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The gap analysis has also highlighted a paucity of 
information with regard to the various habitats in the 
southern Firth of Thames and a need for a more holistic 
ecosystem approach to management of this area, including 
baseline investigations to identify the current values and 
community characteristics, ongoing monitoring to detect 
any significant change and attention to cumulative effects. 
There is an overarching need to develop a general ecosystem 
understanding, including an ability to identify and address 
cumulative effects.

Identified gaps have been divided into two groups based on 
priorities and practicalities.

High priority to be undertaken within 1-5 years (ideally •	
within the term of the current 2006-16 LTCCP). These 
are the practically achievable actions required in the 
immediate future to reverse habitat loss and degradation. 
They largely involve on the ground action in and around 
the Ramsar site
Medium priority required in the longer term (beyond five •	
years) to prevent significant habitat loss and degradation, 
and include addressing indirect effects from the wider 
catchment. 

Priorities were assessed based on the practicality and 
achievability of the recommended actions, the timelines 
likely to be required and the effectiveness of the action in 
addressing key threats and reversing existing trends for 
degradation. Prioritisation of the actions was based on both 
expert judgment and discussions with representatives of the 
various management agencies and community groups. 

High priority actions have been further divided into three 
groups.

A Restoration Action Project to implement practical on the •	
ground actions to enhance environmental values, inform 
and involve local communities and arrest degradation 
trends. This primarily addresses the habitat loss and 
degradation issues highlighted in this report that require 
immediate action by regional and district councils over 
the next 1-5 years.
Marine biosecurity actions required to prevent incursions •	
of serious invasive species, to be coordinated by central 
government (for example, Ministry of Fisheries and 
Biosecurity New Zealand).
Fundamental research required to develop a general •	
ecosystem understanding to identify important values 
and threats, and to address cumulative effects – to be 
undertaken by Crown research agencies and universities 
using central government funding. It is expected that 
Hauraki Gulf Forum agencies will actively advocate and 
encourage this research.
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The Firth of Thames Ramsar site, looking east from Miranda to the Coromandels. Photo: Peter Singleton.
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Godwits roosting at the edge of the tide. Photo: Geoff Moon.
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Restoration Action Plan (RAP) 3.	

Introduction
The RAP is built on the knowledge collected in Phase I (a 
report* summarising the current knowledge of the Ramsar 
site and the surrounding marine environment) and Phase II 
of the project (a risk assessment model for the Ramsar site, 
followed by a gap analysis). A summary report** arising from 
the Phase II work identified management gaps and divided 
these into two groups based on priorities and practicalities: 
high priority to be undertaken within 1-5 years, and medium 
priority components required in the longer term (beyond 
five years). The projects presented here were identified as 
high priority, and many are essential first stages in order to 
prepare the ground for further required restoration actions.

*Brownell, B (ed). 2004: Muddy Feet: Firth of Thames Ramsar 
site update. EcoQuest Education Foundation Report Series 
No.1 (also available as pdf EWDOCS#1440825)

**Brownell, B., Dahm, J., Graeme, M. 2008: Muddy Feet 
Phase II: Keep the Birds Coming. Priorities and Actions 
for the sustainable management of the Firth of Thames 
Ramsar site. Report prepared for Environment Waikato. 
EWDOCS#1294613
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Bird Habitat Management

Objective
Undertake baseline aerial survey to map wader roosting and feeding sites within the Ramsar 
site. 

Reference Brownell, Dahm & Graeme (2008) 3.1 (iv), pages 6 & 25

Justification
Due to the extensive area of the Ramsar site, knowledge of key roosting and feeding habitats 
is vital to its restoration. A baseline survey can form the basis for any restoration and future 
monitoring.

Action
Design and undertake an aerial survey, both at low tide to map key wader feeding areas, and 
at high tide to map key wader roosting sites. As recommended by John Dowding, could target a 
particular easy to see and widespread species.

Resources Pooled funds from Muddy Feet Steering Group agencies.

Risks of not proceeding

Restoration of the Ramsar site may become too ad hoc without more in-depth knowledge of 
composition and locations of key roosting and feeding habitats.

