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Outline of the issue 

The draft CTI Plan of Action identifies, as a goal, the development of a fully-functional, region-wide network of marine protected areas (MPA).  These terms, network and marine protected area, mean different things to different people.  To achieve any objectives, the MPA network needs to be developed against a clear understanding of:

a. What is intended by the term marine protected area and network

b. The objectives of the MPA network

c. The priorities amongst those objectives

d. The available protection levels/zoning options that can be applied in designing the network (see also paper on designing an MPA network).

Within all the discussions presented in this paper, we remain cognisant that even multiple-use, multiple-objective MPAs are but one tool in the marine resource management toolbox (for example, see other background papers on non-spatial management tools, human adaptation to climate change, climate change and fisheries).

Relevance of the issue to the goals of the draft CTI Plan of Action 
The Coral Triangle Initiative draft Plan of Action identifies five goals as well as subordinate objectives or strategies that would benefit from a functional network of MPAs including an ecosystem approach to fisheries management, food security, better protection of threatened species, building resilience, including resilience to impacts of climate change, as well the MPA network goal itself.  Other considerations for objectives are to do with desirable degrees of representation, resilience, profitability, access to local users and more.
For the purposes of this workshop, an MPA is not just a no-take area.  The following is a list of some of the kinds of MPAs that could be used to help achieve across the range of CTI draft Plan of Action goals: no go/no entry areas except for scientific research; no take areas; seasonal closures; other temporal closures; areas with gear restrictions for various reasons (e.g. limiting effort, limiting by-catch, protection of threatened species; protection of habitat); local/traditional use only (e.g. LMMAs), tourism only or areas with other kinds of limitations (e.g. prohibiting interference with threatened species).    The international standard for categorising protected areas, including marine protected areas, encompasses this range of kinds of protection (see Table below).
	      IUCN Category
	Main objective or purpose

	IA
	Strict Nature Reserve
	Managed mainly for science

	IB
	Wilderness Area
	Managed mainly to protect wilderness qualities

	II
	National Park
	Managed mainly for ecosystem protection and recreation

	III
	Natural Monument
	Managed mainly for conservation of specific natural/cultural features

	IV
	Habitat/Species Management Area
	Managed mainly for conservation through management intervention

	V
	Protected Landscape/ Seascape
	Managed mainly for landscape/seascape conservation and recreation

	VI
	Managed Resource Protected Area
	Managed mainly for the sustainable use of natural ecosystems


In some countries, various multisectoral consultations have agreed on a common basis of definition of terminology with the term Marine Protected Area (MPA) as a generic term of protective management (White et al. 2006, Miclat et al. 2004)

An alternative way of considering both the different kinds of categories of protection and marine protected areas is to have very large MPAs within which there is different levels of protection – otherwise known as multiple-use zoning.  Within such an MPA, no-take areas or no-take zones comprise just part of the overall MPA.  The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park is an example of this. Within the CT region there are also examples of multiple use zoning within marine protected area boundaries but under the banner of Integrated Coastal Management [ICM]. In the Philippines, for example, there is the Sustainable Philippine Archipelagic Development Strategy which was one impetus for the formulation of the IRR of the Executive Order 533 on the ICM in the Philippines.
Previous work suggests that no-take areas can be an effective, if not sufficient, part of the solution to issues of over-fishing.   The figure below shows the positive impact of no-take areas upon fish stocks inside the protected areas, and data showing that fish catch has been maintained or increased outside the protected areas. 
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Figure: Changes in biomass within reserves and catch outside reserves in the Philippines (Alcala & Russ 2006)
A network of marine protected areas, as distinct from lots of separate MPAs, can be defined as comprising areas that are ecologically connected and possess a self-replenishing function (see also paper  #10 on connectivity).

With this definition of what an MPA network comprises, explicit identification of clear MPA network objectives against the CTI draft Plan of Action goals will enable better design of the network to help achieve these goals.  MPAs with purely fisheries objectives could be designed quite differently to MPAs whose objectives are only to do with protection of threatened species or overall biodiversity protection, and so on.  The MPA network to support the CTI draft Plan of Action will require multiple objectives.  Defining those objectives clearly can then enable MPA network design efforts to focus on achieving those multiple objectives.  
Objectives to consider for the CTI MPA network should be defined with consideration of the draft Plan of Action and could address:

Enhanced protection of fisheries resources

Enhanced protection of threatened species

Enhanced protection of species, habitats and natural processes 

Provision of a safety margin against human and natural disturbances including climate change
Maximising positive and minimise negative impacts upon human uses and values

Any network of MPAs will assist with dealing with threats and impacts but not suffice in isolation. A network of MPAs will provide a potentially significant level of effective resource management but must be developed and implemented as one of a suite of management measures aimed at ensuring protection and sustainable use.

What is the relevance of this issue with regard to an MPA network in the CT?

In the design of an MPA network with multiple objectives, there may be design decisions whereby one design favours objective A over objective B.  For these reasons, it is important that the relative priority of the multiple objectives is explicit.  Then decision-makers can align the MPA network design against the most important MPA objectives.  
A next step might be, against each of the prioritised MPA objectives, identify the types of protection that might be most useful.  For example:

· Enhanced protection of fisheries resources: no take areas, limited fishing areas, controls on destructive fishing, seasonal closures
· Enhanced protection of threatened species: limits on practiced that are destructive to threatened species and their habitats (this may include no-take areas)

· Enhanced protection of species, habitats and natural processes: no take areas, areas with limited fishing or controls on those aspects of fishing that are destructive to other species, habitats and natural processes

· Provision of a safety margin against human and natural disturbances: this may mean more of the above or additional lower level protection both as “insurance”, and 
· Maximising positive and minimising negative impacts upon human uses and values: no-take areas,  limited fishing areas, controls on destructive fishing, seasonal and/or other temporal closures, zones that separate conflicting uses.
Given the multiple-use nature of MPAs being discussed here, the overall boundary of the entire suite of MPAs could be set quite broadly, in geographic terms.  That is, do the countries wish to consider the MPA network as:

a) A large set of interlinked areas which have a variety of types of protection within them or

b) One (or several) large area(s) within which there is multiple-use zoning.

Within each of these options, the Jakarta draft Plan of Action refers to the need for a minimum amount of non-extractive areas that are ecologically linked.  For the CTI, peace parks and transboundary networks of various kinds can be used to help build confidence in working together and thus are crucial in dealing with the many governance challenges.
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