Appendix 1: Current fishing related restrictions for the protection of Maui’s dolphin on the
West Coast of the North Island.

Map 1: Current set net and trawl restrictions and prohibitions off the west coast of the North
Island shown with the relevant inshore statistical reporting areas (40 – 46).
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Summary of Information in Maui’s dolphin TMP Regulatory Impact Statement
1. DOC and MPI tables for options considered as part of the review of the Threat Management Plan are presented below.
a. The economic impact assessment will vary between the tables. For some activities economic data is not readily available, the cost cannot be currently assessed or there is no economic cost associated
with the proposed option. For options where this information is not available the costs are addressed in a qualitative manner.
b. Costs, benefits, and additional risks or comments are addressed in regards primarily to Objective 2. It is difficult to quantify how much each option might improve the viability of the Maui’s dolphin,
however, it is assumed that by reducing risk their long-term viability could be enhanced.
c. There are a number of non-regulatory options proposed for non-fishing-related protection measures that are associated with increased engagement with external parties. DOC is already investigating
ways to implement these. Where work is underway this is highlighted in the “additional comments” field of the table.
d. DOC and MPI also consulted on a research, monitoring and advisory group to better prioritise, plan and fund future research, monitoring and engagement strategies. Where non-regulatory options could
be addressed through this group this is highlighted in the “additional comments” field of the table.

Non-fisheries options presented by the Department of Conservation in the Review of the Threat Management Plan
Table 2: Options to extend the West Coast North Island Marine Mammal Sanctuary
Cost benefit analysis
Options

Benefits

Costs

Risks

Option 1

Neutral

Neutral

A tool is not in place to protect Maui’s dolphins through their natural range

A tool is in place to allow for protection of Maui’s
dolphins through their natural range

The cost to the Crown of implementing a variation is negligible. A
variation to the boundary of the Sanctuary on its own, without
restrictions designated carries no cost to industry.

A variation on its own would provide little additional protection and would need to be done in
conjunction with specific restrictions addressed in tables (D2 and D3).

Status quo: No variation to the sanctuary
boundaries:
Option 2
Vary the marine mammal sanctuary boundary to:
South to Hawera and offshore to 12 nautical miles
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Table 3: Options to reduce the risk to Maui’s dolphins from seismic surveying. For more detail on the pros and cons of these options see section 7.5.3 of the Threat Management Plan
Cost benefit analysis
Options
Option 1
Status quo:
Reliance on the Code of Conduct and the existing
MMS regulations

Benefits
Neutral

Option 2 (A,B)
Maintain the current MMS boundaries, and
A) Variation of the legal restrictions on seismic
surveying within the MMS to be consistent with the
Code of Conduct, or

Improved consistency and clarity in
management regimes

B) Prohibit seismic surveying within the MMS

Option 3 (A,B,C)
Extend the current MMS boundaries consistent
with Table D1, and
A) Extend the existing legal restrictions on seismic
surveying within the MMS
B) Variation of the legal restrictions on seismic
surveying within the MMS to be consistent with the
Code of Conduct
C) Prohibit seismic surveying within the MMS

Removes the risk of impacts to
dolphins from seismic surveying

Costs
Industry costs:
Neutral
Implementation/Compliance
Costs:
Neutral
Industry costs:
Neutral
Implementation/Compliance
Costs:
Minimal

Risks
Residual risk would remain to the
dolphins in areas where the Code is
voluntary and may not be adhered
to

Any other impacts?
Potential for confusion for industry
having two different management
regimes, one mandatory and one
voluntary.

Residual risk would remain to the
dolphins in areas where the Code is
voluntary and may not be adhered
to
(e.g. south of Oakura)

This would improve consistency
between monitoring regimes, but would
not eliminate all of the complexities for
survey proponents as EPA would
implement the EEZ regs and DOC
would implement the MMS.

Industry costs:
High
Implementation/Compliance
Costs:
Minimal
Industry costs:
Neutral
Implementation/Compliance
Costs:
Minimal

Residual risk would remain to the
dolphins in areas where the Code is
voluntary and may not be adhered
to
(e.g. south of Hawera)

Increases the area of protection and
provides for increased consistency

Industry costs:
Neutral
Implementation/Compliance
Costs:
Minimal

Residual risk would remain to the
dolphins in areas where the Code is
voluntary and may not be adhered
to
(e.g. south of Hawera)

Increases the area of protection where
the activity and potential threat is
removed

Industry costs:
High
Implementation/Compliance
Costs:
Minimal
Industry costs:
Minimal
Implementation/Compliance
Costs:
Minimal

Increases the area in which
restrictions on seismic surveying are
mandatory

Option 4
Develop stand alone regulations under the MMPA to
regulate seismic surveying

Provides for increased consistency in
management regimes and increases
the area of protection as the
regulations would apply throughout NZ
Fisheries Waters

Option 5
(additional)
Prohibition of petroleum mining (this could be
implemented in addition to one of the options 1-4
above)

Removes an additional activity from
the range of Maui’s dolphins

Industry costs:
High
Implementation/Compliance
Costs:
Minimal
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Additional Comments
With the incorporation of seismic surveying as a permitted
activity under the EEZ legislation, this adds another
management regime to the mix.

This was considered to be unwarranted given the low risks of
negative impacts if seismic surveying was monitored properly
through the provisions of the Code and MMS regulations.

Potential for confusion for industry
having two different management
regimes, one mandatory and one
voluntary.

Provides for increased protection, but leaves inconsistency
between management regimes

Provides for greater consistency and stronger regulations
within the MMS with minimal cost

This was considered to be unwarranted given the low risks of
negative impacts if seismic surveying was monitored properly
through the provisions of the Code and MMS regulations.

This could have flow on effects to
proponents who have permits for
exploratory and prospecting permits as
these would lose their value if active
petroleum mining was prohibited

Industry has already committed to meeting the additional
compliance costs associated with the seismic survey Code of
Conduct, which would form the basis of any stand alone
regulation. These costs are considered reasonable, being of
the order of <1-4% of total operational costs for a typical
survey programme. (Recommended Option)
Given the relatively low levels of activity within the five years
of the Threat Management Plan, this option is considered
unnecessary at this time.