Some significant sites may not be known, or identified for restoration.

Financial implications
>$10,000 (could be significantly “greater”, depending on coverage and ground truthing work 
for definition of species composition and extent of feeding sites)

Objective 
NB: This is the project’s most 

significant long-term objective

Intertidal survey investigating invertebrate community composition and substrate characteristics 
(with particular focus on wader prey species).

Baseline data collection•	
Ongoing monitoring•	

Reference Brownell, Dahm & Graeme (2008) 4(iii), pages 18 & 25

Justification

One of the potential limiting factors for birds in the Ramsar site is feeding habitat and resources. 
Increasing terrestrial sediment, particularly mud, smothers intertidal habitats, changing the 
composition of species therein, and may result in a loss of certain target food species for birds, 
and significantly reduce the abundances of others. To monitor food resources, it is necessary to 
conduct a baseline survey of the intertidal communities in the Ramsar site. Further monitoring 
can then be undertaken over a number of years.

Action

Design and carry out a baseline intertidal survey that investigates invertebrate community •	
composition and substrate characteristics (including contaminant analysis), integrating 
information on bird feeding areas obtained from the aerial survey that maps bird feeding 
and roosting habitat within the Ramsar site.
Design and carry out a monitoring programme that builds on the baseline survey, to monitor •	
community composition and substrate characteristics (including contaminant analysis) over 
time.

Resources

Contract work out (e.g. consultants, CRI with FORST funding).•	
Agency experts to undertake the work.•	
Provide support to student/s to undertake the work as part of thesis research.•	
Possible tie-in with similar ongoing project at Farewell Spit (NW Golden Bay)•	

Risks of not proceeding

Long term monitoring of food resources cannot be undertaken without an initial baseline •	
study.
Decline in food resources as a result of habitat degradation cannot be detected without a •	
monitoring programme.

Timeframe
Baseline survey is one-off, completed within 1 year.
Monitoring programme needs to be long term.

Approximate cost per 
year

One-off baseline survey >$10,000 (will be significantly greater if contracted to CRIs).
Monitoring programme >$10,000 (will be significantly greater if contracted to CRIs).
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Objective

Organise experts workshop to resolve the following issues:
Mapping wader roosting and feeding sites (from local knowledge and baseline aerial survey •	
results) to address:

Key feeding sites for possible benthic survey and monitoring.»»
Key sites where action is required to avoid any further loss or degradation of roosting »»
habitat (e.g. mangrove expansion, invasive species, predation and human disturbance).

Identify next steps in mangrove expansion on the availability of feeding habitat for •	
shorebirds.
Identify the need and feasibility of a ‘no fly’ designation zone over vulnerable bird areas.•	
Review current dog bylaws, and whether there is currently a problem with high bird use •	
areas being protected from disturbance.
Identify how much of a problem there is with the enforcement of the FDC Public Places •	
Bylaw in important bird roost areas.

Reference
Brownell, Dahm & Graeme (2008) 3.1 (iv), pages 6 & 25, 4 (iii), pages 18 & 25, 3.1 (ii),  pages 
6 & 26, 3.4 (iv), pages 10 & 27, 3.4 (v), pages 10 & 27, 3.4 (vi), pages 10 & 27

Justification

Due to the extensive area of the Ramsar site, knowledge of key roosting and feeding habitats is 
vital to its restoration. Ornithological wader experts familiar with the site will be able to address 
the range of questions and issues identified above. Restoration actions can then be targeted to 
key strategic sites.

Action Organise and invite experts to a 1 or 2 day workshop to discuss the issues identified above.

Resources
Possible meeting venue is Miranda Shorebird Centre (or other agency meeting venue).•	
Pooled funds from Muddy Feet Steering Group agencies.•	

Risks of not proceeding
Restoration of the Ramsar site may become adhoc without prior knowledge of key roosting •	
and feeding sites.
Some key sites may not be known or identified for restoration.•	

Timeframe
Workshop should be organised as soon as possible.•	
Workshop duration will be 2 days at most.•	

Financial implications $5,000 to $10,000 (not including aerial survey).

