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Intro- many impacts. MPAs can protect against only some of these.  
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There are 6 no take marine reserves in HGMP, all of which are under 1000 ha. 
Cable Protection Zones are also legally MPAs under the MPA Policy and cover over 
70,000 ha in the HGMP. They also cover a wider array of depths and exposures 
than the marine no take reserves which are shallow coastal areas.  
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Transition into general HGMP ‘marine protected areas’. While MPA Policy is clear 
on what is and isn’t MPA, the HGMP stakeholder group can identify different types 
of ‘protection’ that are fit for purpose – including conservation goals but also a 
range of other values. These may result in different types of protection. A marine 
mammal sanctuary could enact measures to protect against bycatch in fishing nets 
or ship collisions; places of high importance for rec fishing could have all other uses 
banned; places with diverse bottom habitats could have non-destructive fishing 
allowed but no bottom impacts (eg seamount closures with minimum depth above 
bottom). The key is to determine objectives for MPAs, and then have zoning rules 
accordingly.  For biodiversity protection, if this is a HGMP goal, there are both 
national agreed standards for protection, and for 10% representation (at least at 
broad scales).   
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Land based impacts- MPAs that ban fishing have no effect on what is going on in 
adjacent land. There are other tools – eg RMA, Auckland council SEA-M – marine 
significant ecological areas, PMREs – priority marine receiving environments for the 
reduction of land-based impacts  
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Some actual text fromNZ MPA policy 
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Unpbulished data we have collected, figure by Tara Anderson at NIWA Nelson. Axis 
is pelagic larval duration – the shorter it is, the shorter they travel. Point out please 
that these are averaged across all Nztaxa for which we have dispersal info, and that 
these patterns are not different to other countries in a general sense. Eg Australia 
we share many species with Tasmania, Victoria, NSW. Also that particularly for soft 
sediments which are most of whatwe have in HGMP, 2/3 on average of soft species 
have limited or no planktonic dispersal. Majority of things in <10 days are minimal 
movement (10s of ms). Sorry do not have updated figure with 0 bin. But point is – 
spacing guidelines need to be adequate forwhat you are trying to protect. If big 
wide ranging tuna, this isa whole different story to protected the typical HGMP 
habitats and the whole complement of species in them (ie not just lobster and 
snapper) 
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Get them remembering that we do haveenough info to makedecisions. The MPA 
Policy gives a worst case physical surrogate approach, and use better biodiv info 
where you have it.  
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For territorial waters out to 12nm, NZ was divided into 14 bioregions. While the 
MPA policy states representation of 10%, the guidelines are broad here and in the 
NZBS commitment to the CBD, and it is assumed, but not mandated that this 
representation would be at both national and regional scales.  
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So once you put all your info together, what next? This is where we have software 
to help guide us in identifying the best bang for buck. SCP is the name for a number 
of software tools that have been used to support stakeholder forums such as the 
HGMSP.  
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These tools do not give you the answer, but they can help to determine best trade-
offs (ie they let you trade off biodiversity and resource use, and maximum one 
while minimisng impacts on the other. You can also identify where best to go next, 
and also the relative value of different locations for biodiversity (or other) 
objectives. 
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And here you can plot the bang for buck – so 10% of EEZ when chosen using this 
software can get you 27.4% of the biodiversity protected. 46.4% when you put 
aside 20%. Not bad.  
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Darkest blue is highest value, representative network. 
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And here you can plot the bang for buck – so 10% of EEZ when chosen using this 
software can get you 27.4% of the biodiversity protected. 46.4% when you put 
aside 20%. Not bad.  
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Another example from Northeast bioregion, this time with no cost included. 
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And here is Picasso- an adaptation of the MPA Policy physical habitat surrogates. 
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The Picasso habitat classes (e.g. M-30-200_she_MS; Marine, 30-200 depth, 
sheltered, Muddy Sand).  Most important habitats in terms of % HGMP are shown 
in red. The key is point is that the key habitats aren’t rock – they are soft sediment, 
deep habitats.  Few are already above 10% protection, and most of this protection 
is in the CPZs. This gap analysis can be used to focus on what habitats are not yet 
well represented as MPAs.  
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Gaps by sediment.   
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Gaps by depth 
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Gaps by exposure 
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Gaps by vegetation 
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You can use tools like Zonation (here another example fromSusan’s thesis) to show 
where the hotspots are, here two scenarios run using habitats on the left, and 
demersal fish only on the right. WE have many data layers that can be used to 
infom the stakeholder groups objectives whether you wantto focus on key species 
(Brydes), have multiple types of zones with different uses andimpacts on 
biodiversity associatedwith each), and helpinform goalswhether these are 
biodiversity oreconomic. Happy to discuss further.  
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Tons of people that have supported HGMSP and datasets to inform it. And 
esp thanks Clinton! 


