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Should we count PPAs «f‘&

g‘,v m" -
as “protected”? ' \
p ’ [ i W o -l
Biological responses in marine no-take reserves / ~
versus partially protected areas 7 S $8me’ben efit-but
Sarah E. Lester!'®*, Benjamin S. Halpern? ;%" + NON-S |gn |f| cant
Evaluating the relative conservation value of fully and
partially protected marine areas Some benefit for ta rgeted
Marija Sciberras®, Stuart R Jenkins®, Rebecca Mant?, Michel ] Kaiser®, Stephen ] Hawkins® & Andrew S Pullin’ 3 / S p e C I e SI b u t I n fe rl O r to F PAS

No-take marine reserves are the most effective protected areas
in the ocean

Enric Sala' and Sylvaine Giakoumi®

Key drivers of effectiveness in small marine protected
areas

John W. Turnbull’”® - Yasmina Shah Esmaeili’>? - Graeme F. Clark!
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o e Habitat General
Activity a;c HalY protection Use
ur S dlIOW suostantid
Recreational fishing
Line fishing X A7 v
° Spearfishing X SF o
uman impact e
Bait collection X S ¥ 4
Nets (scissor, hand hauled, scoop, landing, hoop) X F 7 g
. . . * Collecting
Species that can be taken from Habitat Protection zones : : — —
Recreational shell collecting X g /
*Some of the Habitat Protections zones (HPZ) in Port Stephens - Great Lakes Marine Park have additional rules, including Dutchies Collecting for aquariums - commercial and private X p* p
Beach HPZ where no hand picking or attempting to take any invertebrate fish by hand picking is permitted . Please check the User Guide Recreational seaweed collection X /2 e
(BDF. 2665 04 KB) for further details. Non-Extractive Recreational Activities
Common name Class or Famil Species EVIGHCON O Yes e & o o e
Yy pec SCUBA diving and snorkelling Ve Ve VE
Finfish (fish with fins and scales) Class Osteichthyes All species Molonited water Sports X v i
Hovercraft, airboat and seaplane P P P
Domesticated animals Vel Ve e
Shark, ray Class Chondrichthyes All species e
Competitions
Line and spearfishing X p* p
Lobster, crayfish Family Palinuridae All species Other (non-extractive) P P P
Other Activities
Slipper lobster Family Scyllaridae All species Aquaculture X p! 74
Anchoring e v 7
Prawn Family Penaeidae All species Organised sporting or other activity P P P
Research P P P
Squid Family Sepiidae All species Commercial Tourist Activities
Commercial tour operators (non-extractive) 2 P P
efich  Soruid y § Seniadarid | . Charter fishing P Pl P
Cuttlefis Family Spirulidae, Sepiidae and Sepiadariidae All species Commercial Fishing
Fish and prawn trawling X X oL
Beach worm Family Onuphidae All species Beach hauling/purse seine/lift net X e o
Line fishing X Vs v
Ghost shrimp, Marine yabby (nipper) Family Callianassidae All species Fish and lobster trapping X s* i
Hand gathering X ¥ g v
Mud crab Family Portunidae Scyalla serrata Longline/setline/dropline X X X
Estuary prawn netting X x° v
Blue swimmer crab Family Portunidae Portunus pelagicus Estuary - mesh and haul netting X X Sl
Crab and eel trapping X ¥ e v
Rock crab Family Grapsidae All species

Port Stephens Great Lakes Marine Park




‘Working”
(in Australian terms)...
17: Ecological goals eg
* Biodiversity

* Ecological processes
2": Social goals eg

e Sustainable use

“+

* Why does this matter? «
* Opportunity cost :

* Appreciating nature -« Social / economiccosts

. Learnmg experlences . Ecologlcal costs
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Western South
Australia Australia

56 sites
7000 km of coastline
of the
Great Southern Reef
1/3 open, 1/3 PPA, 1/3 FPA

_> / Port Stephens

> / Sydney
/£ \
)7 ) Jervis Bay

4 )Batemans Bay
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Partially-protected
areas were no better
than open areas for any

of our assessment
criteria
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Ecological

Fish diversity (species richness) -n

 rebomss| [T
v | [0

Mobile macro-invertebrate diversity (sp. richness) --
I |
Mobile macro-invert abundance (excl. urchins) --
| sesleimentabratedhensiy(catam) | § |
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Human usage community -E
Attraction to ecological values -n

Attraction to protection values -n

Understanding of MPA and level of protection

Perception that marine life is better at site

Perception that marine life is improving over time
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More social results
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Coastal

Almost

- Perceptit e




Discussion

PPAs do have a role

e Buffer zones
* Specific ecological goals eg protecting seagrass

However in terms of their broader objectives, we fo
* PPAs divert resources and mislead the public
* PPAs are “red herrings” in marine conservation

* Social effectiveness depends on ecological
effectiveness

* We need to monitor and upgrade PPAs if they are'n{ V
delivering e
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