Exhibit H.1
Situation Summary
March 2004

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE (SSC) REVIEW OF
MARINE RESERVE ISSUES
Situation: The SSC Marine Reserves Subcommittee has been developing a white paper to facilitate
Council consideration of marine reserve initiatives in relation to West Coast fishery management.
The paper, titled “Marine Reserves: Objectives, Rationales, Management Implications and
Regulatory Requirements,” evaluates the implications of marine reserves for contemporary fishery
management on the West Coast, taking into consideration reserve objectives and uncertainties
associated with both reserves and traditional fishery management. A final draft of this report is now
complete. At this meeting, Ms. Cindy Thomson of the SSC will summarize the contents of the report
and provide the SSC’s recommendations to the Council.
Council Action:
1. Consider Adopting SSC Recommendations.
Reference Materials:
1. Exhibit H.1.a, Attachment 1: SSC white paper titled “Marine Reserves: Objectives, Rationales,
Management Implications and Regulatory Requirements.”
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
SSC Report
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Action: Consider Adopting SSC Recommendations
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Exhibit H.1.b
Supplemental SSC Report
March 2004
SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REVIEW OF
MARINE RESERVES ISSUES
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) discussed the draft report on marine reserve
proposals being prepared by the SSC's Marine Reserves Subcommittee. This meeting was the
first opportunity for the entire SSC to review the report, and the SSC does not have a final report
for the Council to consider at this time. The draft report is comprehensive, and the SSC
commends the Marine Reserves Subcommittee for its work thus far. The SSC received helpful
comments from the public during its discussion. The SSC discussion and public comments
motivated a set of revisions to the current draft, and the SSC anticipates that a final version of the
report will be ready for the Council in June 2004.
The SSC would like to clarify that an intended audience for the report includes agencies and
entities that request Council consideration of proposals to establish marine reserves in federal
waters on the West Coast. Revisions to the draft report will make this intention explicit. The
SSC emphasizes that material in the report should be interpreted as guidelines for future
proposals. The report is intended ultimately to be used as a reference, and provide aid for
navigating federal policies (e.g., National Environmental Policy Act) that must be followed by
the Council to implement fishing regulations.
The SSC is aware that the terminology used to define spatial closures varies from one entity to
another (e.g., California's Marine Life Protection Act, National Research Council). The SSC
report distinguishes between closures for a specific period of time until some condition is met
(e.g., rockfish conservation areas), and indefinite closures. In particular, the report currently
refers to marine reserves as permanent closures to some or all forms of fishing. The SSC
intends for language in the report to be consistent with terminology in other Council documents.
The report emphasizes the importance of defining objectives, setting performance standards, and
establishing criteria to measure progress towards meeting objectives. In general, science can be
useful for establishing criteria and methods for measurement. On the other hand, identifying
objectives and setting standards for marine reserves will require policy decisions.
The report describes five types of objectives for marine reserves, (1) provide insurance against
errors in fishery science or management, (2) provide fishery benefits, (3) provide ecosystem
benefits, (4) provide nonfishing social benefits, and (5) provide opportunity to advance
scientific knowledge.
Revisions to the draft report will further elaborate on the objectives related to providing social
benefits (Section III.D.) and advancing scientific knowledge (Section III.E.). Specifically,
Section III.D. will be expanded to include a discussion of trade-offs among consumptive,
non-consumptive and non-use values of the ocean and the potential use of non-market valuation
techniques (e.g., travel cost, hedonic pricing, contingent valuation) in revealing such trade-offs.
Section III.E. will be expanded to focus on study plans for scientific research proposals. In
addition, the discussion of EIS examples in Section IV of the current draft is extensive, and much
of this material will be moved to an appendix.
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Exhibit H.1.c
Supplemental GAP Report
March 2004

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON
SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REVIEW OF
MARINE RESERVES ISSUES
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) reviewed the report prepared by the Scientific and
Statistical Committee’s (SSC) Marine Reserves Subcommittee.
In general, the GAP agrees with the SSC report. As it has stated previously, the GAP believes
that marine reserves are one tool in the management toolbox that should be available for use
where appropriate. Marine reserves are not a general panacea to solve all problems related to
groundfish conservation and management, but they could be useful in certain circumstances.
The key point is that the problem should dictate which tool is to be used; we should not
arbitrarily decide that we are going to have marine reserves and then look to see whether they
have actually addressed a problem. If marine reserves are established, they should encompass
well-defined scientific objectives and monitoring programs.
In this context, the GAP cautions that we should not consider marine reserves separately and
distinctly from other conservation and management efforts. They have to be considered
holistically along with such things as conservation of essential fish habitat, time and area
closures, gear-specific closures to achieve allocation or other social and economic goals, and
ecosystem-based management. In some cases, a marine reserve could encompass many of these
management objectives, thereby reducing the amount of area put off limits to fishing.
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Exhibit H.1.c
Supplemental HC Report
March 2004