Objective Implement a control programme for weeds affecting significant roosting sites

Reference Brownell, Dahm & Graeme (2008) 3.2, pages 7-9, 25-27

Justification

Invasive exotic weeds are resulting in a loss of roosting habitat through direct exclusion of •	
space and increased risk from predators, as well as impacting on biodiversity. Exotic weeds 
that pose major threats include Spartina and saltwater paspalum in foreshore and intertidal 
areas, and Carex divisa and tall fescue in supra-tidal riparian margins surrounding estuarine 
wetlands.
Before any control or management actions can be taken, it is necessary to have up-to-date •	
knowledge of specifically which weed species are present, where they are present, and their 
relative abundances.

Action

Design a control programme for weeds identified in the weed survey.•	
Physically survey roosting sites, and document the presence and extent of weed species •	
(build on information from existing vegetation surveys - potentially reducing the area to be 
surveyed).
Apply for consents and other regulatory processes as necessary.•	
Implement weed control programme.•	

Resources
Contracted out.•	
Agency experts to undertake work.•	

Risks of not proceeding

By not implementing a control programme, further loss of native habitat can be expected.•	
Lack of data regarding which weed species are affecting which areas.•	
Unable to target correct weed species for eradication resulting in ineffective and more costly •	
control and/or eradication programme.

Timeframe Will be ongoing as necessary, dependent upon weed species targeted and control programme.

Approximate cost per 
year

One off cost of <$5,000 for current (up to date) survey•	
>$10,000 per year ongoing•	



The famous shellbank wader roosting habitat at Miranda, with emerging intertidal mangroves. Photo: Marilyn Brownell.
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Objective

Organise experts workshop to resolve the following issues:
Mapping wader roosting and feeding sites (from local knowledge and baseline aerial survey •	
results) to address:

Key feeding sites for possible benthic survey and monitoring.»»
Key sites where action is required to avoid any further loss or degradation of roosting »»
habitat (e.g. mangrove expansion, invasive species, predation and human disturbance).

Identify next steps in mangrove expansion on the availability of feeding habitat for •	
shorebirds.
Identify the need and feasibility of a ‘no fly’ designation zone over vulnerable bird areas.•	
Review current dog bylaws, and whether there is currently a problem with high bird use •	
areas being protected from disturbance.
Identify how much of a problem there is with the enforcement of the FDC Public Places •	
Bylaw in important bird roost areas.

Reference
Brownell, Dahm & Graeme (2008) 3.1 (iv), pages 6 & 25, 4 (iii), pages 18 & 25, 3.1 (ii),  pages 
6 & 26, 3.4 (iv), pages 10 & 27, 3.4 (v), pages 10 & 27, 3.4 (vi), pages 10 & 27

Justification

Due to the extensive area of the Ramsar site, knowledge of key roosting and feeding habitats is 
vital to its restoration. Ornithological wader experts familiar with the site will be able to address 
the range of questions and issues identified above. Restoration actions can then be targeted to 
key strategic sites.

Action Organise and invite experts to a 1 or 2 day workshop to discuss the issues identified above.

Resources
Possible meeting venue is Miranda Shorebird Centre (or other agency meeting venue).•	
Pooled funds from Muddy Feet Steering Group agencies.•	

Risks of not proceeding
Restoration of the Ramsar site may become adhoc without prior knowledge of key roosting •	
and feeding sites.
Some key sites may not be known or identified for restoration.•	

Timeframe
Workshop should be organised as soon as possible.•	
Workshop duration will be 2 days at most.•	

Financial implications $5,000 to $10,000 (not including aerial survey).

Objective Implement a control programme for weeds affecting significant roosting sites

Reference Brownell, Dahm & Graeme (2008) 3.2, pages 7-9, 25-27

Justification

Invasive exotic weeds are resulting in a loss of roosting habitat through direct exclusion of •	
space and increased risk from predators, as well as impacting on biodiversity. Exotic weeds 
that pose major threats include Spartina and saltwater paspalum in foreshore and intertidal 
areas, and Carex divisa and tall fescue in supra-tidal riparian margins surrounding estuarine 
wetlands.
Before any control or management actions can be taken, it is necessary to have up-to-date •	
knowledge of specifically which weed species are present, where they are present, and their 
relative abundances.

