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Outline of the issue 

The six Coral Triangle  countries (CT6)have evolving systems of MPAs at the national and/or local levels (Figure 1).  The Coral Triangle Initiative (CTI) links these six countries, which have previously not cooperated as a unified group. Previously, Indonesia, Malaysia and Philippines cooperated with other Southeast Asian countries to produce a Regional Action Plan for an MPA network in Southeast Asia in 2002.  Papua New Guinea and the Solomon Islands previously linked with Pacific Island nations through networks such as the Locally Managed Marine Area network (LMMA).  The CTI aims to learn from, build upon and scale up existing efforts. A brief description of each country’s marine protected area (MPA) program and its national MPA commitmentsfollows.[image: image2.jpg]Strategies should Strategies should Excedtegshiald
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Figure 1.  MPAs in each country, by size, and the Coral Triangle area as defined by a gradient of diversity of corals and fish. 
East Timor (no information except for Nino Konis Santana National Park of which the marine component is informally known as Jako Marine Park)

Indonesia has established 114 MPAs (37 within the Coral Triangle), 38 of which contain coral reefs as the dominant habitat.  Legally designated MPAs currently cover almost 70,000 km2. Many of these National Parks were designated in the 1980’s.  Most of Indonesia’s MPAs are combined with terrestrial parks, and are administered by the Ministry of Forestry.  All MPAs are administered at a national level but managed at a district (regional) level.  There are also a growing number of village-level MPAs that are co-managed with the district and national governments.  Monitoring of selected MPAs in Indonesia, by large NGOs working in collaboration with the government management units, indicates that a few areas are showing positive impacts on fish stocks and coral reef condition.  It is estimated that less than 20% of Indonesia’s MPAs are functionally meeting their management objectives.  Indonesian institutions are just beginning to develop a MPA monitoring and management effectiveness system. The Government currently aims to protect 100,000 km2 by 2010 and 200,000 km2 by 2020. Besides the formally declared MPAs, customary management of marine resources is present in parts of Indonesia, including Sangihe-Talaud, Muluku, and Aceh (see below).
Malaysia  has established 83 MPAs of which 51.8% or 43 MPAs include coral reefs covering about 14,168 km2.  Sabah Province has 5 MPAs managed through the Sabah Wildlife Department (state government).  The total no-take portion of MPAs in Malaysia is 2310 km2 (16% of total MPA area). The management effectiveness of MPAs in Malaysia is considered good by regional standards given that destructive fishing is not common in most MPAs and fishing effort is at least partially controlled.  Nevertheless, there is no standard monitoring system that includes measures for management effectiveness being implemented at a state or national scale.

Papua New Guinea has nationally designated approximately 22 MPAs (including Wildlife Management Areas, Marine Parks, Historic reserves, and Provincial parks). In Papua New Guinea, inshore marine resources are owned by communities through customary marine tenure, rather than by the state. This customary ownership is legally recognized and provides the basis for a number of local restrictions such as fisheries closures, gear restrictions, and species avoidance, known as customary management.  Within this customary ownership and management framework, MPA systems have been developed through the LMMA network since 2000.  