Table 4: Options to reduce the risk to Maui’s dolphins from seabed mineral exploitation. For more detail on the pros and cons of these options see section 7.5.4 of the Threat Management Plan
Options

Cost benefit analysis
Benefits

Additional Comments
Costs

Risks

Any other impacts?

Option 1
Status quo:
No change in the MMS

Neutral

Industry costs:
Neutral
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Neutral

Residual risk would remain
to the dolphins in areas
where there are no
restrictions on seabed
mining

Neutral

Option 2 (A,B,C)
Maintain the current MMS boundaries, and
Variation to extend the current mining
restrictions to;
A) 4 nm offshore

Removes the risk to Maui’s
dolphins throughout more of their
range

Industry costs:
Minimal
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Neutral

Residual risk would remain
to the dolphins outside of 4
nm

Industry costs would be low in the first five
years as there is minimal active seabed
mining planned, however, the impact could
be greater in the future

A restriction on seabed mining within the sanctuary could mean a cost to the
two proponents in loss of investment in the exploration and prospecting
stages is they are unable to continue to active mining. As any restrictions on
seabed minerals exploitation would not necessarily cover the full extent of the
MMS, the actual impacts on stakeholders would depend on the extent of
spatial overlap with any proposed operations within the MMS.

Removes the risk to Maui’s
dolphins throughout more of their
offshore range

Industry costs:
Minimal
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Neutral
Industry costs:
Moderate
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Neutral

Residual risk would remain
to the dolphins outside of 7
nm

Same as above

Same as above

Residual risk would remain
to the dolphins in areas
where the 100m depth
contour is inside 12 nm

Same as above

Same as above

Industry costs:
Minimal
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Minimal

Residual risk would remain
to the dolphins outside of 2
nm

Same as above

Same as above

Industry costs:
Minimal
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Minimal
Industry costs:
Minimal
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Minimal
Industry costs:
Moderate
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Neutral

Residual risk would remain
to the dolphins outside of 4
nm

Same as above

Same as above

Residual risk would remain
to the dolphins outside of 7
nm

Same as above

Same as above

Residual risk would remain
to the dolphins in areas
where the 100m depth
contour is inside 12 nm

Same as above

Same as above

Industry costs:
High
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Minimal

Neutral

Neutral

The time bounded nature would allow for exploratory and prospecting work to
continue in conjunction with research focussed on identifying and mitigating
risks to Maui’s dolphin associated with seabed mining.

Industry costs:
Minimal
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Moderate to High

Neutral

Neutral

Voluntary codes are considered advantageous as they develop mitigation
measures through a collaborative process which will enhance levels of
compliance

B) 7 nm offshore

C) depth contour offshore limit

Option 3 (A,B,C,D)
Extend the current MMS boundaries
consistent with Table D1, and
Variation to extend the current mining
restrictions to
A) 2 nm offshore

Removes the risk to Maui’s
dolphins throughout the majority of
their offshore range, and is
consistent with recommendations
from international groups (IWC,
SMM)
Removes the risk to Maui’s
dolphins throughout more of their
southern range

B) 4 nm offshore

Removes the risk to Maui’s
dolphins throughout more of their
southern and offshore range

C) 7 nm offshore

Removes the risk to Maui’s
dolphins throughout more of their
southern and offshore range

D) depth contour offshore limit

Option 4
(additional)
Moratorium on active mining for a 5 year
duration of the TMP (this could be
implemented in addition to one of the options
1-3 above)
Option 5
Code of Conduct for seabed minerals
exploitation

Removes the risk to Maui’s
dolphins throughout the majority of
their range, and is consistent with
recommendations from international
groups (IWC, SMM)
Removes an additional activity from
the range of Maui’s dolphins

Minimises potential risks posed to
dolphins from the activity through
development of a voluntary code of
conduct
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Table 5: Options to reduce the risk to Maui’s dolphins from commercial marine mammal tourism. For more detail on the pros and cons of these options see section 7.5.5 of the Threat Management Plan
Cost benefit analysis
Options
Benefits
Costs
Risks
Any other impacts?
Option 1
Status quo:
No regulatory change

Neutral

Neutral

Protection from tourism is reliant on
Standard Operating Procedures for
permitting processes under the Marine
Mammal Protection Regulations

Option 2
Moratorium under the MMPA

Removes the risk of impacts from tourism within a specified area for
a set time frame

Option 3
Restrictions within the MMS

Removes the risks of impacts from tourism within the MMS until such
time as the Minister of Conservation would chose to remove the
restriction

Option 4
(additional)
Increased engagement and
compliance

This option helps to reduce the risk of opportunistic viewing which
Options 2 and 3 are not able to address on their own. It could be
applied on its own (e.g. with Option 1) and would still have a benefit
by improving compliance with the MMPR s3 regarding behaviour
around marine mammals, which applies to the general public as well
as commercial operators.

Industry costs:
Neutral
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Moderate - this cost would include
implementation of the moratoria, compliance
as well as the required research prior to the
review of the moratoria
Industry costs:
Neutral
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Minimal – implementation via Gazette notice
Industry costs:
Neutral
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Minimal

Additional Comments

Potential for increase in permit
applications if people are restricted
from other activities that are
prohibited.
This option is for a set time frame, generally
three years and then reviewed following
research on the current level of tourism in the
area. There is no current tourism targeting
Maui’s dolphins in the area.

Protection from tourism is reliant on
Standard Operating Procedures for
permitting processes under the Marine
Mammal Protection Regulations

Potential for increase in permit
applications if people are restricted
from other activities that are
prohibited.

