobster and paua habitats. The PAU6 TACC is 1 tonne, with 80
perceat owned by the Crown and leased annually. The semaining 20 percent is owned by
TRONT.

Kahurangi B was not consulted on in June 2009. As noted, Kahurangi B was one of three
options that arose from CSOs’® discussions that followed up the June 2009 consultation
process.

Inclasion of the lower 1 km of the Heaphy River in Kahumngi A and B would not impact
the mixed finfish, CRA9 and PALIS fisheries. However, the inclusion of the lower 1 ke of
the River in Kahurangi A could have an impact on the commercial el fishety.

Relative to Kahurangi A, Kaburangi B has less adverse impact on the existmg mixed finSsh,
CRAY and PAUSG fisheries. The trawl start position data show that Kahuranpi B is trewled
considerably less than Kahurangi A.

Pupabarks

61.

62.

65.

Punakaiki A was consulted on in June 200%. The recommendaticn teport refers to this
option as having minimal impacts on teewl and longline fishing methods. However, the
CSOs consider this option will adversely irnpact on the mixed finfish fishery and will be an
impediment to the fotare development of the PATJE fishery. These concerns ate supported
by the known extent of trawl grounds and paus habitats. However, PAU6 fishers do not
currently fish this area.

‘Thege is a greater degree of uncertainty regarding the precise location of trawling within this
option, given that Punsghkaiki A extends 3.7 km (2 nm) offshore and the resolution (radine) of
2 trawl statt position is 1 nm. Although the start trawl position data show this area has some
trawling, DOC and MFish cannot advise you on the impact Punskalld A will have oo the
mixed finfish fishery. :

Punakaili B was not consulted on in June 2009. The recommendation report sefers to it as
likely having an advetse impact on comumercial fisheries. _

The statt trawl position data show that Pagakaiki B is the most heavily trawled of all MPA
options recommended by the Fommm. Based on start trawl position data from 2067/08 to
2009/10, the estimated average snnval catch of (JMS finfish species in Puna Bis 59
tonnes, which has an-estimated average annual valne of $350,000 (based on &W prices
paid to fishers during those fishing years). This estimated annual value is considerably highes
than that for Kahurangi A due to the mix of species canght As noted, the estimzted vahie
incosporates a degree of uncertainty due to market price varation, and the data on start
traw} positions incotporate a degree of uncertainty tegerding the precise locations of trawl
operations. '

Punzkaiki C was oot copsulted on in Jume 2009. As noted, Punakaiki C also zrose from
(S0’ discussions that followed up the June 2009 consultation process.
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Since both Punakaiki 4 and C exiend 3.7 km (2 nm) offshore, they would have the same
impact on the mixed finfish fishery. Howeves, relative to Punshkaild A, Punskaild C
minimises the impact on future development of the paun fishery.

Okaritz

57.

68.

£9.

70.

71.

Initially the CSOs opposed any MPA options for the Okarito location due to jits importance
for the mixed finfish fishery,

Okadito A differs from that consulted on. in June 2009 in that the boundary was amended to
avoid any ovedap with the proposed Okarito mataitei reserve, which includes the Okatito
Legoon. Accordingly, Okarito A will have no advesse impact on the eel fishery.

Okarito B was not included in the June 2009 consultation, As noted, Okarito B also arose
frorn CSOy’ discussions that followed up the June 2009 consulation process.

There is a greater degree of uncertainty regarding the precise location of trawling within this
option, given that Okarito B extends at most 4.4 km (2.38 nm) offshore and the resolution
(radins) of a trawl start position is 1 nm. Although the sttt trawl position data show this
area has some trawling, DOC and MFish canoot advice you on the impact Okarito B will
have on the mixed Anfish fishery,

Given that Okartito B was proposed by the Forum’s commercial fishing representative, it is
expected to minimise adverse impacts on existing commerdal fishing users,

Crarge

T2

75,

74.

75.

76,

Gorge A was consulted on in June 2009, but has subsequently been modified by shifting the
Type 1 MPA boundary to sxchide a reef that is now included in the Type 2 MPA.

The CSOs’ discussion following the June 2009 consultation process led o a proposed Type
2 MPA covering osly the Type 1 MPA portion of Gorgs A. While the Forum did not
include this alternative in the recommendation report, the report acknowledges that both
Goige A or B would have 20 impsct on CRAS fishers.

The CSOs coosider the Type 1 MPA portion of Gorge A will adversely impact on the
CRAS fishery. This concern is supported by the known extent of rock lobster habitat in the
ares,

The Type 2 MPA’s jigsnw-shape was devised with local commercial fisher input to the
Forum so that areas not fished were inclnded and known traw] grounds, patticularly to the
nozth, were exchrded,

Gorge B was not included in the June 2009 consultation. Given that Gorge A and B have

the same Type 2 MPA jigsaw-shape, both options should not adversely impact on the mixed
fnfish Ashery.
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. Given that Gorge B has a greater portion of Type 1 MPA than Gorge A, which includes
mote offshore reef, the impact of Gorge B on the CRAS fishery will be more adverse than

the impact of Gorge A.

Neither Gorge A nor B will minimise advetse impacts on the CRAS fishery to same extent
as the CSQ alternative of 2 Type 2 MPA covedag the Type 1 MPA portion of Gorge A.

However, relative to Gorge B, Gorge A will
fishing usets.

e adverse impacts on exXisting commercial

80.

B1.

82.

B3,

The Matine and Coastal Area (Takutsi Moans) Act 2011 p::ov:ld% the Minister of
Conservation with a deassen—maiung role in the consent process for mining in the common
marine coastal area {CMCA) only in special drcumstances, such as azess within the 4*
schedule of the Crown Minerals Act (which includes existing marine reserves) ot other areas
of public conservation land in the CMCA. Mining can also occut elsewhere in the CMCA
provided that a minerals permit is obtained from the Minister of Bnergy and the relevant
resoutce consents are obtained. Therefore; none of the propesed MPA options will prohibit
access to this industty cutright.

Oge pmspccb?.ug pemmit for gold end other inérals has been issued to Seafield Resouzces
Lid that covers the mujority of the 12-nm Testitoral from Karames (south of K&m@
Jackson Head and encompasses zll the MPA options recommended for the Punakaiki and
Okarito pritary locations. Seafield Resonrces have indicated they are undermkmg 2 namber
of technical reviews of their initial prospecting programme and are following
prospective leads to define the next steps for the programme.

Crown Minesals is currently sssessing applications for two Petroleum exploration permits
that inchade the Kaburangi and Punaikaild ptithary lecations.