Philippines declared its first national marine park (Hundred Islands) in 1940, followed by MPA designations at the local and national government levels in the 1970s up to the present. Approximately 1100 MPAs, covering about 200 km2, are managed by municipal and city governments through co-management arrangements, all of which contain no-take areas surrounded by some form of managed fishing area.  Under the National Protected Areas System Act of 1992, 28 national MPAs have been proclaimed that cover about 15,500 km2.  The Philippine Marine Sanctuary Strategy, endorsed in 2002, has a target of 10% of “marine waters” to be fully protected by 2020 in a MPA network.  The Sulu-Sulawesi Marine Ecosystem area of the southern Philippines is the first regional “seascape”
 area to be systematically planned at a large scale.  The Philippines has a monitoring protocol for MPAs that is adopted by most implementing organizations that feed information into a national MPA database coordinated by the MPA Support Network (MSN), which involves both governments and NGOs. 
Solomon Islands, similar to Papua New Guinea, inshore marine resources are owned by communities through customary ownership. This customary ownership is recognized to varying degrees in government law in the Solomon Islands (The Fisheries Act 1998).  In the past decade, many Solomon Islands communities have established MPAs on their reefs as a means of managing and conserving their marine resources.  These MPAs have often been established in partnership with NGOs or universities who provide scientific and monitoring assistance. The Ministry of Environment is increasingly getting involved in MPA design, management, and finance and is now beginning to recognize various local initiatives (e.g., the Roviana/Vonavona MPA network was officially recognized by the government in August 2008). Legislation is being drafted to legally accommodate locally-driven initiatives and there is a move towards focusing on local initiatives instead of exclusively depending on NGOs. There are now over 50 community-based MPAs established in the Solomon Islands. Although many of these MPAs are small (ranging from 1 km2 to 145 km2), the vast majority of them are effectively conserved and have high compliance with community based regulations.  The Arnavon Islands is the oldest (1995) and largest community managed MPA with national recognition in the Solomon Islands.

What does this mean for achieving the goals of the draft CTI Plan of Action?

The need for more and better managed MPAs is highlighted in the CTI draft Plan of Action as a key goal (#3) that needs to be addressed in all the countries of the Coral Triangle.  But the CTI proposed network of MPAs is certainly not starting from scratch.  Most countries have existing: 1) systems of protected areas; 2) plans for networks of MPAs; 3) legal and institutional mechanisms for marine and coastal resources management, and 4) customary or local practices, all of which should be recognized by and incorporated into the proposed network, where appropriate.  At the same time, there are large discrepancies within and among the six countries in terms of MPAs and network design, plans, levels of implementation and means for monitoring and evaluation.

What does this mean for MPA network design, management and implementation?

Several important questions need to be considered regarding the goal of scaling up to networks of MPAs by 2015. These include:
· Is developing a standard system of socioeconomic, governance and ecological monitoring to survey MPAs throughout the CT region viable? If so, how can monitoring best include nationally relevant processes (ecosystem and social) and potential for adaptation to climate change? 
· What is the minimum acceptable data required to plan functional MPA networks (see issue paper on data and uncertainty, also, Marine Learning Partnership Final Report, in press, contact Alan White {alan_white@tnc.org})?
· How can the number, size, location and spacing of new MPAs be coordinated to maximize resilience (e.g. by integrating with existing and planned spatial and non-spatial management tools)? How can this be driven by country-level initiatives with adequate room for national flexibility?  
· Can enforcement of MPAs be improved if coordinated at network scales?
· What are viable revenue streams for MPA management and how might network-scale coordination help to maximize revenue?  
· How can we best build on lessons learned to date? 
Integrating customary management and marine conservation. In parts of the Coral Triangle, communities have customary ownership over marine resources and have established customary management practices, particularly in Indonesia, Papua New Guinea (PNG), and the Solomon Islands. These practices can include exclusive use rights, gear restrictions, and fisheries closures. Customary closures are often implemented for short periods (several weeks to 12 months—although in some cases they can last for years or even be permanent), and a concentrated effort of a family, clan, or the wider community may be applied to harvest the closed area after it is opened again. Customary closures include “fallow” rotation of fishing areas and the closure of certain areas to allow over-fished species to recover.  These are often very small in spatial scale and generally operate within the area owned by a specific clan or village.  Although tenure arrangements and customary management practices create a platform for resource management in parts of the coral triangle, they also present unique challenges (such as coordinating at larger spatial scales). Despite apparent similarities with MPAs, the practices, motives, and expectations behind customary management are often very different from what conservation groups, governments, and scientists wish to achieve. An externally-derived focus on biodiversity as the primary driver for designing MPAs may not coincide with local expectations and forms of customary management. Acknowledging this is important because many NGO initiated projects have already failed due to their insistence in placing biodiversity over the needs and expectations of local populations. Alternative management tools that can meet local utilitarian goals must also be considered. 
There are examples of ‘hybrid’ management systems, which link customary practices and contemporary conservation goals, such as in the Marovo and Roviana Lagoons in the Solomon Islands.  In parts of the Philippines, local Imams have used the Islamic principle of Al Khalifa to reinforce legal conservation measures, essentially creating a “double layer” of protection. Figure 2 presents some key considerations for planning MPAs where marine tenure and customary management systems exist, but these considerations are generally applicable to developing MPAs with communities. 
[image: image1.png]Large MPAs >=10,000 Ha
Small MPAs <10,000Ha -