Table 6: Options to reduce the risk to Maui’s dolphins from Commercial Shipping. For more detail on the pros and cons of these options see section 7.5.6 of the Threat Management Plan
Cost benefit analysis

Additional Comments

Options
Option 1
Status quo:
No additional measures

Benefits
Neutral

Costs
Neutral

Risks
Residual risk remains to dolphins from
the potential of large vessel strike within
their range

Option 2
PSSA – designation as a
Particularly Sensitive Sea Area

Reduces the risk of vessel collision with
Maui’s dolphins within a designated area.

Residual risk might remain in the area,
but is significantly reduced through
behavioural changes such as reduced
speeds.

Option 3
ATBA – designation as an Area
To Be Avoided

Removes the risk of vessel collision with
Maui’s dolphins within a designated area.

Industry costs:
Minimal: There could be some increase in indirect
costs due to reduced speeds etc.
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Moderate
Industry costs:
Moderate: There could be some increase in
indirect costs due to needing to avoid the area
and go outside 12 nm
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Moderate
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Any other impacts?
A potential indirect impact of commercial shipping is
also the risk of hazard substance spills, however,
options to reduce the risk to dolphins from spills are
addressed in the following table (D6).
Indirect costs could increase as a result of
reduced speeds, however, these are expected to
be limited due to the limited geographical area in
question.

Table 7: Options to reduce the risk to Maui’s dolphins from marine spills – NON REGULATORY OPTIONS
A range of options could be implemented together . For more detail on the pros and cons of these options see section 7.6.2 of the Threat Management Plan
Cost benefit analysis

Additional Comments

Options

Benefits

Costs

Risks

Option 1
Status quo:
No additional action taken
Option 2
Using AIS for vessel related compliance purposes
and to reduce risk of accidents that could cause
spills in Maui’s dolphins range

Neutral

Neutral

Reliance on the existing MNZ New Zealand Marine
Oil Spill Strategy to mitigate risks to dolphins

Reduce the risk of maritime incident and
reduce the probability of hazardous substance
spills.

Option 3
DOC involvement with Oil Pollution Advisory
Committee

A role in OPAC would ensure that response
planning takes into account Maui’s dolphins
and is more proactive/preventative

Option 4
DOC involvement with Massey University Oiled
Wildlife Response team

Improves response to incidents so minimises
overall impact to dolphins

Industry costs:
Moderate: initial set up for industry that are not currently
using AIS
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Moderate: initial set up
Industry costs:
Neutral
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Minimal: within DOC routine operations
Industry costs:
Neutral
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Minimal: within DOC routine operations

This is the option that has the greatest chance of
removing risk vs. improving response to an incident.
DOC has a role in the project team with Customs to
review the upcoming AIS contract.
Does not remove the risk of an incident but improves
response to an incident

DOC is already investigating

Does not remove the risk of an incident but improves
response to an incident

DOC is already investigating

Table 8: Options to reduce risk to Maui’s dolphins from land-based activities and coastal development. – NON REGULATORY OPTIONS
A range of options could be implemented together. For more detail on the pros and cons of these options see section 7.6.3 of the Threat Management Plan
Cost benefit analysis

Additional Comments

Options

Benefits

Costs

Risks

Option 1
Maui’s dolphins considered in resource consent applications
Option 2
Engagement with Territorial Authorities and Regional Councils
Option 3
NZCPS and CMS revision to take account of Maui’s dolphins
Option 4
RMA process awareness
Ensuring teams responsible for consent processing are aware of the potential impacts of proposed activities on Maui’s dolphins
Option 5
Liaison regarding pollution
Identify sources of pollution that could threaten Maui’s dolphins and promote appropriate controls to the administering bodies

All of the proposed options hold
benefits in increasing awareness and
consideration of Maui’s dolphins in
various coastal planning processes.
Any difference between the benefits of
each of these proposed options is
negligible.
It is worth noting that implementation of
multiple options will increase the
potential benefits.

There could be additional costs
associated with resource consent
application approval and compliance
processes. However, measures to offer
further protection to Maui’s dolphins from
land-based effects are consistent with
routinely applied measures to minimise
environmental degradation. Therefore,
implementation costs are considered to
be minimal.

Residual risk still remains
in the range of Maui’s
dolphins, as these options
do not remove activities,
but provide for reduction
of impact.
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DOC is currently investigating
implementation through normal
operational procedures.
In addition, research around the
impact of land-based activities on
Maui’s dolphins can be addressed
through the proposed Maui’s dolphin
research, monitoring and advisory
group.

Table 9: Options to reduce the risk to Maui’s dolphins from Thundercat racing – NON REGULATORY OPTIONS
A range of options could be implemented together. For more detail on the pros and cons of these options see section 7.6.4.1 of the Threat Management Plan
Cost benefit analysis

Additional Comments

Options

Benefits

Costs

Risks

Any other impacts?

Option 1
Soft-start concept
Gradually building up noise levels prior to an event to
give dolphins the opportunity to leave the area

All of the proposed options hold benefits in increasing
awareness and consideration of Maui’s dolphins in the
inshore boat racing circuit.
Any difference between the benefits of Options 1, 3,
and 4 is negligible. However, Option 2 which addresses
practice areas will hold the greatest benefit to the
dolphins as small recreational craft singly operating at
high speeds within the Maui’s dolphin range is where
the greatest risk lies.
It is worth noting that implementation of multiple options
will increase the potential benefits, multiple options
could be implemented through a Code of Conduct with
the industry.

Industry costs:
Moderate
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Moderate

Residual risk still
remains in the
range of Maui’s
dolphins, as these
options do not
remove the activity,
but they reduce the
chance of an
interaction.

Social costs:
If restrictions are put in place spatially or
temporally for practicing, this could have a
social impact, if people have to postpone
practicing or travel further to a designated
area. However, this cost is likely to be
minimal if appropriate measures are worked
through in a collaborative framework.

Option 2
Specified practice areas and times
Option 3
Posting of observers to look out for Maui’s dolphins
Option 4
Aerial observation of area prior to race start to
ensure no dolphins are in the area

Implementation of a Code of Conduct takes
some resourcing in the set up from both
Industry and the Crown.
Compliance costs should be minimal, as
development of a Code in a collaborative
process should encourage industry buy-in to
the Code.