There ate varying levels of mineml explotation and/or extraction activity at 2ach of the
pritnary locations. These are addressed separately.

Kabyrangi

84.

Thete ate curtrently no tninerals pertnits over either Kahurangi A or 3. Both Crown Minerals
and Petroleutn Ezploration and Production Association of New Zealand (PEPANYZ)
submitted in June 2009 theit concetn with the proposed MPA at the Kahurangi location, as
this general area has been of interest to them for petrolenrn exploration, and it still shows
potential Crown Minerals and PEPANZ both stated subsequently that they are not
opposed to Kahurangi B.

Pgmém’;&i

85.

Seafield Resources hold 2 prospecting permit covering Punakaiki A, B and C, but have not
raised any concemns regarding these MPA options in their submissions to the Forum.
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Ong explomtion permit has been issued to Alloy Resources Lid that includes 2n ares of
intetidal cosstline south of Razotback R;dgc (2 km south of Punaikaild townshp) This
permit covers 13.52 km® with 025 km® overlapping with the Punskaiki options. The
majority of the minerals permit is over land. This permit was issued after the June 2009
consultation process. Alloy Resources Ltd hus not applied for an Access Arrangement from
DOGC over the aress of public consevation land, and DOC is unaware of any exploration
activities over the other parts of the pemit area.

Clearito

&7.

88.

89.

90.

There are a number of minerals permits issued in the Okarito area, m&u&g Seaficléd
Resources’ prospecting penmit.

’l‘he Forum invited Seafield Resources to advise them on their preferred MPA option for
the Clarito primary location. Sesfield Resources responded that they did not support either
Okazito A ot B, but that Okadito B would have less of an adverse impact on their
prospecting operation.

Thete are at least seven minerals permits allowing the extraction of altuvial gold from beach
sand. These operations are generally smzll scale and are confined to the intertidal area of
beackes. The majcrity of the Foram members wanted to ensurc that this activity could
continue if a Type I MPA was established st the Okarito location.

Some Forum members wanted to include in the tecommendations that the Three Mile

Beach ares be exchided from any _____ tore bezch goid smnining, However, this muatter is cutside

the scope of the MPA Policy, as it pertains to a teview oz addition to the 4 Schedule of the
Crown Minerals Act. A minerals penmit was recently issued over the Three Mile Beach.

Gorge

91.

Currently theye are no minerals petmits in the Gorge atea. As noted, TRONT seek 10 ensure
that any Type 1 MPA in this ezea includes conditicns on the Ordex in Council to provide for
greenstone {pounamu) to be tken by tangata whenua. This has been done previously in
other marine reserves, and the Forum was supportive of this request. Thete are unlikely to
be any associated issues or risks that need special consideration.

Toutdsm

92.

93.

Toutism is one of the three most significant contributors to the West Coast economy. In
2009 tontism accounted for 9.2% of employment, 6.1% of the West Coast GDP (§82.7m)
and 7.5% of business units.* The other two main contributors to the West Coast economy

are mining and dzirying,

While there has been no attempt to estimate the impacts of the proposed MPAs on West
Coast tourism, there is good reason to expect the impacts will be positive. The majosity of
visitors to the West Coast come to experience pature and the vast array of natural features.

4+ BERL, (February 2010) Report 10: Development West Coszst — West Coast Indicators 2009. Business and
Economic Research Limited, Wellington, NZ.
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The establishment of MPAs, pardculary in accessible locations, may well enhance these
experiences and possibly incresse the number of people visiting the West Coast. These
potentis] benefits conld lead to more tourism ventures and opportuniries to diversify natare-
based products and services.

As noted, the Forom recommendations in the four primary locations deliberately avoid
popular recreational fishing areas to minimise adverse impacts on this use of the marine
environment,

Science

- 95.

96.

While expetienice from existing MPAs provides some understanding of the geners! effects of
mazsine protection, it is difficult to predict the effects of establishing MPAs in the habitar
types found along the West Coast. Establishment of both Type 1 and Type 2 MPAs would
at ieast provide opportunities to learn more about the differences in the cffects they have on
the structure and function of marine ecosystems. This leaming could help to inform futase
decisions about matine protection.

The Forum fecommendations for each of the four primary locations inclode options
adjacent to intect protected terrestrial ecosystems, so any land use effects, such as
sedimentation ot pollution, are lkely to be minimised. These features create unique
oppottunities to manage and study the effects of protection actoss a broad sequence of
adjoining and interconnected tetrestrial and marine eavironments.

Intesnational obligations

98.

2.

: xd is comnmitted to
stemming the los: of biodivessity worldwide. As part of this commitment, one of the
priotity actions identified in the New Zesland Biodiversity Stategy is to “schieve 2 tatget of
protecting 10 percent of New Zealarid's marine environment.” Furthetmore, tatgets agreed
at the World Summit on Sustainable Development, supporied by New Zedland and over
100 othet countdes, include designating = network of MPAs by 2012. Protection to meet
these objectives can be provided by both Type 1 and 2 MPAs.

As noted, some of the Forum members wanted to recommend protection of 10% of the
West Coast Biogeographic region to ensure this region contsibutes to New Zealand's oversll
biodiversity protection goals. Neither the MPA Policy not the Biodiversity Stratepy sequite
the protection fargets to be applied at the biogeographic region level Accordingly, the
Forum did not proceed with some members’ preference that Forum recomunendations
covet 10% of the biogeogmphic region.

Currently there are 33 marine reserves around New Zealand that protect 6.9% of the 12-nm

Tesritorial Sea. This will increase to 9.3% of the 12-nm Territorial Sea with the inclusion of

the MPAs recently apreed to, but yet to be implemented, around the Subantarctic Islands. If
zpptoved, the four options recommended by DOC and MFish would increase the arez of
Type 1 MPAs to 9.4% of the 12-nm Territorial Sea.

100. The Matine Resetves Act 1971 does not allow for the establishment of marine reserves

outside the Territorial Sea. However, there are numerous other areas, both within the
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Temitorizl Sea and the 200-nm EEZ, where activitics are restricted and that could be
considered Type 2 MPAs,

101. An inventory of existing MFPAs and an analysis of the gaps in habitat protection are being
prepered for your considerstion. [tis expected that you will receive the inventory report end

gaps analysis by moid-2011.
Bep&ﬁﬂnental Recommendations

102.120C and MPFish are providing recommendstions only on the options proposed by the
Forum., Consideration was not given to amending any options to cither achieve better
representation of habitat types or further thinitmise adverse itapacts on existing users or
Treaty Setilement obligations. However, you are not bound by the Forum
recommendations.