HABITAT COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON
SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE
REVIEW OF MARINE RESERVES ISSUES
The Habitat Committee (HC) reviewed and discussed the SSC White Paper on Marine Reserves.
Our committee appreciates the substantial effort put forward to articulate the issues associated
with the Council’s consideration of marine reserves. We applaud the call for rigor and a
consistent approach in the Council’s consideration of all management tools, including marine
reserves. This paper will lead to progress in implementing the marine reserve aspects of the
Council’s Groundfish Strategic Plan.
All of the Council’s management and conservation decisions take place in a context of
substantial scientific uncertainty. It is important to remember that marine reserves will represent
another experiment in fishery management and conservation with comparable uncertainty.
Marine reserves have points in common with other management tools available to the Council,
such as areas closures. They could also be a tool in protecting any designated habitat areas of
particular concern (HAPCs) (those that contain rare, sensitive, vulnerable or important ecological
functions). The SSC may want to address this role specifically in the White Paper.
Marine reserves have the potential to address multiple Council objectives concurrently, notably
population size and age structure, bycatch, stock rebuilding, sustainable ecosystems, and habitat
conservation. To ensure marine reserve proposals address these multiple objectives, the HC
supports the SSC’s recommendation that the Council consider developing a mechanism to ensure
others understand Council expectations regarding marine reserve proposals.
The Habitat Committee suggests that the consideration of marine reserves as a management and
conservation tool continue with as much rigor as possible, but without unrealistic a priori
information requirements or expectations.
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Exhibit H.2
Situation Summary
March 2004

UPDATE ON OTHER MARINE PROTECTED AREA ACTIVITIES
Situation: This update on ongoing marine protected areas (MPAs) activities covers the following
areas:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (MBNMS) MPA Planning.
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) Marine Reserves Process.
NOAA Meeting on Integration of MPA Science with Fisheries Management.
MPA Workshop to be Held in Seattle on March 27.

1. The Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary has developed a set of proposed action plans
as part of the central California Sanctuaries’ Joint Management Plan Review process. The plans
relate to MPAs, bottom trawling effects on benthic habitats, krill harvesting, fishing-related
research and education, and protection of Davidson Seamount. Staff from the MBNMS will
provide a brief overview of MPA planning efforts in the Sanctuary. The Sanctuary’s MPA
Action Plan is included (Exhibit H.2.b, MBNMS Report.) The Council also received public
comment related to MBNMS (Exhibit H.2.e, Public Comment).
2. CINMS Marine Reserves Process. The CINMS is in the process of preparing a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on marine reserves in the federal waters of CINMS.
It is likely that a draft of the portion of the EIS describing the range of alternatives will be ready
for review by the Ad Hoc Channel Islands Marine Reserve Committee before the June 2004
Council meeting. A review of the process and schedule for this effort may be available at the
April 2004 Council meeting.
3. NOAA Meeting on Integration of MPA Science with Fisheries Management. NOAA held
a meeting in Santa Cruz on February 26-27, 2004 to develop terms of reference for a series of
workshops to integrate the science of MPAs and fishery management. The meeting was
attended by representatives of NMFS Northwest and Southwest Regions, National Ocean
Service, Council, Sanctuaries, and Oregon State University. Council staff will provide a brief
summary of the meeting. A review of the process and schedule for this effort may be available
at the April Council meeting.
4. The National Marine Protected Areas Center’s Training and Technical Assistance Institute
has developed a one-day workshop for the general public entitled “Understanding Marine
Protected Areas.” A workshop will be held on Saturday, March 27, 2004, at the Seattle
Aquarium. The target audience for the workshop is the general public, and the workshop has
been designed to be politically neutral. Council staff will be happy to provide more details about
the workshop if requested.
Council Task:
1. Council Discussion.
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Reference Materials:
1. Exhibit H.2.b, MBNMS Report: MBNMS’s Special Marine Protected Areas Action Plan.
2. Exhibit H.2.e, Public Comment.
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Agendum Overview
Report of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary
Report on NOAA Workshop
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Discussion
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Exhibit H.2.a
Supplemental Staff Report
March 2004