Recommended Option.
Recreational vessel traffic was considered by
the Risk Assessment panel to have a direct or
indirect impact on Maui’s dolphins and has a
48.7% likelihood of exceeding the PBR.
Practicing was also considered to be higher risk
than the events themselves as observers and
other mitigation measures are not in place for
practicing.
Therefore a Code of Conduct with the inshore
boat racing industry could effectively reduce the
potential risk to Maui’s dolphins both during
events and practice sessions.

Table 10: Options reduce the risk to Maui’s dolphins from Surf life saving events – NON REGULATORY OPTIONS
A range of options could be implemented together. For more detail on the pros and cons of these options see section 7.6.4.2 of the Threat Management Plan
Cost benefit analysis

Additional Comments

Options

Benefits

Costs

Risks

Option 1
Ongoing engagement with surf life saving clubs looking at
educational options
Option 2
Utilising observers during competitions and/or training events
to look out for Maui’s dolphins

All of the proposed options hold benefits in increasing awareness
and consideration of Maui’s dolphins during surf life saving events
circuit.

Industry costs:
Minimal
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Minimal

Residual risk still remains in the range of Maui’s
dolphins, as these options do not remove the
activity, but they reduce the chance of an
interaction when an event is underway.

DOC is currently investigating implementation
through normal operational procedures.

Table 11: Options to reduce the risk to Maui’s dolphins from recreational boating – NON REGULATORY OPTIONS
A range of options could be implemented together. For more detail on the pros and cons of these options see section 7.6.4.3 of the Threat Management Plan
Additional Comments

Cost benefit analysis
Options

Benefits

Costs

Risks

Any other impacts?

Option 1
Promotion and enforcement of the MMPR
Option 2
Development of appropriate advocacy tools to support community engagement work
Option 3
Targeted advocacy over summer months when recreational boaters are most active
Option 4
Working with other agencies to effectively engage the target audience

All of the proposed options hold
benefits in increasing awareness
and consideration of Maui’s
dolphins by the recreational
boating community.

Industry costs:
Neutral (not industry related)
Implementation/Compliance
Costs:
Minimal

Residual risk still remains in the
range of Maui’s dolphins, as these
options do not remove the activity,
but they reduce the chance of a
negative interaction between a boat
and a dolphin.

Social costs:
There could be some perceived social costs in
changing behaviour around marine mammals;
however, behavioural modifications do not restrict
the public from seeing the dolphins. Therefore,
DOC considers this cost negligible and the
potential negative perception can be reduced
through effective engagement.
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DOC is currently investigating
implementation through normal
operational procedures.
Better advocacy could also be
addressed through the
proposed Maui’s dolphin
research, monitory and advisory
group.

Table 12: Options to reduce the risk to Maui’s dolphins from Scientific Research – NON REGULATORY OPTIONS
A range of options could be implemented together . For more detail on the pros and cons of these options see section 7.6.5 of the Threat Management Plan
Cost benefit analysis

Additional Comments

Options

Benefits

Costs

Risks

Option 1
Regular engagement and training with scientists and DOC staff regarding best practice techniques for use on Hector’s and Maui’s
dolphins
Option 2
Ensuring anyone undertaking research is appropriately qualified
Option 3
Strict adherence to current legislation and standard operating procedures are followed
Option 4
Developing stricter risk assessment protocols regarding permit processing
Option 5
Research undertaken is guided by research priorities and research planning processes
Option 6
Any research granted a permit must be able to demonstrate clear benefits for the population and the gains must outweigh the risks

All of the proposed options hold benefits
in reducing the risk to Maui’s dolphins
from various research methods.
Additionally, these options have an added
benefit in that they would contribute to
improving the research that is undertaken
on Maui’s dolphins, both in terms of
ensuring priority is given to those projects
that will contribute most to improved
management of the species and ensuring
the robustness of the research proposed.

Industry costs:
Minimal
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Minimal
There could be additional costs associated
with more rigorous permit application
approval processes, as well as operational
costs associated with Option 1, however,
DOC consider the costs of these to be
minimal and the associated benefits would
outweigh the potential increase in costs.

Residual risk could
remain with some
research proposals,
however, risk mitigation
would be considered prior
to the granting of a permit
and if the risk was
deemed too great, then it
is unlikely a permit would
be granted.

Many of these options can
be addressed through the
proposed Maui’s dolphin
research, monitoring and
advisory group.
Any that are not picked up
as core goals implemented
by that group, DOC will
investigate implementing as
a part of their normal
operational procedures.

Table 13: Options to reduce the risk to Maui’s dolphins from Disease – NON REGULATORY OPTIONS
A range of options could be implemented together. For more detail on the pros and cons of these options see section 7.6.6 of the Threat Management Plan
Cost benefit analysis

Additional Comments

Options

Benefits

Costs

Option 1
Ongoing necropsy of Maui’s dolphins found beachcast to
determine incidence of disease including, Toxoplasma gondii

Increased knowledge of the origin of disease
within the Maui’s dolphin’s population.
This knowledge would allow for appropriate
mitigation to be developed and implemented in a
cost effective and efficient manner.
This knowledge is required before implementing
mitigation measures, as that could result in a cost
that does not actually reduce risk to Maui’s
dolphins.
Implementation of effective mitigation measures
to reduce the chance of disease from an
anthropogenic origin in the Maui’s dolphin
population.

There is minimal cost to stakeholders,
the greatest cost being the financial
undertaking of the research.

Option 2
Research to understand the origin of Toxoplasma gondii, the
impacts of it on the population, and whether there are ways to
mitigate against it
Option 3
Engagement with stakeholder groups to raise awareness and
encouraging safe practices to minimise the occurrence of
Toxoplasma gondii getting into waterways and the sea

Any other impacts?
DOC has renewed its contract with Massey University and added an element
to test for Toxoplasma gondii in all Hector’s/Maui’s carcasses received for
necropsy.
DOC has contributed funding to a project to better understand the origin of
Toxoplasma gondii
Further work on this option could be addressed through the proposed
Maui’s dolphin research, monitoring and advisory group.