103. As noted, you can ditect officials to initiats 2 process to establish an altemative to any of the
MPA options based on information provided to you by the Forum and officials. You cea
also consider taking no action on any or afl of the MPA options

104. Also noted, was an inberent tension in the Forum’s planning process between representing 2
full range of marine habitats and ecosystems, while alsc minimising adverse impacts on
existing users of the marine environment. This tension is reflected in the divergence of
views expressed durng the June 2009 consultaton process and the MPA options
recommended by the Forum.

105.DOC and MFish zocommend that Kaburangi B, Punakaiki 4, Okarito B, and Gotge A
provide the best response o this inhereat tension. Together with the estuarine habitat type
atready prorected (at the Saltwater and Three Mile Lagoons), these four MPA options cover
the full complement of the 15 hsbimt types considered by the Fomm for biodiversity
ptotection.

106.1f approved, these four options would include 2 total of 157 kim® of Type 1 MPAs and 117
km” of Type 2 MPAs. This equates to 1.2% of the hiogeogmaphic region in Type 1 MPAs
and 0.9% in Type 2 MPAs. As noted, this also equates to a further 0.08% of the 12-nm
Territorial Sea protecred by Type 1 MPAs.

107. Kahurangi B would protect 9 of the 15 habitat types within 85 km” and creste the larpest
marine feserve within the 12-mm Teritorial Sea, excluding the Aucklend Islands and
Kermadec Islands Marine Reserves and those yet to be established in the Subantarctic
biogeographic region.

108. However, Kahurangi B would protect approwimately 0.25% of the deep sub-tidel mud
habitat within the biogeographic region. While Kaburanpi A would protect 2 much preater
area of habitat than Kahurangi B, and better represent deep-subtidal mud habitat, it would
also create adverse inpacts on the mixed finfish, rock lobster and paua fisheries.

109. DOC and MEish recommend that you do not agree to 2 Type 2 MPA in Kaburaogi B, as no
bottom impacting fishing methods ocour in the lower 1 lom of the Heaphy River,
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110.Punakaiki 4 would protect a further 3 habitat types within 39 km® and would protect
replicate exzmples of a further 4 habitat types already found within Kahurangi B.

111. Punakaiki 4 would not pzovxde for the development of the PATIS fishery to the same extent
as Punakaiki C, There is 2 significant amount of rocky cosstline ontside both options that
would be availsble for enhancement of this ﬁshery Punakaild B would create adverse
impacts on the mived finfish fishery.

112. Okesito B would piotect an additional habitat type within 29 km® together with replicate
examples of a further 3 habitat types represented in both Kzhurangi B and Punakaiki A.
DOC and MFish also recommend that you do not agree to banning dops from Okasito B
using the Ogder in Council provisions of the Marioe Reserves Act, as this matter is outside
the scope of the MPA Policy and can be managed using othes gzrovisions already available to
DOC, '

113.The recent national habimat dassification wotk undertaken by DOC and MFish has
identified the lower 1 km of the Wailo River {included in Okarits A and B) as outside the
marine eavitonment, This conclusion conflicts with the 2008 independent peer zeview of -
the habitat mapping undertaken as purt of the West Coast MPA planning process. The
lower 1 km of the Waiho River recommended by the Forum corresponds with the agreed
upstreaty coastal marine area bounidary in the West Coast Regionial Coastal Plan that was
determined in accordance with the Resource Mangement Act. This area may at times be
inflzenced by wave acton and ssitwater inundation. Therefore, for the purposes of this
process, DOC and 1iFish have nio confirmed basis for amending the boundaties that the
- Forum wotked with when formulsting their recommendations.

- 4 would protect the remaining habitat type within 122 km” together with replicate
ples of § habitat types repmseﬁted in Kshuranpi B, Punakaiki A and Oksrito B.

115.Both Gogge A and B would create adverse impacts on the rock lobster fishery, with Gorge
B being the more adverse for this fishery. Gorge A and B would provide more replicate
examples of the habitat types alreads represented in Kahurangi B and the only place where
deep sub-tidal boulder and bedrock are fornd. -

116. The jigsaw-shape of the Type 2 MPA portions of Gorge A and B are convoluted and would,
thetefore, be difficalt for fishers to comply with the boundariés 2nd problematic for MFish
to enforce. The Forum was poordy advised on the mphcanons of the shape of the Gm'ge
froma comphaﬂce perspective.

117.The Fomm discussed the biodiversity values of the canyon heads adjacent to the seaward
bouadaty of Gorge A and B, although for ressons mentioned above the Forom did not
consider this area, 2s it is beyond the 200 m depth contour {isobath).

118.1t is open to you to consider progressing Gorge A with the possible inclusion of some of
the canyon heads. Their inclusicn could simplify the seaward boundary of the Type 2 MPA,
making it easier for fishers to comply with and MFisk to enforce. It could also allow for the
inclusion of deepwater habitats that may have high biodiversity values.
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119. If agreeable, DOC and MFish can drafi a letter for you addressed to the Deepwater Group
‘seeking their views on the possible inclusion of the canyon heads in Gotge A before you
make your decision on this option.

120. The options recommended by DOC and MFish are in line with those suggesied by the
CSOs with respect to Kzhurangi B and Okarito B. TRONT supported all of these
recommended options. Crown Minerals and PEPANZ were supportive of Kahuranigi B and
reserved their opinion for any option at Okarito.

- Next steps

" Decisions on Forum recommeandations
121.The nezt step entails you making decisions on the Forum recommendations for the four
primary locatons. As noted, if you consider you have insufficient information to make your

decisions, you may request officials to provide furthes analys:ts about the potential costs and
beaefits of any or all of the MPA options.

122.Also poted, you can consider ditecting officials to initiate a process to estzblish an
alterfiative to zny ot all of the Forum recommendstions based on information provided to
you by the Forum and officials. You can also consider taking 1o action on azy or all of the
Forum recommendations, however this would mean not meeting the requirements of the
MPA Policy.

Feedback to Forum members

123.You have responded to and thanked the Forutn membets for their contdbutions and their
recommendation report. This process has taken six years to reach this siage, and while they
are not woiking 4s a group any more, they remain interested in your decisions. Should you
decide to progtess any or all of the Forom recommendations, you should also inform the
Forum members of your decisions.

Risk of negative stakeholder reaction to options

124.There is dsk of negative stakeholder reaction to several of the Forum recommendstions
because some wete not imcluded in the June 2009 consultation process (Kahursngi B,
Punakaﬁsi Band C, Okz.tim B and Gorge B).