SUPPLEMENTAL UPDATE ON OTHER MARINE PROTECTED AREA ACTIVITIES
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (MBNMS)
MBNMS is currently developing action plans for a suite of marine protected area (MPA) related
initiatives within MBNMS, these include special MPAs, inclusion of Davidson Seamount within
the sanctuary boundary, and a ban on krill fishing within the sanctuary.
Davidson Seamount and krill ban initiatives are scheduled for completion during 2004.
Development of special MPAs is on a longer-term schedule and could be completed during the
next few years.
Most of these MPA-related initiatives will require coordination with the Pacific Fishery
Management Council (Council). For example, within the next six months, it is anticipated
MBNMS will request Council input for both the krill harvesting ban and Davidson Seamount
issues. This will likely include a request for the Council to determine its role in both endeavors.
To provide the Council more information on these activities, Dr. Holly Price (MBNMS) will
brief the Council at the March 2004 meeting.
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS)
CINMS is developing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for alternatives to create MPAs
within federal waters of CINMS.
CINMS staff intend to provide materials for the April 2004 Council meeting briefing book. At
the April Council meeting, CINMS is tentatively scheduled to present information to the
Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) and other Council advisory bodies. CINMS is
seeking specific input from the SSC on technical aspects of draft management alternatives and
analytical approaches.
It is anticipated CINMS will present information to the Council at the June 2004 meeting and
request formal Council action in response to their draft EIS, specifically fishery-management
related components of CINMS alternatives for MPAs in federal waters. To facilitate Council
consideration of CINMS proposed alternatives, it is anticipated the Council's Ad Hoc Channel
Islands Marine Reserve Committee will need to meet prior to the June 2004 Council meeting.
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MPA Center
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration's (NOAA) MPA Center in Santa Cruz,
California is coordinating an initiative to address science and technical issues related to
integration of MPAs with fishery management. This will involve establishment of a working
group to address the science and technical issues and a two-year schedule for completion of the
project.

An oversight group, including representatives from NMFS (Sustainable Fisheries, Protected
Resources, Habitat), National Ocean Service, the Council, and Oregon State University, met
February 26-27, 2004 in Santa Cruz, California. The group initiated development of a list of
issue areas and specific issues that would form the basis of the working group's statement of
work. The oversight group also discussed potential working group participants in terms of the
types of expertise that would be required; for example, fishery scientists and managers, marine
ecologists, fishery economists, and user groups (including commercial and recreational fisheries,
and conservation groups). The oversight group is developing terms of reference and a statement
of work for the working group.
The MPA Center is tentatively scheduled to present an informational update to the Council at the
April 2004 meeting in Sacramento, California.
National Fisheries Conservation Center (NFCC) Marine Reserves Science Conference
A consensus conference related to the science of marine reserves is being coordinated by NFCC.
Information about this conference was presented to the Council in 2003. Objectives of the
conference included developing information about the "state of the science" related to the
integration of marine reserves into fishery management. The conference has apparently been
scheduled for June 2004 in Long Beach California. However, it is unclear if NFCC has secured
the necessary funds for the conference. The Council has not received updated information from
NFCC.
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Exhibit H.2.b
MBNMS Report
March 2004

Special Marine Protected Areas Action Plan
Goal Statement
To determine the role, if any, of additional Marine Protected Areas in maintaining the
integrity of biological communities in the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, and
to protect, and where appropriate, restore and enhance natural habitats, populations and
ecological processes. If additional MPAs are to be created, provide for the design of
MPAs that are compatible with the continuation of long-term sustainable fishing in the
Sanctuary, as fishing is a key cultural and economic component of the region.
The action plan will outline the framework for coordinating with and providing input to
appropriate state and federal agencies on the need for, purpose, design and
implementation of MPAs within the MBNMS region, whether initiated or coordinated by
the Sanctuary or other agencies. A multi-stakeholder Workgroup will work together to
implement the components of the action plan.
MBNMS Staff Contact
Resource Protection Coordinator
Holly Price
MBNMS Staff
Huff McGonigal
Erica Burton
Liz Love