Industry costs:
Neutral (no associated industry)
Implementation/Compliance Costs:
Minimal

Table 14: Options to improve collaboration in research, monitoring and engagement. – NON REGULATORY
For more detail on this option see section 8.1 of the Threat Management Plan

Social costs:
There could be some perceived social
costs in changing behaviour to reduce the
occurrence of Toxoplasma gondii in the
marine environment. DOC considers this
cost negligible and the potential negative
perception can be reduced through
effective engagement.

OPTIONS

Cost benefit analysis

Additional Comments

Options

Benefits

Costs

Any other impacts?

Option 1
Develop and implement a strategic, collaborative advisory group
for engaging interested parties (National and local government,
industry, ENGO’s, tangata whenua and science providers) in
prioritisation and funding of future conservation research on Maui’s
dolphins.

Involvement of stakeholder groups into the
research and monitoring planning process.
The ability for greater transparency in the
research process, and development of a robust
prioritisation procedure to ensure that research
being undertaken is fit for purpose.

There would be an additional cost for
the set up of the group, this would be
addressed through Agencies
business planning of operations.
Additional funding would be for the
cost of the research.

Minimal – however, results of research
could lead to the requirement of reviewing
current management measures.

Regulatory Impact Analysis: Regulatory Impact Statement - Overview of Required Information - Template |

This option could be addressed through the proposed Maui’s dolphin
research, monitoring and advisory group.

21

This option would encompass a number of the options addressed above.
This would also allow for industry sponsoring research and also encouraging
tangata whenua, and community groups to be more active in both
undertaking the research and getting messages out to the wider public.

Fisheries regulatory and non-regulatory options considered by the Ministry for Primary Industries in the Review of the Threat Management Plan

Assessment of Impact of Options

Benefits

Costs

Risks

Other considerations

Table 15: Commercial and Amateur Set Netting (off the WCNI - Taranaki)
Option 1 (recommended) – Status quo: Keep existing
management, including the interim measures to



retain the set net prohibition between 0 and 2 nautical miles
offshore from Pariokariwa Point to Hawera;
retain the prohibition on the use of commercial set nets
between 2 and 7 nautical miles offshore from Pariokariwa
Point to Hawera without an observer onboard.

Reduces the risk to
Maui’s dolphin in the
inshore area where
the January 2012
mortality of a Maui’s
or Hector’s dolphin
occurred.

Commercial impact (costs are notional
as the measures have been in place
for 15 months)


Annual Revenue Loss $339,280



Annual Value Add Impact $569,991



Capitalised Future Value Impact
$1,911,267

Residual risk would remain for any
dolphins that travel further offshore
than two nautical miles

Non-commercial impact - The value of recreational set net fishing is
unable to be quantified. Recreational fishers have and would be
impacted as they are less likely (or able) to set net beyond two
nautical miles from shore or travel further south to continue to set
net. These impacts may result in additional costs being incurred

Observer costs are borne by the
Crown

Customary impact - while current management measures and
those proposed don’t impose restrictions on Maori customary
fishing, MPI did receive comment from some iwi representatives
that they were reluctant to issue customary permits to enable set
netting given the bans in place on commercial and recreational set
net fishers. They noted this was impacting on local iwi being able
to provide for their people

Crown Impacts:


Observer Coverage $315,480 $526,000 per year

Option 1b - Amend the interim measures to:

Commercial impact:

Crown impacts:





Annual Revenue
Gained $58,532





Annual Value Add
Gained $98,334



prohibit set net between 0 and 2 nautical miles offshore
from Pariokariwa Point to Hawera from 1 October to 31
May;
prohibit set net between 0 and 2 nautical miles offshore
from Pariokariwa Point to Hawera from 1 June to 30
September, excluding the area between Bell Block and
Cape Egmont provided an observer is onboard, and within
that area



Observer Coverage $315,480 $526,000 per year

further offshore than two nautical
miles or

limit setting and hauling of set to daylight hours



retain the set net prohibition between 0 and 2 nautical miles

Customary impact - as above in option 1

Shifts the balance of sustainability
and utilisation toward greater
utilisation

prohibit the use of commercial set nets between 2 and 7
nautical miles offshore from Pariokariwa Point to Hawera all
year round without an observer onboard.

Option 2 - Keep existing management, and put the interim
measures in place via regulation to:

Non-commercial impact - The value of recreational set net fishing is
unable to be quantified. No allowance for recreational fishers to
access the proposed area as commercial fishers. Recreational
fishers have and would be impacted as they are less likely (or able)
to set net beyond two nautical miles from shore or travel further
south to continue to set net. These impacts may result in additional
costs being incurred

within the 0 to 2 nautical mile
offshore area between
Pariokariwa Point and Bell Block
from 1 June to 30 September

place restrictions on the length and height of set nets



Increase residual risk to Maui’s
dolphins, should they be present, in
the area in comparison to the status
quo.
Residual risk would remain for any
dolphins that travel:

Capitalised Future
Value Gained
$293,016

Fishing impact – Prohibits commercial and amateur set net activity
in the area where a Maui’s or a Hector’s dolphin was accidentally
killed in January

Reduces the risk to
Maui’s dolphin in the
inshore area where
the January 2012

Commercial impacts(costs other than
observer coverage are notional as the
measures have been in place for 15
months):
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Residual risk would remain for any
dolphins that travel further offshore
than two nautical miles

Fishing impact – Prohibits commercial and amateur set net activity
in the area where a Maui’s or a Hector’s dolphin was accidentally
killed in January

Assessment of Impact of Options
offshore from Pariokariwa Point to Hawera;


prohibit the use of commercial set nets between 2 and 7
nautical miles offshore from Pariokariwa Point to Hawera
without an observer onboard.

Benefits
mortality of a Maui’s
or Hector’s dolphin
occurred.