125. As noted, there was tension within the Forum between mmmzsmg biodiversity ptotection
and mmnmmng adverse impacts on existing users of the marine environment Other sources
of tension were views regarding MPA recommendations representing around 10% of the
biogeogtephic region and extending to the outer limits of the 12-om Territorial Sea. Many
submitters sought that all options should be made Jarger and extend to the outer limits of
the 12-om Territorial Sea.

126. Kzhurangi A was proposed by the Forum, in patt, so as to have an MPA exterd to the cutes
limits of the 12.nm Tetritorial Sea. After the June 2009 consultation, the environmentsl
representatives on the Forum proposed Gorge B and Punakaiki B, with the latter alsc
extending to the outer limits of the 12-nm Teodtoral Sea.
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127.Some Forum members consider that Gorge B, Okasito ﬁ Punskaiki A and B and
Kahurangi A were a reasonable comprozmse between maximising bodiversity protection
and mnmmsmg the adverse imapacts on ex;sung asers and Tmty Sertlemnent obligations.
You should anticipate that envitonmental interests might respend negatively to any decision
not to proceed with these options. :

128.The CSOs proposed sltefnatives ate reflected in the Forum’s recommendations for
Kahutangi B, and Okarito B.

129. DOC and MFish’s recommendation to proceed with Punakeiki A and Gosge A poses some
dsk. While these two options reduce the adverse impzcis on' commercial fishers, there is
some question regarding whether they minimise adverse impucts to the same or lesser extent
than the akematives proposed by the CSOs. For this reason, you should anticipate
commercial fishing interests might respond negatively to any decision to proceed with these
opﬁoas instead of the alternatives initally proposed by the CSOs.

130. As noted, the Forum received 2 late submission from a group that use Part of the Type 1
MPA in Okarite A and B for recreational fishing and whitebaiting, This group will likely
respond negatively to a decision o progress cither Olarito A or B.

Patential implementation

131. Any dedsions to provide marine protection can be implemented using #he existing statutory
tools {the Marine Reserves Act 1971 and the Fisheries Act 1996) oz through special
legislation.

Exfeting legiglation

132.Under current legislation, marine resezves would be implemented under the Marine
Reserves Act 1971 and fisheries prohibitions under the Fisheries Act 1996.

133.1f you decide to further recommendations for marine reserves using existing legislstion, you
may direct DOC officials to develop matine teserve applications on behalf of the Forum
and implement statutory processes.

134. Following your decisiocn on which options to progress as marine reserve applications, it
should be possible to have marine reserves estzblished within twelve months. In ozder to
meet this timeframe, DCC, 1MFish and, to 2 lesser extent, Parliamentary Counncil Office will
need to allocate a high priority to this work.

135. 5 you decide that officials should investigate options for prohibiting bottom trawiing,
dredging and Danish seining onder the Fisheries Act 1996, any subsequent decisions would
be subject to statutory processes. Decision making would involve a further analysis of costs
and benefits and 2 Regulatory Impact Statement as part of the annual consultation on
regulatory changes undertzken by MFish. If approved, regulations could be in place for the
beginning of the 1 October 2012 fishing year.
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Speciz! legislation

136. An option exists to implemment protection measoses using special legislation rather than the
cxisting Marine Reserves Act 1971 and Fishedes Act 1996, This would provide a stand-
alone piece of legislation that protects matine bxodwe.mty along patts of the West Coast. A
similar approach was taken when establishing marine reserves in Fiordland using the
Fiordland (Te Moana o Atawhenuz) Matine Management Act 2005. :

137.The curtent timeframe for implementation under special legislation is nocertain and
dependent on the legislative priotity it is afforded by Ministers. In the lead up to the 26
November 2011 election; officials anticipate it may be difficult to secure sufficient legislative
priotity for implementstion under special legislation.

138. Furthermore, while the Select Committee process for special legislation would pzovide an
oppoztimity for obtaining submissions from the public, this process will likely oot meet the
West Coast commusity’s cxpectations that there will be futther consultstion. The
recommendation report notes that the Forum decided not to consult widely on their final
recomnrmendations “as there will be another opportunity through any formal consultation
process.”

139. Consistzat with your previous decisions regarding prohibitions on fishing around the
' Subantarctic Islands, MFish does not recommend using special legislation to :.mPlernent
pwtectxon nreasutes.

Resourcing implications
111' the Ppast the mpimnen{ataon process for matine reserves has been protracied due to iack
of siatutory timeframes for processing. Ministers may choose to ditect their departments to
prioritise this wotk in order to address potential delays.

Other matiers

Educational Showecase Sites

141. With the exception of the Forum’s commercial fshing representatives, the Forum
supported the concept of five Educational Showcase Sites. As noted, these Sites were
developed outside the MPA Policy requitements, but in line with the Forum’s tmsk to
“promote public appreciation and enjoyment of the West Coast matine envitonment.” The
five Sites are recommended for the specific purpose of establishing MPAs in coastal ateas
easily accessible to the public, where people could expetience and learn about the manne
cavitonment It should be noted, however, that the Forum’s sk can be met withour
estzblishing these Sites.

142, While the scope of the MPA Policy is to establish MPAs to enhance biodiversity ontecﬁ@m
it also refers to MPAS ss providing opportenities for education, as well as recreation, mavine
toudsm and scientific research, to enhance New Zesland’s environmental performance.
DOC and MFish are of the view that it is open to you to consider the merit of each Site.
These five Sites are described as follows,
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143, DOC and MFish request that you make decisions on two of the five Showcase Sites (Ship
Creek and Siberia Bay) and defer your decision on another Site {Jackson. Head). The
temaining two Sites inchide proposed changes that OC can progress independently.

Stberia Bay

144. The Siketia Bay proposzl is 2 Type 1 MPA totalling 0.88 km® (88 hs) in the unnamed bay to
the north of Tauranga Bay at Cape Foulwind {nesr Westport), known locally as Siberia Bay.

Muabindpra Criek [ Tymﬁm&m Tédal L;gam

145, The Mahindpus Creek (Tuwhmim:e} Proposg} includes transferring the administration of
0.08 km® (8 ha) of unallocated Crown Land in ¢he lower reaches of the Mahinfpua Creek /
Towharewhare Jagoon from LINZ to DOC. The lagoon is located at the mouth of the
Hokitika River.