Environmental Policy Specialist
MBNMS Research Assistant
Education Specialist

Working Group Members
Commercial Fishing/SAC
Tom Canale
Commercial Fishing/Alliance Chair
Mike Ricketts
Don Dodson
Commercial Fishing
Commercial Fishing
David Crabbe
Recreational Fishing
Howard Egan
Coastal Business and Ecotourism
David Ehert
Steve Scheiblauer
Fishing Related Businesses
Peter Grenell
Harbors/SAC
Jim Seger
PFMC
Lisa Wooninck
NMFS, SWR Science Center
Paul Reilly
CDFG/SAC
Chris Harrold
Research/SAC
ucsc/PIsco
Mark Carr
Bill Sydeman
Research, PRBO
Conservation/SAC
Vicki Nichols
Conservation
Mike Osmond
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Kaitilin Gaffney
Frank Degnan
Pat Clark-Gray
Astrid Scholz
Mark Helvey
Rick Starr

Conservation
Diving/SAC
Education/SAC
Socioeconomics
NMFS, SWR Regulatory
Sea Grant

INTRODUCTION
Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) are a management tool that may include a range of
strategies from fully restricting harvesting of marine life within a designated geographic
area, allowing take of selected species or restricting other types of human activities.
Scientific research has indicated that carefully crafted MPAs can be effective tools for
conservation of biodiversity and habitats. MPAs may be used as a means to restore
degraded areas and as a precautionary tool to conserve a range of representative habitats
and biodiversity. Well-designed MPAs generally contain higher species diversity, more
abundant species, and larger fish within their boundaries relative to impacted areas of
similar habitat outside the reserve. These larger fish produce many more young than do
smaller fish. MPAs are one of many useful tools that can be used to prevent, slow, or
reverse negative habitat and ecosystem changes within the Sanctuary. MPAs may also
cause unintended positive or negative ecological, social or economic consequences. As
the science of MPAs is evolving, care must be given to actively evaluate emerging MPA
studies, whether they show positive or negative impacts of MPAs. The MBNMS will
also consider other management tools that may enable the Program to meet its
conservation goals.
The MBNMS received many comments during the scoping period of the Joint
Management Plan Review (JMPR) requesting increased protection of the ecosystem by
taking the lead in implementing a network of MPAs in State and Federal waters. Scoping
period comments also asked that regulatory authority on fishing and MPAs remain with
existing State and Federal agencies, and that any consideration by the MBNMS of MPAs
should be based on consensus with the fishing industry. The MBNMS believes that any
consideration of MPAs should and will be a joint effort with the participation of many
diverse stakeholders, including strong participation of the fishing community to tap into
their extensive knowledge and to consider socioeconomic impacts of alternative MPA
designs, as well as participation from other agencies, scientists, environmental
organizations and the public.
Strong interagency collaboration with the National Marine Fisheries Service, Pacific
Fisheries Management Council, and the California Department of Fish and Game will be
an essential component during the evaluation of the need for MPAs and in their design.
The Sanctuary will facilitate continuation of a multi-stakeholder workgroup representing
agencies, the fishing community, environmental organizations, scientists and other
stakeholders to carry out the evaluations outlined in the plan below. If the workgroup
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ultimately recommends the establishment and locations of specific MPAs, they could be
implemented in future years via a variety of mechanisms and agencies. Depending on the
final design of MPAs, their implementation could draw on authorities of various state and
federal agencies under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the National Marine Sanctuaries Act,
the state’s Marine Life Protection Act and/or the Marine Managed Areas Improvement
Act.
Workgroup Planning
To address the issue of the role, if any, of MPAs in protecting Sanctuary resources the
MBNMS developed a Workgroup of the Sanctuary Advisory Council to provide
guidance on several aspects of MPAs. Since the MBNMS is a “marine protected area”
itself, this Action Plan is using the term Special Marine Protected Areas to distinguish
these smaller, more focused MPAs that might limit harvest from the MBNMS itself.
The Workgroup was asked to outline the framework for the need for, purpose, design and
implementation of MPAs within the MBNMS region. The framework describes the
process, goals and criteria for effective special MPAs and provides recommendations for
future steps to evaluate the issue. Although the revised management plan itself will not
specify exact locations for special MPAs, the Sanctuary will continue the planning effort