Costs


Annual Revenue Loss $339,280



Annual Value Add Impact $569,991



Capitalised future value Impact
$1,911,267

Risks

Commercial impacts - Observer coverage costs being shifted to
industry rather than being Crown funded
Non-commercial impact - The value of recreational set net fishing is
unable to be quantified. Recreational fishers have and would be
impacted as they are less likely (or able) to set net beyond two
nautical miles from shore or travel further south to continue to set
net. These impacts may result in additional costs being incurred

Observer costs are borne by the
Industry


Other considerations

Observer Coverage $315,480 $526,000 per year

Customary impact - as above in option 1.

Option 3 - Keep existing management, and



Extend the set net prohibition between 0 and 4 nautical
miles offshore from Pariokariwa Point to Hawera;
Prohibit the use of commercial set nets between 4 and 7
nautical miles offshore from Pariokariwa Point to Hawera
without an observer onboard.

Option 4 - Keep existing management and extend the set net
prohibition between 0 and 7 nautical miles offshore from
Pariokariwa Point to Hawera.

Reduces the residual
risk to Maui’s
dolphins from set net
activity

Commercial impacts:


Annual Revenue Loss $646,425



Annual Value Add Impact
$1,085,994

Reduces the risk to
Maui’s dolphin out to
four nautical miles
offshore, which
(based on offshore
distribution
information in other
areas of the WCNI) is
where Maui’s and/or
Hector’s dolphins are
most frequently
observed



Reduces the residual
risk to Maui’s
dolphins from set net
activity

Commercial impacts:

Capitalised Future Value Impact
$3,649,399

Observer costs are borne by the
Industry


Observer coverage likely to be less
than $315,480 - $526,000 per year



Annual Revenue Loss $918,677



Annual Value Add impact
$1,543,377



Capitalised future value impact
$5,271,194

Residual risk would remain for any
Maui’s dolphin that is present and
travels offshore beyond four nautical
miles

Commercial impacts - 6-8 commercial fishers directly impacted,
plus quota holders that any observer coverage would be costrecovered from
Non-commercial impact:


The value of recreational set net fishing is unable to be
quantified. However, it is likely that Option 3 would remove
virtually all recreational set net activity in the region



MPI considers the increased costs in travelling further afield
(particularly offshore beyond four nautical miles) would make
the activity cost-prohibitive. Recreational vessels are generally
smaller and there would likely be logistical and safety issues
preventing them from doing so. Fishers will be required to
change their fishing method, which could change the costs
associated with being able to continue to recreationally fish
Customary impact - as above in option 1
Commercial impacts – the increase of the spatial area prohibited
would result in a greater financial impact on industry
Non-commercial impact - MPI considers it would be very difficult for
recreational fishers to utilise some fisheries to the extent they
currently do when set netting. Catches of some of those species
will probably decrease, and opportunities to continue to access
those species would depend on the uptake of alternative methods
that enable them to continue fishing
Customary impact - as above in option 1

Option 5 - Extend the set net prohibition out to the 100 m depth
contour from Maunganui Bluff to Whanganui.

Reduces the residual
risk to Maui’s
dolphins from set net
activity

Commercial impacts:

Commercial impacts – the increase of the spatial area prohibited
would result in a greater financial impact on industry



Annual Revenue Loss $1,872,803



Annual Value Add impact
$3,146,310

Non-commercial impact - as above in option 4



Capitalised future value impact
$12,320,979

Customary impact - as above in option 1
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Although the spatial closure may be more restrictive than required
based on the likelihood of an interaction given the low population
size, offshore distribution and level of set net activity

Assessment of Impact of Options

Benefits

Costs

Risks

Other considerations

Table 16: Commercial and Amateur Set Netting (WCNI Harbours)
Option 1 - Status quo: Keep existing management

Nil

Commercial impact - Nil as the
measures are already in place

No reduction in residual risk of Maui’s
dolphin entanglement with set nets

Nil

Option 2 - Keep existing management and improve information
on dolphin distribution and set net activity in the west coast
North Island harbours, with a focus in the Manukau Harbour.

Increased knowledge
to better inform
assessment of
dolphin distribution
and use of Manukau
harbour and potential
interactions with set
net vessels

Research and monitoring costs to be
determined – would require input from
research advisory group

Not mitigation of the risk of Maui’s
dolphin entanglement with set nets

Nil

Option 2b (recommended) - Keep existing management for set
netting, and

Likely to provide
economic benefits to
commercial fishers

Research and monitoring costs to be
determined – would require input from
research advisory group

Not mitigation of the risk of Maui’s
dolphin entanglement with set nets

Non-commercial impact - Allowing commercial fishers back in the
closed area to ring net could remove some of the fishing pressure
in the inner part of the harbour and provide some resources to the
recreational fishers.

Commercial impacts:

Residual risk would remain for any
Maui’s dolphin that travels further into
the harbour beyond the proposed
extended set net ban boundary.

Commercial impacts - 20 – 30 commercial fishers directly impacted





Allow commercial ring netting in the Manukau Harbour
where current set net restrictions apply (under specified
conditions), and
Improve information on dolphin distribution and set net
activity in the west coast North Island harbours, with a focus
in the Manukau Harbour.

Option 3 - In addition to existing management for set netting:



Extend the existing set net ban in the entrance of the
Manukau Harbour further into the harbour.
Improve information on dolphin distribution and set net
activity in the west coast North Island harbours, with a focus
in the Manukau Harbour.

Option 4 - Prohibit set net activity in all west coast North Island
harbours.