Ship Creek:

146. The Ship Creek proposal is a Type 1 MPA totalling 0.17 ken” (17 ha) in the lower reaches of
Slup Creelz and 700 m of the adjacent coastline out to 200 m offshore. Ship Creek is Jocated
in South Westlanid zbout 15 km north of the Haast township.

Hipuka Estucry

147. The Hipuka Estuary proposal includes transferring the administation of 0.07 km? (7 ha) of
unallocated Crown Land in the lower reaches of the Fifpuka Estuary from LINZ to DOC.
The Hapuka Estuaty is located in South Westland &bout 10 km south of the Haast

townslup
]@a&éﬁ&g Head

148, Thie Jackson Head proposal is 2 Type 1 MPA totalling 0.21 km® (21 ha) in two areas on both
sides of Jackson Head, located approximately 50 km south of the Haast township.

Biodiveisity protection
© 149. As soted, the value of the five Educationsl Showcase Sites is their public accsss that mekes

them pasticulady attractive for further study and public education, not biodiversity
protection pet se.

£50. Sotme changes in the abundance of particular species might be expected at the Sibexia Bay,
Ship Creek and Jackson Head Sites, but any such changes ate likely to be localised.

Impacts on existing users
151. The minerals and commercial fishing industiies submitted against the Educational Showcase

Sites, a5 they were considered to be beyond the scope of the MPA Policy 2nd could set a
precedent for future forum planning processes. Accordingly, DOC and MFish cannot advise
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you on the potental adverse impacts these Sites would pose for existing minersl extraction
and commercial fishing uses.

152, Apart from Seafield Resource’s prospecting permit, there are 1o other mining permits issued
over any of the five Educational Showcase Sites. :

153 TRONT oppose the Siberia Bay Site as it is a traditional fishing ground of special
significance.

154, Smﬂariy, TRONT aad Te Rinanga o Makaawhio oppose the Jackson Head Sites due to it
being a teaditional fishing ground of special significance. The Jackson Head Site overlaps
with the Jackson Bay mataitai reserve applicadon.

ove:lap with th{a Ship Creck (I‘aupmkaka) mitaitai  reserve ap@hcatlon The
recommendsation report states that if the mitaitai reserve is declated, the Ship Creek Site
(Typel MPA} bouvndary should “be rezligaed so as to adjoin but not overlap.” ‘

156, While the Jacksen Head Site includes two Type 1 MPAs, their small sizes accommadate
boat-based recreational fishing in the temsinder of jackson Bay anid bieyond. At Jackson Bay
there is 4 boat ramp outside of the proposed MPA that is commonly used by tecreational
fishers.

Departmental Recommendations

157.DOC and MFish do not recommend the Siberia Bay 2nd Jackson Head Sites be progressed
due to TRONT staﬂng the aress are eaditional ﬁshmg grounds of special s:gmﬁcance_
currently proceeding, it is recommended that you defer considesation of this Site until the
Minister of Fisheties and Aquaculture bas considered the advice paper on this application.

158.DCC and MFish recormend that the Ship Creelr Site boundary be amended 1o avoid any
ovedap with the Ship Creek (Taupesikalks) mitzitai reserve appiic;aﬁon Should you apree, z
decision could be made on whether this Site is progtessed itvespective of whether the
Minister of Fisheries and Aquaculm:e has vet considered the advice pape.t on the nitaitai
zeserve application.

s

159, The rationalisation of an adjucent naformed lepal road at the Ship Creek Site and the
transfer of land titles for the Mahindpua Creek / TGwharewhare tidal lagoon and Hapuka
Estuaty Sites do not require Ministeral decisions. DOC caa progress them independently.

28



€

Department of Conservation
Te Papa Atawbai

Annex I: Forum process and outcomes

160. Annex 1 discusses the composition and role of the Foram and the process followed to

artive 2t the MPA options along the West Coast.

Forum composition, role and process

161.

162,

Forum membesrs were appointed by DOC’s West Coast Tal Poutini Conservator in eatly
2005. Twelve of the 14 Forum members have been present since its commencement
Current and past membess are listed below.

Current Forum membeis

Bruce Hamilton Chair, commumnity representative, Westpoat

Emily Arsthur West Coast Tsai Poutini Conservation Board representative

and tutor at Tai Poutini Polytechnic at the tme of
nomination, Christchurch

Ben Huotana Te Rananga o Ngiti Waewne, Ross

Carrol Browne Community and tourisin, Fox Glacier

Keny Eggeling Commetdial fishing industry, Okutu

Ian kicKenzie , Commerdial fishing indnstry, Westport

Geoff Rowling Recreational fishing, Motueka

Eugenie Sage Royat Porest and Bird Protection Society, Banks Peninsula
Cazol Scott Commetcial fshing industry, Challenger PinFisheries

' Managermnent Company Lid. Nelson

.Denis Shannahan West Coast Regional Council, Dobson

Brad Stenhouse Recreational fishing and diving, Greymouth

Stuart Thomson Commercial fishing industry, Greymouth

Richard Wallace Te Rananga o Makaawhic, Hokitika

Bruce Watson Envitonment and comanunity, Hokitika

Past Porum memberts

Rick Barber Te Rinangs o Ngati Waewae, Greymouth/Mawheta
Perer Cobumn Ceo ity and education, past chair 2005-6, Westport
Tewhe Weepn Te Rinanga o Ngatd Waewae, Ambhura Pa

Helen Rasmussen Te Rinanga o Makaawhio, Okurn

Note: Denis Shannahan passed away on 29 April 2010. He had conteibuted throughout and
suppotted the process since its commencement, standing in as Chair oa 2 numbet of
occasions. Kate Bartram (SEAFIC) attended some meetings duting 2010 on behalf of Carol
Scott as the teptesentative for commercial fishing interests.

The Forum developed Teuns of Reference prior to the release of the MPA Policy and the
MPA Classification, Protection Standard and Implementation Guidelines. While the Terms
of Reference teflect the MPA Policy requirements, they go beyond these requitements by
tagking the Forum with promoting public appreciation and enjoyment of the West Coast
marine environment. This additional tusk led to the Forum’s consideration of five
Educational Showcase Sites (some being small-sized matine teserves essily aceessible to the
public). In addition, some of the recommended Type 1 MPAs go beyond the requitements
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of the MPA Policy by including caveats (e.g. banning dogs or allowing drft wood
collection}.