in the future with the Workgroup to conduct additional evaluations using the framework
document as a guide. Much detailed work remains to conduct a thorough evaluation of
the issue, including a more detailed assessment of the need for MPAs, identification of
specific habitats and ecological processes that could benefit from protection,
identification of potential and existing threats, development of site-specific goals,
consideration of design criteria which incorporate biological and socioeconomic issues,
integration with other management efforts, and articulation of monitoring, education and
enforcement needs.
The Workgroup refined a draft list of future work topics that address these and other
issues in the special MPA plan. This list, shown below, will provide the basis for a
longer-term work program for implementation, with continued involvement by the
Workgroup. The Workgroup identified the strategies below as necessary steps to
achieving the objectives laid out in the goal statement. Strategy one addresses the need to
form working partnerships with stakeholders and other agencies that will facilitate the
implementation of the plan. Strategy two focuses on the evaluation of the need for MPAs
and identification of the resources to be protected. Strategies three through six focus on
effective design of MPAs, considering biological issues, patterns of use, socioeconomics
and potential for integration with other management measures. Strategies seven through
nine focus on considering education, enforcement and research programs during both
MPA design and implementation phases. Strategies ten and eleven focus on
implementation issues related to phasing of MPAs and to coordination of interagency
designation processes, assuming a decision is reached in future years regarding the need
for MPAs and on their locations.
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Strategy MPA-1: Develop Partnerships
Activity 1.1: Develop Partners During Evaluation, Goal Setting, and Design Phases
A. Continue multi-stakeholder workgroup for evaluation and design, and allow for
continued involvement of local communities
B. Ensure constituent involvement and adequate notification for public involvement
C. Outline roles and steps for involvement of Sanctuary, NMFS, PFMC, and CDFG
and identify common goals
D. Develop partnerships with CDFG, NMFS, PFMC and consider joint staffing
during evaluation and design phases
E. Evaluate linking to and coordination with potential PFMC evaluation of MPAs
F. Ensure coordination with any processes in state waters
Status: Phase 1
Potential Partners: NMFS, CDFG, PFMC, local research institutions, fishermen, MPA
working group members
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Strategy MPA-2: Conservation Goals and Objectives and Habitats and
Resources to be Protected
Strategy Description
This strategy outlines activities the working group must address in defining more specific
conservation objectives for special MPAs, considering the range of habitats and
ecological interactions which may warrant protection, and the threats to those resources.
Activity 2.1: Develop Specific Conservation Goals and Objectives for Special MPA Program,
Building on General Goal Statement Above as Part of Ongoing Multi-stakeholder Process
Status: Phase 1
Potential Partners: MPA Group Members, NMFS, CDFG, fishermen, scientists
Activity 2.2: Consider Range of Representative Habitat Type- e.g. Hard Bottom, Soft Bottom,
Kelp Forest, Pelagic, Rocky Intertidal, Estuarine, etc.
Status: Phase 1
Potential Partners: NMFS, CDFG, Fishermen, MPA Group Members
Activity 2.3: Identify Key Ecological Interactions, Including Predator-Prey Relationships,
Migratory Patterns, Life History Stages, and the Role of Biogenic Habitat (e.g. kelp)
Status: Phase 1
Potential Partners: NMFS, CDFG, fishermen, MPA group members
Activity 2.4: Identify Emerging or Existing Threats to These Habitats, Resources or
Interactions
Status: Phase 1
Potential Partners: NMFS, PFMC, CDFG, fishermen, MPA group members
Activity 2.5: Identify Resource or Habitat-specific Objectives for Special MPAs and/or
Network/Collection of Special MPAs
Status: Phase 1
Potential Partners: MPA group members
Activity 2.6: Include Mix of Degrees of Habitat Health Ranging from Areas that are
Minimally Disturbed and Set Aside for Protection, to Historically Productive, Currently
Underused Habitats Set Aside to Allow Recovery
Status: Phase 1
Potential Partners: NMFS, CDFG, fishermen, MPA group members
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Strategy MPA-3: General Design Criteria
Strategy Description
This strategy outlines the various criteria the working group must describe and evaluate
in designing special MPAs, including biological issues, human use patterns, questions of
scale and size, and practical implementation issues.
Activity 3.1: Consider Biological and Physical Factors
A.
B.
C.
D.