Increased knowledge
to better inform
assessment of
dolphin distribution
and use of Manukau
harbour and potential
interactions with set
net vessels
Reduces the residual
risk to Maui’s
dolphins from set net
activity



Annual Value Impact $390,942



Capitalised Future Value Impact
$920,337

Increased knowledge
to better inform
assessment of
dolphin distribution
and use of Manukau
harbour and potential
interactions with set
net vessels

Research and monitoring costs to be
determined – would require input from
research advisory group

Greatest level of
protection for the
Maui’s dolphins

Commercial impacts:

Reduces the residual
risk to Maui’s
dolphins from set net
activity



Annual Revenue Loss $2,170,282



Annual Value Add impact
$3,646,074



Capitalised future value impact
$8,685,833

Non-commercial impact


The value of recreational set net fishing is unable to be
quantified. MPI cannot determine the extent of the impact on
recreational set net fishers operating near the entrance of the
Manukau Harbour. MPI consider fishers targeting rig are likely
to be most affected by this option.



People who normally fish in the area will have to travel to fish
so fishing costs may increase, and any shift in commercial effort
may result in increased competition between commercial and
recreational fishers in a smaller area.

Residual risk also remains for any
Maui’s dolphin that travels beyond
the current set net closures in the
Kaipara, Raglan or Kawhia harbours.

Given the high level of uncertainty in
Maui’s dolphin distribution in and/or
use of the harbours, a complete
closure may result in significant
economic impacts that outweigh the
effectiveness of the measure

Commercial impacts - 20 – 30 commercial fishers directly impacted
Non-commercial impact - MPI considers it would be very difficult for
recreational fishers to utilise some fisheries to the extent they
currently do when set netting. Catches of some of those species
will probably decrease, and opportunities to continue to access
those species would depend on the uptake of alternative methods
that enable them to continue fishing
Although the spatial closure may be more restrictive than required
based on the likelihood of an interaction given the low population
size, offshore distribution and level of set net activity
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Assessment of Impact of Options

Benefits

Costs

Risks

Other considerations

Table 17: Commercial Trawling
Option 1 - Status quo: Keep existing management.

Option 2 (recommended) - Put in place extensive monitoring
coverage in the commercial trawl fishery between 2 and 7
nautical miles offshore from Maunganui Bluff to Pariokariwa
Point.

Option 3



Extend the trawl ban from 2 to 4 nautical miles offshore
from Kaipara Harbour to Kawhia Harbour.
Put in place extensive monitoring coverage in the
commercial trawl fishery between 2 and 7 nautical miles
offshore from Maunganui Bluff to Pariokariwa Point.

Increased knowledge
to better inform
assessment of
dolphin distribution
and potential
interactions with trawl
vessels

Higher level of
protection for the
Maui’s dolphins
Reduces the residual
risk to Maui’s
dolphins from trawl
activity

Commercial impact - Nil as the
measures are already in place

No mitigation of the risk of
entanglement with trawl nets

Commercial impacts - Monitoring:

No mitigation of the risk of
entanglement with trawl nets



Estimated Annual Cost $294,500



Estimated Cost Year 1 (25%
coverage) $294,500



Estimated Cost Year 2 $588,050



Estimated Cost Year 3 $882,550



Estimated Cost Year 4 (100%
coverage) $1,176,100

Commercial impacts:


Annual Revenue Loss $685,642



Annual Value Add impact
$1,151,880



Capitalised future value impact
$4,038,460

Risk of entanglement with trawl gear
would remain outside the area of the
closure

Monitoring:
Increased knowledge
to better inform
assessment of
dolphin distribution
and potential
interactions with trawl
vessels

Option 4 - Extend the trawl prohibition between 0 and 7 nautical
miles offshore from Maunganui Bluff to Hawera.

Higher level of
protection for the
Maui’s dolphins
Reduces the residual
risk to Maui’s
dolphins from trawl
activity

Option 5 - Extend the trawl prohibition out to the 100 m depth
contour from Maunganui Bluff to Whanganui.

Higher level of
protection for the
Maui’s dolphins
Reduces the residual
risk to Maui’s
dolphins from trawl
activity



Estimated Annual Cost $294,500



Estimated Cost Year 1 (25%
coverage) $294,500



Estimated Cost Year 2 $588,050



Estimated Cost Year 3 $882,550



Estimated Cost Year 4 (100%
coverage) $1,176,100

Commercial impacts:


Annual Revenue Loss $4,593,773



Annual Value Add impact
$7,717,539



Capitalised future value impact
$28,561,654

Commercial impacts:


Annual Revenue Loss $9,422,689



Annual Value Add impact
$15,830,118



Capitalised future value impact
$59,245,418
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Although the spatial closure may be more restrictive than required
based on the likelihood of an interaction given the low population
size, offshore distribution and level of trawl activity

Table 18: Conclusions and Recommendations Table
Measure

Purpose

Reason for support

Commercial and Amateur Set Netting (off the WCNI - Taranaki) – Option 1:

Managing the risk to Maui’s dolphins in the inshore area (out to two nautical miles)
where the January 2012 mortality occurred, and the alongshore range based on the
maximum travel distance recorded for Maui’s dolphins.

Using a qualitative assessment MPI considers a spatial closure out to
2 nautical miles will manage the risk to Maui’s dolphins in the inshore
areas where the January mortality occurred. However, a two nautical
mile boundary does not cover the Maui’s dolphin known offshore
distribution.

Keep existing management, including the interim measures to:
Retain the commercial and amateur set net prohibition between zero and two nautical miles offshore
from Pariokariwa Point to Hawera;
Prohibit the use of commercial set nets between two and seven nautical miles offshore from
Pariokariwa Point to Hawera without an observer onboard.
The interim measures would be reviewed in 2015-2016 to inform management going forward.

Commercial and Amateur Set Netting (WCNI Harbours) - Option 2:
Keep existing commercial and amateur set net restrictions
Amend the regulations to allow commercial ring netting in the Manukau Harbour where the set net ban
applies, with restrictions on the length and height of rings nets, time and duration of deployment.
Improve information on Maui’s dolphin distribution and set net activity in the west coast North Island
harbours, with a focus in the Manukau Harbour.