Action

Design a control programme for weeds identified in the weed survey.•	
Physically survey roosting sites, and document the presence and extent of weed species •	
(build on information from existing vegetation surveys - potentially reducing the area to be 
surveyed).
Apply for consents and other regulatory processes as necessary.•	
Implement weed control programme.•	

Resources
Contracted out.•	
Agency experts to undertake work.•	

Risks of not proceeding

By not implementing a control programme, further loss of native habitat can be expected.•	
Lack of data regarding which weed species are affecting which areas.•	
Unable to target correct weed species for eradication resulting in ineffective and more costly •	
control and/or eradication programme.

Timeframe Will be ongoing as necessary, dependent upon weed species targeted and control programme.

Approximate cost per 
year

One off cost of <$5,000 for current (up to date) survey•	
>$10,000 per year ongoing•	

Objective
Comprehensive predator monitoring to identify key pests and required management action.
Design and implement a predator control programme for key bird use sites emphasising local 
community and land owner involvement.

Reference Brownell, Dahm & Graeme (2008) 3.3(i), pages 9 & 25 and 3.3 (iii), pages 10 & 25

Justification

Predators include cats, mustelids, rats, and hedgehogs. There is currently a knowledge gap 
surrounding which are the key pests at bird roosting and potential nesting sites. An initial 
predator monitoring programme will provide information to feed into a predator control and 
management programme.

Action

Predation may be impacting on roosting and potential nesting habitat. In some areas the •	
effects of sandbar and shell bank movement closer to the shore interacts with mangrove 
expansion to enhance predator access to roosting and breeding sites.
Setting, monitoring and retrieving tracking equipment.•	
Designing and implementing a predator control programme based on the information •	
gained from the predator monitoring.

Resources

Potential for community involvement. Other restoration projects have involved community •	
volunteers laying and checking predator tracking tunnels provided by an agency (e.g. 
Maungatautari). Benefits include community buy-in to the project, and education.
Would require an agency or contractor to design the programme, provide equipment, and •	
coordinate volunteers. May require agency experts to undertake predator control work.

Risks of not proceeding

Without the initial monitoring survey, it is likely that a predator eradication and management •	
plan will be less effective, and possibly more costly, as it won’t be known which predators 
should be targeted in each area.
Without predator control, there may be a continued threat to roosting and breeding birds.•	

Timeframe
Initial survey best done at appropriate time of year.•	
Predator control would be ongoing as necessary.•	

Financial implications
Predator monitoring survey: 2009 <$5,000 (with community participation, <$2,000).•	
Predator control programme: Dependent on results of survey.•	

 
Follow-on high priority projects:

3.4 (viii) Develop and implement an access management plan to minimise or remove disturbance to current and potential •	
shorebird roosting and breeding sites.
3.4 (ii) Investigate opportunities for roost creation in undisturbed areas (e.g. offshore chenier creation, open patches in •	
mangrove forest).



The Waihou River mouth looking over the mangroves, Kopu and the Kopu bridge. Photo: Peter Singleton.
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Mangrove Management
Objective Investigate criteria and methods for mangrove control where appropriate.

Reference Brownell, Dahm & Graeme (2008) 3.1 (vi), pages 6 & 26 

Justification
The progressive expansion of mangroves is thought to be reducing the area of intertidal mudflats 
available for shorebird feeding, as well as impacting on important habitats (e.g. chenier roost 
sites and back swamp feeding grounds).

Action

Investigating the feasibility of mangrove removal in targeted areas of the Ramsar site.•	
Parallel appraisal of the ecological value and ecosystem servicing of the extensive mangrove •	
forest of the Ramsar site (including replications of Morrison’s Fish and Mangroves study).
Investigate the methods for mangrove removal, appropriate to the area.•	
Identify permits, consents and other paperwork involved in mangrove removal from the •	
Ramsar site.