Consider biological factors identified above in Strategy MPA-2.
Consider proximity to ecological “hotspots.”
Evaluate physical oceanographic factors such as currents, upwelling, etc.
Consider biological relationships between State and Federal waters for a
network/collection of special MPAs.

Status: Phase 1
Potential Partners: NMFS, PFMC, Fishermen, MPA Group Members, Local Research
Institutions
Activity 3.2: Consider Human Use Patterns
A. Evaluate distribution of human activities on the water. (Phase 1)
B. Evaluate how locations and distances may impact different user groups and local
communities. (Phase 1)
C. Consider distances from port and safety issues. (Phase 1)
D. Evaluate potential impacts of displacement of fishing effort to other areas. (Phase
2)
E. Consider access by other target users, such as divers, kayakers, shore fishermen,
researchers. (Phase 2)
F. Map location of existing small reserves, areas closed to certain types of fishing,
and other types of MPAs. (Phase 1)
G. Consider locations of other types of human threats—e.g. water quality, landslides,
vessel traffic, MPWC. (Phase 1)
Potential Partners: Fishermen, USCG, Harbormasters, CDBW, CDFG, Fishing Clubs,
NOAA Rec. Survey, Dive Shops, Whale Watchers, Kayak Companies, Yacht
Associations, MPA Center, NMFS, Divers, Researchers
Activity 3.3: Address Considerations of MPA Size and Scale
A. Ensure that special MPAs are sized appropriately to meet objectives, considering
biological and socioeconomic factors.
B. Consider distances between special MPAs and between types of special MPAs.
C. Evaluate the need for a network of special MPAs as opposed to individually sited
special MPAs.
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D. Determine appropriate scale of a network/collection.
E. Incorporate variability in special MPA design to improve effectiveness
evaluations.
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: Fishermen, USCG, Harbormasters, CDBW, CDFG, Fishing Clubs,
NOAA Rec. Survey, Dive Shops, Whale Watchers, Kayak Companies, Yacht
Associations, MPA Center, NMFS, Divers, Researchers
Activity 3.4: Consider Design Issues Specific to Federal Waters
A. Define conditions where it is beneficial to extend state MPAs to federal waters,
and when separate special MPAs may be more appropriate
B. Evaluate type and orientation of extension that may be appropriate across state
and federal waters, and consider the benefits and disadvantages of doing so
C. Evaluate potential for separate offshore special MPAs focused on biological
hotspots correlated with persistent physical and oceanographic features
D. Evaluate the persistence of pelagic hotspots over time
E. Consider practical feasibility of pelagic restrictions, including possibility for
temporary closures
Status: Phase 1
Potential Partners: NMFS, CDFG, PFMC, local research institutions, fishermen, MPA
working group members
Activity 3.5: Consider Practical Implementation Issues
A. Consider proximity and ability to enforce.
B. Consider ability to monitor for effectiveness evaluation.
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: USCG, CDFG, MPA Center, NMFS, local research institutions
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Strategy MPA-4: Types of Use
Strategy Description
Special MPAs may vary from full no-take reserves which allow no harvest to areas which
allow some levels of harvest, and areas which allow varying types of non-extractive uses.
This strategy outlines the need for the working group to evaluate options for varying
types of use
in designing special MPAs
Activity 4.1: Consider mix of options that may restrict certain human activities at selected sites
in a special MPA or special MPA network/collection
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: Fishermen, CDFG, MPA working group members, NMFS, local
research institutions, PFMC, divers
Activity 4.2: Consider relationship between state MPA classifications and Sanctuary
designations
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: CDFG, MPA working group members, NMFS, local research
institutions
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Strategy MPA–5: Integrated Management
Strategy Description
This strategy outlines issues the working group must consider in coordinating the
development of special MPAs with other types of management measures.
Activity 5.1: Identify and Evaluate Other Existing or Planned Ecosystem, Fishery, or Landbased Management Tools, as Feasible Within Staff Limitations
Status: Phase 1
Potential Partners: CDFG, MPA Center, NMFS, local research institutions, PFMC,
fishermen
Activity 5.2: Identify and Evaluate Gaps, Limits and Constraints of Existing Tools, as
Feasible Within Staff Limitations
Status: Phase 1
Potential Partners: CDFG, MPA Center, NMFS, local research institutions, PFMC,
fishermen
Activity 5.3: Evaluate Means to Effectively Integrate and Coordinate Special MPAs With
These Tools to Leverage and Strengthen Efforts and Avoid Duplication
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: CDFG, MPA Center, NMFS, local research institutions, PFMC,
fishermen
Activity 5.4: Use Special MPAs to Help Leverage Agency Resources to Address Multiple
Threats to Key Sites, Including Land-based Activities