Gathering more information on dolphin presence in the area.
One-hundred percent observer coverage between two and seven nautical mile
areas offshore will provide independent monitoring and reporting of fishing
interactions with, or sightings of Hector’s and/or Maui’s dolphins beyond two
nautical miles.
Allowing for commercial ring netting (which is considered a lower risk activity) in the
area where set net activity is currently prohibited in the Manukau Harbour.
Improving information in two areas:
Maui’s dolphin use of the WCNI harbours, with a focus in the Manukau
Harbour;
where commercial and amateur set net activity is occurring in the harbours.

Commercial Trawling – Option 2:
Increasing the level of monitoring coverage in the inshore trawl fishery to:
o Keep existing management for trawl, and
reduce the uncertainty in the risk trawling poses to Maui dolphins while
enabling trawling to continue, and
o Put in place extensive monitoring coverage in the commercial trawl fishery between two and seven
nautical miles offshore from Maunganui Bluff to Pariokariwa Point.
provide robust information to inform any assessment of the level of interaction
between trawl activity and the Maui’s dolphin population.

Seismic Survey:
Regulate seismic surveying by incorporation of the Seismic Survey Code of Conduct 2012 by reference
under section 28 of the Marine Mammals Protection Act (MMPA) as a mandatory standard. This would
apply in Territorial waters, EEZ and within the Marine Mammal Sanctuaries.

Inshore Boat Racing (WCNI):
Develop Code of Conduct for inshore boat racing off the west coast of the North Island.
As a part of the Code, investigate seasonal or area specific restrictions on racing in sensitive areas.
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Management of risk to Maui’s dolphins from seismic surveys by making the Code of
Conduct 2012 - developed with input from stakeholders - mandatory.

Management of risk to Maui’s dolphins from inshore boat racing by use of a
voluntary Code of Conduct to be developed with input from all relevant
stakeholders.

Observer coverage will provide independent monitoring and reporting
of fishing interactions with, or sightings of Hector’s and/or Maui’s
dolphins beyond two nautical miles.
This option will not mitigate risk of Maui’s dolphin entanglement with
set nets, but will improve information on the nature and extent of any
risk posed by set net activity within the WCNI harbours.
Given ring netting involves deployment of a net for a short period of
time and is under constant supervision, MPI considers this method
may provide an alternative fishing method that is capable of avoiding,
remedying or mitigating the effects of fishing on Maui’s dolphins.
MPI considers the level of monitoring coverage in the inshore trawl
fishery needs to be increased to provide robust information to inform
any assessment of the level of interaction between trawl activity and
the Maui’s dolphin population. Option 2 balances the need to reduce
the uncertainty in the risk trawling poses to Maui’s dolphins, by
gathering more certain information on dolphin presence and potential
interactions with trawl nets, while enabling trawling to continue.
Currently the Seismic Survey Code of Conduct is mandatory in the
EEZ (12-200 nautical miles), by reference under the EEZ Act 2012.
However, in the Territorial sea (0-12 nautical miles) it is a voluntary
measure, whilst within some marine mammal sanctuaries seismic
survey activities are regulated under the Marine Mammals Protection
Act 1978. Incorporation by reference under the Marine Mammals
Protection Act to regulate all seismic survey activities within the EEZ
(including the Territorial sea and marine mammal sanctuaries) would
improve consistency in regulations, provide clarity to the industry, and
is achievable with minimal cost.
DOCs preferred option is to work with the inshore boat racing
community and local councils to develop a Code of Conduct for the
inshore boat racing circuit, which could encompass some or all of the
four options proposed for this activity. It is recognised that some
mitigation measures are in place for racing. However, there is
potential for impact to dolphins from boat strike during race practice.
This Code of Conduct would develop mitigation measures for both
racing and practicing, and also look at increased mitigation for critical
areas in the Maui’s dolphin habitat via voluntary spatial or seasonal
restricted areas.

Maui’s Dolphin Multi-stakeholder Advisory Group:

To manage the recovery of Maui’s dolphins via:

Develop and implement a strategic, collaborative advisory group for engaging interested parties (National
and local government, industry, ENGO’s, tangata whenua and science providers) in prioritisation and
funding of future conservation research on Maui’s dolphins.

An annual strategic planning process with central and local government, industry,
Treaty Partners and stakeholders to ensure a strategic, integrated approach to
mitigating the impacts of human activities on Maui’s dolphins;
An annual research planning process to direct research priorities where they will
provide the most benefit for Maui’s dolphins;
An engagement strategy to support implementation of outcomes from the planning
processes, focused initially on options developed during consultation. This should
also include development of a domestic and international communications strategy,
to convey messaging about the government response.

Successful management of the species will be greatly enhanced
through increased collaboration and shared funding on issues
including research, monitoring and surveying, engagement and
education. Several parties, including industry representatives, have
expressed an interest in participating and contributing to future Maui’s
dolphin conservation work.
Establishment of such a group would encompass many of the nonregulatory options that involve research, monitoring and engagement,
and do so in a collaborative and transparent manner.

Emergency measures
1.

In the event of a further Maui’s dolphin mortality, it is important that the Government can act quickly and decisively. So, the Minister for Primary Industries considers it necessary to have measures in place to
immediately avoid, remedy or mitigate fishing-related risks while further advice is developed.

2. The emergency measures provisions of the Fisheries Act enable the Minister for Primary Industries to use a Gazette Notice to close the area or prohibit the use of particular methods in the area, if he is satisfied
that there has been a serious decline in the abundance or reproductive potential of a species. He may do this immediately or once an investigation into a mortality is complete.
3. Immediately following a mortality, DOC and MPI would initiate an investigation of the incident, including arranging for necropsy to determine cause of death and DNA sampling to determine if the dolphin is Maui’s
or Hector’s dolphin.
.
4. Emergency measures would allow for interim protection while current protection measures are reviewed.
5. Emergency measures have not been used before and may be subject to legal challenge. The Minister for Primary Industries is considering whether other regulatory or non-regulatory measures may also be
required to improve the ability to respond to a fishing-related mortality of a Maui’s dolphin. Any regulatory changes will be subject to normal Cabinet processes.

Regulatory Impact Analysis: Regulatory Impact Statement - Overview of Required Information - Template |

27