Kilometers





Figure 2. Properties of successful hybrid management institutions. Customary/traditional and contemporary management systems can have contrasting: goals; social and ecological benefits; and spatial scales. The six principles (denoted as grey boxes) may help overcome these differences as managers, scientists, and communities hybridize the two systems. Adapted from Cinner & Aswani 2007.

In contrast to the countries where customary management practices are still common and have potential to further the objectives of marine conservation, the more populated countries of Indonesia, Malaysia and the Philippines depend primarily on statutory law being implemented at the local and national government levels to further their implementation of MPAs and related mechanisms for marine conservation.  In these countries, there is a trend to decentralization of authority to local government bodies that are increasingly playing an active role in the planning and implementation of MPAs and MPA networks.  This trend is most developed in the Philippines where municipalities and cities have full jurisdiction over their coastal and marine areas to 15 km offshore and are closed to commercial fishing.  Enforcement is left up to local government.  In effect, this constitutes a band of locally managed areas that covers twice the length of the US coastline. In Malaysia most management is under the state (provincial) government and in Indonesia, regional and district governments are playing a more active role.  This trend of devolution allows for management planning and implementation processes to be more sensitive to local customs and encourages greater stakeholder involvement, thus the principles in Figure 2 are highly relevant to community-based management in these areas. Although in the Philippines and Malaysia customary management systems seem to have vanished, it is important to conduct social and ecological research in coastal communities to truly understand whether or not these systems are completely gone and if remnants can be built on and hybridized with government goals to manage marine ecosystems
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Some existing datasets  

The WFC-REEFBASE (2007) data base www.reefbase.org

UNEP and WCMC 2007.  World Database of Protected Areas.   www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa/
Philippine MPA Database (Philreefs 2007 www.philreefs.org/) 

Coastal Conservation and Education Foundation:  www.coast.ph  

Some existing projects  

National CTI Plans of Action

Project compiling information on national programs and priorities in each country covering the marine / coastal resources sector (contact CTI Secretariat, Mr. M. Eko Rudianto (Eko):  mrudiant@yahoo.com)
� ARC Centre of Excellence for Coral Reef Studies, James Cook University, Townsville, QLD, 4811, Australia. Email: � HYPERLINK "mailto:Joshua.cinner@jcu.edu.au" ��Joshua.cinner@jcu.edu.au�.  Phone +61 074781-6751


� Senior Scientist, Global Marine Team, The Nature Conservancy, Hawaii   � HYPERLINK "mailto:alan_white@tnc.org" ��alan_white@tnc.org�  


� Department of Anthropology and Interdepartmental Graduate Program in Marine Science, University of California at Santa Barbara, CA 93106-3210, USA. � HYPERLINK "mailto:aswani@anth.ucsb.edu" ��aswani@anth.ucsb.edu�


� Vice Chairman, Board of Trustees, WWF Philippines


� Seascape refers to large resource management areas defined by ecological and oceanographic affinities.  The Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, the first defined “seascape” in the Coral Triangle, covers areas in southern Philippines, Sahah Malaysia and Celebes Sea, Indonesia