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: CDFG, MPA Center, NMFS, local research institutions, Cal-Trans
Activity 5.5: Identify and Consider Possible Synergies Between Land-based Protected Areas
(e.g. state parks) and Adjacent Special MPAs For Staffing, Education, Enforcement,
Research, or Reduction of Land-based Threats
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: State Parks, CDFG, MPA Center
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Strategy MPA-6: Socioeconomic Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Strategy Description
This strategy outlines activities to assess potential negative and positive socioeconomic
impacts of MPAs during the design and post-design stages, and steps to mitigate potential
negative effects.
Activity 6.1: Identify Types of Socioeconomic Analyses to Assist in the Design and Evaluation
of Biologically Effective Special MPAs That Will Allow Continuation of Sustainable Fishing
Practices and Sustainable Communities
A. Evaluate how the community is affected, including cultural and economic
sustainability of both consumptive and nonconsumptive factors and values.
B. Evaluate user groups and ports affected, short and long-term effects, and potential
for buffering or reducing negative effects
C. Consider economic uses that may be improved by designation of special MPAs
D. Consider social values of a wide variety of different people in evaluating special
MPAs
Status: Phase 1 for background studies to assist in design, Phase 2 for later studies to
evaluate design
Potential Partners: CDFG, MPA Center, NMFS, local research institutions, PFMC,
fishermen, socioeconomists, user groups
Activity 6.2: Prioritize Studies Needed and Ensure Their Implementation, Including Those
Required by NEPA
Status: Phase 1
Potential Partners: CDFG, MPA Center, NMFS, local research institutions, PFMC,
fisher, Socio-economists, user groups
Activity 6.3: Work with NOAA and Department of Commerce to Expand/Develop Economic
Mitigation Programs for Users That May be Impacted
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: CDFG, NMFS, local research institutions, PFMC, fisher, Socioeconomists
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Strategy MPA-7: Enforcement and Compliance Program
Strategy Description
This strategy outlines activities needed to design an effective enforcement program.
Activity 7.1: Identify Components of an Effective Enforcement Program and Implementation
Mechanisms to Provide Adequate Surveillance on the Water and in the Air
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: CDFG, USCG, State Parks
Activity 7.2: Develop Partnerships and Cooperative Interagency Enforcement Plans
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: CDFG, USCG, State Parks, MPA working group members
Activity 7.3: Ensure Adequate Training of Enforcement Officers in MPA Management and
Regulations
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: CDFG, USCG, State Parks, NOAA OLE
Activity 7.4: Work to Facilitate Compliance via Tools such as GPS Systems
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: CDFG, USCG, State Parks, PFMC
Activity 7.5: Enlist Community Participation in Special MPA Management and Enforcement
to Maximize Cost-effectiveness of Enforcement Program and Enhance Compliance
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: CDFG, USCG, State Parks, community groups
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Strategy MPA-8: Education and Outreach Program
Strategy Description
This strategy outlines outreach and education needs during both the design and postdesign phases.
Activity 8.1: Identify Target Audiences and Develop Components of an Effective Education
and Outreach Program
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: SEP, NMFS, CDFG, PFMC
Activity 8.2: Conduct Regional Workshops to Share Information and Gather Input From
Fishing Leaders and the Community After Special MPA Design Criteria are Determined by
Multi-stakeholder Groups
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: SEP, NMFS, CDFG, PFMC, fishermen, MPA working group
members
Activity 8.3: Consider ongoing education potential of individual reserve locations
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: SEP, NMFS, CDFG, PFMC, local research institutions
Activity 8.4: Link Efforts to General Education Strategies on Fisheries (a separate working
group) and to MBNMS Regional Education and Outreach Plans
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: SEP, NMFS, CDFG, PFMC, fishing interest organizations, FIRE
Working Group
Activity 8.5: Integrate Education with Enforcement and Research
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: SEP, NMFS, CDFG, PFMC, USCG, State Parks
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Strategy MPA-9: Research and Monitoring Program
Strategy Description
This strategy outlines activities needed to develop a research and monitoring program
which will assess and distribute information on the biological effectiveness of the special
MPAs and their impacts on patterns of human use.
Activity 9.1: Design and Conduct Biological Effectiveness Evaluations Linked to Specific
Goals of Special MPAs
A.
B.
C.
D.