163. The Forum first convened in April 2005 and met 29 times. These meetings culminated in

the Forum identifying potential MPAs at fous pritmary loczticns and proposing protection
measures for five Educational Showcase Sites. The Forom then relessed a consultation
document in June 2009 and sought the public’s views on these proposals. Afier considering
submissions, the Forum was unable to reach consensus on one set of recommendations and
have, therefore, presented between two and three options for 1MPAs at each primary
location; some MPA options are very similar to those consulted on, and others partially
reflect preferred altematives identified by stzkeholders during the consultation process.
Accordingly, some of the MPA options presented to you on 28 July 2010 have not been
subject to wide public consultation,

1§4,A1though_-the Forum was usable to reach 2 consensus on whether to include the

Educational Showease Sites in their recommendations, these Sites ate included in this paper
s0 that you can consider them on their merits.

165.In developing these recommemdaﬁcms, the Forum tock into account both the marne

biodiversity values and the intsrests of and potential adverse impacts on existing usezs of the
atine environment within the bisgeographic tegion and Treaty Settlement obligations.
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Annex 2: Forum consultation

166. The Forum’s June 2009 consultation process was extensive and is outlined in Appendix 4 of
the recommendation report (p.113).- As noted, the consuliation process resulted in new
informzation being presented that parsnaded the Forum to depart from its June 2009 MPA
proposals. A summary of issnes raised in submissions is sét out in Appendix 5 of the
recommendation report (pp.116-138).

167. The stakeholder discussions after June 2009 ate outlined in the récommendation report
{pp-139-158). In summary, the discussions with the Paua Industry, Minerals Industry, Crown
Minerals, Te Obu Kaimoana (TCKI{) and TRONT helped ensure that the Fornm
considered potential adverse impacis on existing users of the matine envitdiiment and
Treaty settlement obligations when developing recommendarions for MPAs:

168.8ome of the MPA options recommended by the Forum have not been sobject to wide
public consulation. Thete bas also been no formal departmentl consultation on the final set
of MPA options recommended by the Forum. statutory Processes to PIogress
particular MFA options would require consuliation by the Crown.

Tangate whenwa

169. The JPA Folicy states that “the special relationship between the Crown and Mior will be
provided for, including kmmkxtxnga, customary use and mitauranga Mior.” Further to this,
the MPA Policy states that madne protect&on plamnng forums “will constructively involve

: sapmte dialogue with tangats whenua to ensure that Treaty obligations are met.”
‘i?’&As noted, the biogeographic region includes the takiwi of two of the 18 Papatipu Rinanga

that make up TRONT, Te Rinanga o Makesswhio and Te Rinzags o Ngiti Waewae, in
accordance with the I¥gai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998,

171. With respect to the process for planning MPAs in the West Coast biogeographic region,
both Rinanga and TRONT were fully involved. The Forum’s Temmns of Reference make
particular refevence to this matter: “Tangata whenya bave a special role in 75is jocess, as trealy
partners with the Crown, and as kaitiaks of Ng# Taby Whanui Takiwa. Te Rinangs o Makaawbio and
T¢ Rénanga » Neai Waewae bave a roiz as stakebolders, erisuring that the pringpal of Koitickitanga
(iewardship) is atpropriotely expressed in the masing engironment, and as treagy paripers of the Crovm.”

172.1x late 2008 and eacdy 2009, 11 mitaitai reserve applications were lodged for aress along the
West Coast between Bam Island (south of Jackson Bay) and Arahurs {(notth of Hokitika).
Nine of these applications were lodged by Te Riinanga o Makaawhio, one by Te Riinanga o
Ngio Waewae and one is a joint application by both Riinanga, MFish has been advised by
both Rilnanga that seven applications are on hold and the remaining four can proceed.
MFish is preparing an advice papet on these four applicatioris.

173.None of the miitaitai reserve applications overap with the MPA optons for the four
primaxy locations. However, the Jackson Head and Ship Creek Educational Shovrcase Sites
overlap with two applications, which are discussed below.
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174. As noted, some of the eight twi that meke up Te Tau Ihu Iwi at the top of the South Iskand
also assett customary rights within parts of the Ngai Tahu tzkiwi that are included in the
West Coast biogeographic region. Te Tau Thu Iwi were not initizlly members of the Forom,
but during the process Ngati Apa expressed interest in the Forum process aad sought to
join the Forum. A representative of Nigiti Apa was invited to attend all subsequent meetings
in an observer role, although this opportunity was never taken up. All Te Taup Tha Iwi were
sent copies of the Jume 2009 comsultation document snd inviied to engage in the
counsultation process. Some submissions were received, predominantly from the iwi

commercial fishing or hoiding companies.

175. TRONT made a submission mdmtmg support for -some of the MPA options and
Educational Showcase Sites and opposition to others. TRONT also submitted conicesn that
the Forum, mciudmg DOC and MFish, were consideting submissions and informstion
provided by other iwi and TOKM. TRONT considered these subimissions and information
should be rejected in their entirety.

176.5ince the June 2009 consultation process wes open to the public, DOC and MFish consider
it was appropriate for the Forum to consider the views expressed in all submissiogs
received. Similarly, it Wcmld be appropriate for you to consider the range of views in
gubmissions when your decisions on the MFPA options for the four ptimary
locations, while also recogaising TRONTs status as tzngata whenua.

177. TRONT provided fusiher sdvice on MPA cpﬁons following the June 2009 comsultation
prooa% As noted, TRONTs advice is included in the recommendation zepott {pp. }39-§4‘1)
and explicitly sets out their reasons for supporting or opposing each MPA: opfion: In
summz:y, TRONT is “optimistic that support can be given” to Kahurangi B, Punakaiki A
and C, Okarito A and B, and Gorge A. TRONT opposes Kahurangi A, Pogikaiki B and

Gozge B.

178. TRONT opposes the Siberia Bay and Jeckson Head Educational Showcase Sites due to both
areas being waditional fishing grounds of special significance. As well, the Jackson Head snd
Ship Creek Sites overlap with mitzitai seserve applications.

179. ‘IRONT is “optimistic that support can i:e given” to the Ship Creck Site subject to »
boundaty amendment to avoid any os‘&’]ap vmfh the Ship Creek (X augenkﬁka) i taitai
miitaitai resc:vc then the Forum recommends that the Ship: Creek matine rescrve boundery
be realigned 50 s to adjoin but not overiap.” MFish snticipates completing the advice paper
on the four mitaitai reserve applications, including Ship Creek, by mid-2011.