Resources
Agency specialist to undertake work or contract work out.•	
Some information already exists regarding this work, which could be built on.•	

Risks of not proceeding

Mangrove control work cannot proceed without this investigation.•	
Without mangrove control, there may be serious implications for loss of bird habitat.•	
Without greater knowledge of this extensive and well-established new ecosystem, •	
inappropriate removal actions could be undertaken that might compromise the integrity and 
ecological significance of the wider system.

Timeframe
Investigation is one-off, and would result in a baseline of information that will prove to be of 
considerable value as this system continues to expand. And, it is necessary before any mangrove 
removal work can proceed.

Approximate cost per 
year

One off cost of between $5,000 and $10,000 (though could be greater, depending on the 
relative complexities of evolving mangrove ecosystem services to be indentified and quantified).

Follow-on high priority projects:
3.1 (ii) Investigate direct and indirect impacts of mangrove expansion on the availability of feeding habitat for shorebirds.•	
3.1 (ii)a Implementation of mangrove control.•	
3.1 (viii) Address the anthropogenic causes of mangrove expansion where practical.•	
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Community Education and Partnership

Objective

Improve education and guidelines for the surrounding community in respect to land use and 
disturbance around the Ramsar site.

Identify the potential economic benfits of ecotourism in the context of maintaining and enhancing 
the ecological values of the Ramsar site.

Educate local landowners, communities and visitors in respect of locally significant invasive 
species.

Widely disseminate information to the community on key predators and control methods.

Reference
Brownell, Dahm & Graeme (2008)  3.6 (v), pages 13 & 27 and3.2 (xi), pages 8 & 27 and 3.3 (ii), 
pages 9 & 27 

Justification

Drainage, stopbanking, infilling and associated land uses (e.g. grazing and excavation) can 
result in both loss and degradation of intertidal and coastal habitat. Educating landowners and 
community, and establishing guidelines for preventing adverse effects of land use on intertidal 
and coastal habitat prevents further degradation of these habitats.

Action

Organise community open day/evening where food & drink are provided, with a guest speaker. 
Facilitated open discussion about the issues. Participants are invited to nominate people to form 
a working party or focus group (from local stakeholders) with the key task of developing a set of 
guidelines for local landowners.

Resources

Food and drink for the open day/evening.•	
Guest speaker.•	
Facilitator for the focus group.•	
Muddy Feet Steering group to organise open day, and focus group meetings.•	

Risks of not proceeding

Producing a set of values, objectives and guidelines without the involvement of stakeholders 
would lead to a lack of support by landowners for following the new guidelines, amenities and 
access initiatives.

Lack of guidelines and education targeting the surrounding community risks fostering future 
barriers to the success of restoration and recreation initiatives, leading to further degradation of 
the Ramsar site.

Timeframe Begin early in FY 2010

Approximate cost per 
year

Between $5,000 and $10,000.

Follow-on high priority projects:
3.4 (iii) Develop a visitor interpretation and recreation plan focused on key ecological points of interest.•	
3.4 (vii) Educate people about why access restrictions are needed to protect the birds and how to minimise disturbance •	
impacts (e.g. stay on tracks and within bird hides).
3.1 (vii) The causes and effects of mangrove expansion and appropriate management action should be emphasised in any •	
education programme developed for the area.
3.4 (vi) Strengthening and better enforcement of the FDC Public Places Bylaw in important bird roost areas.•	
3.6 (iv) Improve communication of new integrated policy, standard practices and associated information to field operators •	
where adverse effects are still occurring.
3.4 (ix) Investigate a potential walking/cycling track along the firth stopbanks (including the soon to be retired Kopu •	
Bridge) to link Thames with the Seabird Coast.



12

Other Ecosystem Protection and Restoration

Objective
Restore back-water swamp habitats (with special focus on threatened species) including weed 
control, and reintroduce native species where the seed bank has been diminished.

Reference Brownell, Dahm & Graeme (2008) 3.2 (xii), pages 9 & 26

Justification
Habitat loss and degradation in the Ramsar site result in a loss of habitat for birds and other 
native fauna. Native plant species are also threatened by direct competition and exclusion by 
exotic plant species.

Action
Identify key back-swamp habitats for restoration.
Control/eradicate exotic species.
Replant swamp habitats with native flora species.

Resources

Land care groups can apply for funding and undertake the work, with the support of agencies 
where necessary (expert technical advice).
One such source of funding could be the Honda Tree Fund through EW which can be used to 
purchase native plants (this is restricted to work only on public land).

Risks of not proceeding
Restoration of key habitats not undertaken.
Further decline in suitable roosting and feeding habitat for birds.
Jeopardise all other restoration work if key habitats not restored and maintained.

Timeframe
Ongoing restoration by community landcare group.
Depends on funding, number of habitats to restore, and motivation of landcare group.

Approximate cost per year
Less than $5,000 if primary work is undertaken by landcare group and external funding 
sought.

Objective
Review rules in respect to climate change for low-lying coastal land and develop appropriate 
plan provisions based on sound technical information.

Reference Brownell, Dahm & Graeme (2008) 3.5 (iii), pages 11 & 26

Justification

The various plans of EW, HDC, TCDC and FDC all recognise the imminent dangers of climate 
change, especially with regard to sea level rise and land-based flooding throughout the 
Hauraki Plains and the Ramsar site. This involves reviews of all operative plans, plus the need 
to open up the climate change debate during the public consultation phase of the 2009-2019 
Long Term Council Community Plan.

Action Will depend on currently evolving policies

Resources Dependent on pending prioritisations 

Risks of not proceeding

Hauraki District Council’s current assumptions are that by 2100:
Mean average temperature will be likely to rise by 2.1C•	
Annual rainfall will be likely to decrease by 10-30 mm, depending on area•	
Rainfall intensity will be likely to increase by 20 per cent•	
Sea level will be likely to rise by 0.5 m•	

Follow-on high priority projects:
3.2 (v) Identify factors affecting threatened plant species, set management and conservation targets relevant to plant •	
species currently under threat, and investigate possible control methods for weeds inhibiting re-establishment of native 
plant communities.
3.6 (iii) Review permitted and controlled activities to assess whether improved conditions are required to further limit •	
habitat disturbance.
3.2 (vi) Consider adding Carex divisa to the RPMS if supported by further research.•	
3.2 (viii) EW to obtain consent for control of saltwater paspalum within the Firth of Thames.•	
3.6 (vii) Identify opportunities to work with the Environment Waikato River and Catchment Services group and form •	
relevant partnerships to undertake ecological restoration (including community partnerships).
3.2 (iv) Risk assessment for known and potential invasive species to assess threat and allow for early intervention where •	
required.
3.6 (ii) Identify restoration opportunities in other lower catchments of the southern firth.•	
4 (ii) Investigate the potential for wetland restoration to create sediment sinks for land runoff and existing firth sediments.•	
3.5 (i) Investigate the potential impact of projected sea level rise on the Ramsar site and values, and identify appropriate •	
management action (e.g. land retirement, wetland restoration and land purchase).
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Taking flight: An ecotourism 1.	
development vision for the 
southern Firth of Thames

Since the release of the Muddy Feet Phase II Paper (Brownell, 
Dahm & Graeme 2008) a year ago, there has been 
considerable discussion about the potential for integrating 
the required restoration actions with suggested ecotourism 
initiatives that will focus on the natural treasures of the area 
and ways of facilitating more stimulating, educational and 
fun means for people to enjoy these environments. 
The Muddy Feet Steering Group has concluded that 
income-generating ecotourism activities, while serving to 
effectively raise the conservation awareness and enjoyment 
level of visitors and providing needed sources of income 
for local operators, will lead to a wider and more effective 
participation of the wider public in the enhancement and 
protection of this unique ecosystem.

Around New Zealand carefully designed tourism strategies 
have transformed local economies and ensured natural 
resources are treasured and protected, such as: the Banks 
Peninsula Track, the Otago Central Rail Trail, Tiritiri Matangi 
Island, Kaikoura’s Whale Watch and tourism in south 
Westland.

The Muddy Feet Project believes a similar transformation is 
possible for the southern Firth of Thames …

Imagine:

Inspiring stories …
A Ngati Paoa kaumatua has described the kuaka – the 
bar-tailed godwit - as “our link to the outside world.” Recent 
satellite tracking has traced its heart-shaped migration path 
from Miranda to the Alaskan tundra via Asia and back 
through the Pacific.