Maon commersial fisking interests

180. Although TOKM were aot represented on the Forum, they made a presentation and
submitted theit views to the Forum, Some Forum members along with DOC and MFish
officials met with TOKM representatives following the June 2009 consuitation process. The
final maps for all M PA options were provided to TOKM and all of the Te Tau Ihu Iwi for
theis comment and input. No feedback was received from zny of these groups.
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Assessment of Proposed Management Measures against the Protection
Standard

L& Background

The MPA Policy is being implemented in the 12-nm Terntorial Sea within the West Coast
biogeographic region. The Foratn charged with making recommendations for new MFAs has
identified sets of options within four ptimaty locations along the West Coast (Kahurang,

Punakaild, Okatito and Gorge).

The Forum has recotomended: two options at Kahurangi covering 85 km?and 665 km® three at
Punakaild with two covering 39 km® and the third covering 244 km®; two at Okarito covering 29
km?® z2nd 165 km® and; two at Gorge with both covering 122 Em® Seven of these options
(Kahurangi B, Panakaiki, A, B & C, Clasito A and Gorge A & B) envisage the establishment of
Type 2 MPAs through the prohibition of Sshing methods using the Fisheries Act 1996 .

What has been unclear to this poiat is whether the protection proposed using Fisheries Act 1996
prohibiticns would be sufficient to be considered 2 MPA. That is the subject of this Annex and
for the reasons outlined below, officials consider the sets of options proposed by the Forum are
sufficient. to meet the requiseinenis of the MPA Policy and be considered 1MPAs.

2.0 Agreement on intespreting and implementing the Protection St

DOC and H{Fish have agrezd to use hFish’s interpretation when assessé.ﬁg whether options that
- propose fishares management messures provide sufficient protection to be considered MPAs
{the protection standard).

The MPA protection standard, with respect to fishing, will be interpreted and implemented as
follows:

o  Bottom trawling, dredging and Danish scining will be prohibited in all MPAS.

» Methods that contsct the seabed, such as potting and bottom set-netting, shouid be
considered for prohibition in an MPA if they zre being deployad on fragile, bio_gm’;ic hzbitars
{the additional prohibitions being confined to the fragile arez, pot extending to the estire
MPA).

® Mid-water fishing methods such as purse seining, mid-water trawling and midwater
gillnetting, will be considered on a case-by-case basis to determine if these methods are
having an adverse effect on the aquatic environmeent. If evidence suggests mid-water
methods are being used and ate having an adverse effect on the aquatic environment, as
defined by the Fishesies Act 1996, they will need to be prohibited if the 2rez is to be called an
MPA. If these methods are not in use, or there is no evidence they are having an adverse
effect, an MPA can be established without further prohibitions.

An assessment of non-fishing iropacts will be made on 2 case-by-case basis.
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3.0 Analyeis

“The prohibitions under the Fisheries Act 1996 that are envisaged for Type 2 MPAs st
Kahurangi, Punaikaili, Okarito and Gotge need to be assessed against each of the three bullet
points above to determine whether they meet the protection standard.

3.1 Mobile bottom gear

The first element of the protection standard is that bottom trawling, dredging and Danish
seining be prohibited. The proposed options for the establishment of Type 2 MPAs at
Kahurzngi, Punakaiki, Okarito and Gorge would prohibit bottom trawling, dredging sxnd Danish
seining, and thereby satisfy the first requirernent of the protection standard. Any probibition on
these methods would be implemented subject to meelmg the requirements of the Fisheries Act
1996.

32 [ﬂmobi&? botram gear '

The second element of the protection standard is to consider a prohibition on bottom contacting
methods if a) they are in use, and b} they are being deployed on fragile biogepic habitats. A
prohibition is not necessesily required.

With respect to the Type 2 MPA portions of the Kaburangi B, and Puonakaikd A, B and C
opticss, officials do not consider that any further method psohibitions are necessary 2s bottom
contacting methods (bottom long lining, set netting and rock lobster potting) ate not known to
be in use in these areas. As identified, the protection standard zequires current use of immobile
bottem gear before any further prohibitions are considered. The protection standard is clear that
any additionsl prohibitions that apply to immobile bottom gear would only apply to areas of
fragile biogenic habitat and would not extend to the entire MPA.

With respect to the Type 2 MPA portions of the Okarito A, set netting is the only betiom-
contacting method cumrently used. For Gorge A and B options, bottom long lizing, and sock
lobster pomng are the only bottom-contacting methods currently used. These methods have a2
low physical impact on sezfioor otganisms.” In addition, the habitat msps presented to the
Forum do sot identify any fragile biogenic habitat within these areas. Accordingly, officials do
not consider that further method prohibitions are nec&ssaxy for the area within the Okarito A

and Gorge A and B options.

As a result, the proposed Type 2 MPAs at il pnmary locations satisfy the second requirement of
the protection standard,

3.3 Mid-waicr fishing methods

The third element of the protection standard relates to eid-water fishing methods such as pusse
seining; mid-water irawling and midwater gilinetting. These methods would only be considered
for prohibition if evidence sugpests mid-water methods are being used and they are having an
adverse effect on the aquatic environment (as assessed under the Fisheres Act 1996). These

* Morgan, LE., Chueapagdes, R. 2003. Shiftiog gears: addressing the collateral impacts of fishing methods in US
waters, Pew Beience Saries.
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methods are zot known to be in use within any of the proposed Type 2 MPAs recommended by
the Foram. Accordingly, officals do not consider that further method prohibitions are necessary,
as the MPA options tecommended by the Forum satisfy the third requirement of the protection
standard,

- activity

The protection standard provides for a case-by-case assesszuent of non-fishing impacts on the

physical structures of the seafloor and the species resident in the atea, based on best available
- infortpation. Non-fishing impacts are managed under the Resource Management Act 1991
(RMA) through the West Coast Regional Cozstal Plan. -

Identified activities are Yisted 2nd consideted as follows:
Bisprospecting, mining and extraction

- Thete ate 2 number of minerals permits issucd over a latge area of the West Coast. The majority
of these are for black sand gold mining slong the intertidal zone. This activity could occur within
a foatine reserve, subject to the provisions of the Regionsl Cosstal Plan, and if the land was
included in the 4™ schedule of the Crown Minersls Act, then consent from the Minster of

Conservation would 2lso be required.

Thete is camrently cne minerals prospecting permit issued for a large area of the West Coast
coastsl marine sres, which includes the proposed MPAS at the Punakaili and Okarito primary
locatons. If the company wants to pursue this miners]l rescurce, 2 mining pemit from the
Minister of Enerpy would be tequired. This may requaire furthet consent from the Regicnal
Council, and if the area was included in the 4% Schedule of the Crown Minerals Act, then
consent from the Minister of Consetvation would also be zeguired. The MPA options at
Punakaiki and Okarito meet the protection standard, given the current level of activity. However,
if consent was granted, then it would be appropuate to review whether the protection standard
would still be met. '

Wreck salvags, removal of any part or demoftion
Due to the risk of disturbance of habitats that have formed around a wreck as well as the
surrounding eavironment these activities may require resource consent under the RMA.