Where this has worked: Footprints Waipoua is a 
Northland business that offers tours of the Waipoua Kauri 
Forest. Local Maori guides share stories and legends of 
the forest, its gods, and other spiritual inhabitants. Benefits 
include increased employment, stronger stakeholder 
relationships within Hokianga and the creation of an 
activity that attracts visitors to the region and has increased 
overnight stays at the Copthorne Hotel and Resort. www.
footprintswaipoua.com 

Whose support is needed: Tangata whenua, DoC, 
Miranda Naturalists’ Trust

A network of trails …
Over 20 km of mountain bike trails and walks across 
regional and district council owned stopbanks, mangrove 
forest on one side and verdant farmland the other.

Where this has worked: Hutt River Trail is a 30km multiuse 
trail connecting cities throughout the valley and attracting 
over 100,000 users annually. The trail was an outcome 
of a floodplain scheme review in the 90s and with the 
infrastructure (e.g. stopbanks) in place the development of 
the trails added minimal costs. 
www.gw.govt.nz/section401.cfm 
Benefits include the large scale use of the trail, multi use for 
cycling, running, walking, commuter and school use.

Whose support is needed: Environment Waikato, district 
councils, local landowners.

An iconic bridge …
The Kopu Bridge on State Highway 25 incorporated within a 
cycling and walking network.

Where this has worked: The Lower Shotover Bridge (1915) 
restored at a cost of $750,000, is now a key component of 
the Wakatipu Trails Network providing a vital link for walkers, 
cyclists and horses.

Whose support is needed: New Zealand Transport 
Agency, district councils.

Being inspired …
Watching some of the country’s largest flocks of shorebirds 
– godwits, wrybills, knots, turnstones and oyster catchers - 
wheeling above shimmering, bleached shell banks. Helping 
with the restoration of critical nesting areas for these birds.

Where this has worked: The Royal Albatross Centre and 
nature reserve on the Otago Peninsula is a joint initiative 
between the Otago Peninsula Trust and The Department 
of Conservation. The site is home to 10,000 sea birds and 
receives over 163,000 visitors annually with 48,000 taking 
a tour. They also host over 1,100 students as part of their 
education programme. www.albatross.org.nz 
 
Whose support is needed: DoC, Miranda Naturalists’ 
Trust.

Serviced adventures …
Pick up, drop off, accommodation for independent and 
guided walking, mountain bike and kayaking parties. 

Where this has worked: Queen Charlotte Track in 
Marlborough Sounds. Initially designed as an overflow for the 
busier Tasman Track in the early 1990s. The 71km track is a 
successful partnership between private landowners, DOC and 



“Mud kayaking” south of Miranda. Photo: Bill Brownell.
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commercial enterprise. It now attracts 53,000 visitor nights 
per year, plus 12,000 day visits and generates $9.4 million 
for the local economy.
www.queencharlottetracknz.com.

Linking places through walkways and trails is a proven 
technique: the Te Araroa Trust’s national pathway initiative, 
the National Wetland Trust’s trail guide to Waikato wetlands, 
the Coromandel Peninsula Coastal Walkways Society’s work 
on stopbanks between Kopu and Thames, and the initiation 
of self-guided kayak trails between islands and parks in the 
inner Hauraki Gulf.

Whose support is needed: Business operators, outdoors 
associations, Auckland Regional Council Parks, EW, DoC.

Learning and working holidays …
Educational facilities and programs for visitors, birding 
enthusiasts and conservation volunteers from around the 
world 

Where this has worked: Motutapu Island Restoration 
Trust has since 1994 been working to restore the cultural 
and natural landscape of Motutapu. The trust through its 
1,000 strong volunteer base has generated $2 million in 
conservation dollars, planted over 500,000 trees and has 
restored a historic homestead on the island. www.motutapu.
org.nz 

The EcoQuest Education Foundation operates a field centre 
near Kaiaua for international students with advanced studies 
in ecology, resource management and environmental policy, 
in partnership with local iwi and other agencies. 

The Miranda Naturalists Trust Visitor Centre currently receives 
25,000 visitors per year and has identified opportunities for 
future facility development.

Whose support is needed: Miranda Naturalists’ Trust, 
universities and education provider, funders, donors, 
members. 

Sustainable …
Committed to the principles of sustainability with conservation 
the driving force behind decision making.

Where this has worked: In the late 1980s Kaikoura had 
little tourism, a declining population and high unemployment. 

The establishment of Whale Watch in 1989 was the start of 
an economic revival driven by tourism. The company has 
stimulated investment in new accommodation, restaurants 
and an impressive array of cafes and galleries filled with the 
work of local artists. Kaikoura’s 3,620 residents now host up 
to 1 million visitors each year.
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Tourism provides both economic benefits and enhances the 
local community, but the community is committed to ensuring 
the benefits do not happen at the expense of the natural or 
social environment. Kaikoura was the first local authority in 
the world to achieve Green Globe certification in 2004. www.
kaikoura.govt.nz 

Whose support is needed: Councils, visitors, residents 
and businesses.

Soaking,watching, staying and eating local …
In a range of friendly and comfortable accommodation 
places, run by locals. Eating flounders, oysters, mussels, 
organic fruit and vegetables caught and grown locally. And 
soaking in Miranda’s hot pools with friends and family, bird 
watching, tramping, sea kayaking, etc. etc.

Where this has worked: It already is – with a range of 
hosts from hotel to B&B, including the Miranda Holiday Park, 
an award winner for quality accommodation in its category, 
while fresh fruits, vegetables, eggs and are available at 
roadside stalls or weekly farmers’ markets nearby. 	
www.mirandaholidaypark.co.nz
www.seabirdcoast.co.nz

Whose support is needed: Councils, businesses

A High Value Site: Ramsar and the 
Muddy Feet Project 

The southern Firth is recognised by the Ramsar Convention as 
an internationally important wetland, providing food supply 
and roosting space for 20,000 migratory wading birds from 
50 species. 

It is also a highly productive marine ecosystem - home to 
sharks, rays, whales, dolphins, flounder, snapper, eel and 
inanga – attracting recreational (and some commercial) 
fishers from throughout the upper North Island.

Wheeling flocks of shorebirds backed by views across the 
Firth to the Coromandel ranges create a powerful and 
defining experience for the visitor.

The southern Firth of Thames is just over an hour from 
Auckland, and is well known to campervan tourers and bird 
watchers. Over 8,500 vehicles pass daily south of the area 
near Mangatarata on State Highway 2.

In contrast to coastal areas immediately north of Auckland it 
has retained a slow-paced, rural charm. 

Strong Growth Potential 
Around 50,000 visitors stop off in the Miranda area annually 
and of those approximately one-third stay overnight. They 
contribute an estimated $1.8 million to the area. 

An initial site visit, interviews and desktop study by Tourism 
Resource Consultants (www.trcnz.com) in 2008 suggests 
annual tourism numbers to the Miranda area could be 
doubled over the next five years, through utilising the kind of 
strategies identified above.

It is expected an integrated tourism development plan would 
identify actions to generate an additional $3.6 million in 
revenue by 2013. 

Next Steps
The Muddy Feet Project is seeking $60,000 to undertake an 
ecotourism development action plan.

A two step process is proposed: 
Phase One - Scan of Opportunities•	

- Establish steering committee (with representatives »»
from local govt)
- Extensive Site visit and assessment»»
- Stakeholder consultation»»
- Competitive Analysis»»
- Preliminary Market and trends analysis»»
- Prepare report on findings»»
- Workshop to present list of Opportunities and refine/»»
prioritise for Phase Two.

Phase Two - Refining the Opportunities•	
- Detailed analysis/feasibility of the key opportunities»»
- Further targeted consultation with key groups/»»
individuals to test ideas
- Tourism Development Action Plan»»

Further Information
http://www.arc.govt.nz/environment/coastal-and-marine/
hauraki-gulf-forum/muddy-feet-project.cfm
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