Research

Some research is currently managed by permits from the Department of Conservation and
Ministry of Fishedes, depending on location and nature of the research.

Shipping

Risk from il spill and invasive species is managed under the West Coast Regional Coastal Plag,
West Coast Plant Pest Management Strategy and die Manae Transport Act 1994, See also
Discharges section below.
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Discharges

Point source discharges from land are managed under the West Coast Regional Coastzl Plan,
Discharges from ships and offshore installations are cumently regulated in line with RMA Marine
Pollution Regulations and Rules under the Maritime Transport Act 1994 (that give effect to the
international convention MARPOL).®

Coastal develgpriini

Coastal development is managed under the provisions of the West Coast Regional Coastal Plan.
The Forum chose isolated sites as potential MPAs to reduce the likelhood of threats from
coastal develcpmaut. ,

Seiconc activiy

Sotne seismic surveys have been conducted over paris of the proposed MP&S at Kahurangi, and
Okarito, and they may occur thete in the futute, although none ate known to be planned for at
this stage.

Summoary

At the cutrent level of ac&viéy none of the impacts identified above would prevent the protection
standard from being met in the 12-nm Territorial Seas within the West Coast blogeogmpi*nc
tegion. However, if circumstances were to change significantly, such as 2 minerals permit being
granted, a new sssessment would need to be undertaken at that time,

50 Heview

Should there be 2 significant change in the fishing practices or other acivities curtendy sccutting
within the West Coast biogeographic region, eg. seabed mining, a subsequent znalysis of
whether the prevailing manapement measutes still meet the protection standard would be
required. Following a review, the MPA status may be re-confirmed or farther megagement
intesvention may be considered. It is also possible that MPA status could be revoked.

Momitoring of MPAs that allow some level of use will be dmportant to assess whether ot not
those aciivities are having an adverse effect on the aquatic environment.

% Jntermational Convention for the Prevention of PoBuston from Ships 1974,
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Office of Hon Phil Heatley

MP for Whangarei
Minister of Fisheries and Aquacuiture

Minister of Housing

- B AUG 2811

Bruce Hamilton

Chair o

West Coast Marine Protection Forum
Bulier Bridge

WESTFPORT

Dear Bruce

We are writing to inform you, as chair of fhe West Coast Marine protection Forum {the
Forum}, of our decisions on the options recomimended by the Forum for marine protected
areas (MPAs) on the West Coast. '

in considering the Forum’s recommendations and making our decisions on which options to
pursue formally, it is clear to us just what a challenging task you had before you. Once
again, we would like to thank you, and the rest of the Forum, for the time and effort you have
put into this process.

We refer you to the attached maps that illusirate our decisions, which are described below,
for each of the primary locations considered by the Forum.

Kahurangi

Establish a marine reserve exiending over the area proposed by the Forurmi as a Type 1
MPA in the ‘Kahurangi B’ option, but excluding its Type 2 MPA covering the fower reaches of
the Heaphy River. Since mobile bottom-fishing methods (bottom-trawling, Danish seining
and dredging) are not known to occur in the lower reaches of the Heaphy River, we consider
a Type 2 MPA would not provide additional biodiversity protection. :

Punakalkd

Establish a mix of Type 1 and Type 2 MPAs consistent with the ‘Punakaiki A’ option
recommended by the Forum.

Okarito

_Establish a marine reserve extending over the area proposed by the Forum as a Type 1
MPA in the ‘Okarito A’ option, but excluding its Type 2 MPA covering the coastal waiers
along the Okarito Lagoon. This decision constitutes a hybrid between the ‘Ckarito A” and
‘Okarito B’ options proposed by the Forum, which we consider may provide a greater level of
biodiversity protection and a lower level of impact on existing users of the area.

Gorge

Establish a mix of Type 1 and Type 2 MPAs, with a marine reserve consistent with the
‘Gorge A’ option recommended by the Forum, but with significant modification fo a2 Type 2
MPA boundary. The modified boundary excludes the northern portion of a Type 2 MPA,
while including the heads of canyons beyond the 200 m depth contour along the southemn
portion. We consider this modification of a Type 2 MPA boundary wili improve compliance
and enforcement and provide a greater lavel of biodiversity protection by including areas of

ﬁ u
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deepwater habitats. Prior to amending the boundaries we scught and received comments
from both George C[ements {Deepwater Group Lid) and Carcl Scott (Challenger Finfisheries
Mgmi: Co LidL.

. Educational Showcase Sites

Establish ‘& marine reserve over the arsa proposed by the Forum as ‘Ship Creek’
Educational Showcase Site based on the Forum's recommended boundary adjustment fo
avoid any overiap with the proposed Ship Creek (Tauperikaka) mataital reserve.

Not establish marine reserves over the areas proposed by the Forum as ‘Siberia Bay' and
‘Jackson Head' Educational Showcase Sites. We consider these two sites should not be
progressed, as they include areas identfied as traditicnal fishing grounds of special
significance for tangata whenua.

Not progress the land transfers proposed by the Forum at ‘Mahinapua Creek/TOwharewhare’
and ‘Hapuka Estuary’ Educational Showcase Sites. Progress on these proposals does not
require our decisions.

We are cognisant of the different views of Forum members as reflected in the options
presented to us. Having carefully considered the information presented by the Forum, we
believe that the protection we will now pursue provides for biodiversity conservation and
other compatible interests, whilst recognising existing use.

To implement the above measures, it is infendead that prohibitions on bottom trawling, Danish
seining and dredging will be sought through reguiations under the Fisheries Act 1996, and
that marine reserves will be established through the process prescribed by the Marine
Reserves Act 1971. Officials will keep you informed of progress through the relevant
legislative processes.

Our decisions will be announced in August 2011. We invite you to communicate our
decisions to all Forum members. However, the contents of this letter are embargoed from
turther distribution until after that announcement has been made.

We would Tike to thank you for the comprehensive work undertaken by the Forum in
gathering, considering and presenting the necessary information, and also for your patience
in awaiting our decisions.

The work of the Forum has played an important role in ensuring the enduring protection of
the West Coast's unique marine environment.

Yours sincerely

s

Hon Phil Heatiey Hon Kate Wilkinson
fifinister of Fisheries and A@aam%ﬁwe Minister of Conservation