Evaluate biological changes within and outside of special MPAs
Include comparisons to adequate control sites
Distinguish between natural and anthropogenic changes
Evaluate potential spillover effect to local populations

Activity 9.2: Evaluate Human Activities and Changes Relative to Specific Goals of Special
MPAs
A. Assess consumptive and non-consumptive use patterns inside and outside special
MPAs
B. Determine effects of scientific monitoring
C. Include observer program on research and fishing vessels
D. Monitor socioeconomic changes in user groups after special MPAs are established
Activity 9.3: Coordinate Monitoring and Data Distribution
A. Coordinate special MPA monitoring with other biological monitoring in the
region and link to MBNMS/SIMoN
B. Involve fishermen and divers in monitoring activities
C. Coordinate with other sanctuaries conducting special MPA monitoring
D. Package and distribute readily understood monitoring information and
effectiveness evaluations to decision-makers, fishermen and public
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: NMFS, CDFG, PFMC, local research institutions, fishermen, other
stakeholders
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Strategy MPA-10: Timing Strategies and Phasing / Effectiveness
Evaluations
Strategy Description
This strategy outlines activities for evaluating the potential for phasing in the
implementation of special MPAs over time, as well as development of a defined process
for adaptive management.
Activity 10.1: Evaluate Potential Benefits and Disadvantages of Phasing
Activity 10.2: If Phasing is Considered Appropriate, Develop Criteria for Establishing a
Reasonable First Phase
Activity 10.3: Determine Criteria for Frequency of Effectiveness Evaluation of Special MPAs,
Linking Criteria to Site-specific Goals
Activity 10.4: Establish Criteria for When Evaluations Should Lead to Adaptive Management
or Changes in MPAs Based on Improved Knowledge
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: NMFS, CDFG, PFMC, local research institutions, fishermen, other
stakeholders, MPA working group members
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Strategy MPA-11: Interagency Coordination and Implementation in
Federal and State Waters
Strategy Description
This strategy outlines the procedures and coordination for special MPA implementation
and for ensuring interagency coordination in the process.
Activity 11.1: After Identification of Special MPA Needs, Feasibility, Site-specific
Goals and Designs as Outlined Above, Identify and Recommend the Most Appropriate
Process and Agency to Implement
Note: Options for implementing MPAs as of 2003 are included below as background
material. The working group did not try to reach consensus on these options and did not
recommend which of these options or others may be appropriate once strategies 1-10 are
completed. The group also recommends further legal review of the current and future
options.
A. For Federal waters, options and considerations as of 2003 include:
 PFMC could adopt special MPAs under its own statutory authorities under
Magnuson Stevens, provided the species covered are addressed by a Fishery
Management Plan (FMP) and state landing laws could be used to restrict landings
of non-FMP species; or
 PFMC could be given the opportunity to draft regulations drawing on authorities
of the National Marine Sanctuaries Act, as outlined in subsection 304 (a)(5) of the
Act, allowing it to address species not covered by a FMP
 If PFMC declines to draft regulations under either the Magnuson Stevens Act or
the National Marine Sanctuaries Act, NOAA could prepare the draft regulations
drawing on authorities in NMSA.
 Promulgation of regulations under the NMSA would require amendment of the
1992 MBNMS designation document since regulation of fishing activities is not
identified as falling within the scope of current or future regulations. As outlined
in the 1992 designation document, any future amendment of the designation
document to regulate fishing activity could only occur in consultation with fishery
management agencies, the fishing community, and the public, and would be
subject to formal public hearings, EIS preparation, and Congressional notification
requirements. A revision of the designation document could be constrained to
focus only on MPA designation and not on fishery regulations in general.
B. For State waters, options and considerations as of 2003 include:
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 The State of California (through the Fish and Game Commission and/or the Park
and Recreation Commission) could adopt special MPAs pursuant to its authorities
under the Marine Managed Areas Improvement Act and these MPAs could
potentially be ultimately incorporated into a statewide MLPA plan.
 NOAA could prepare draft regulations drawing on authorities in the NMSA. The
same process described above regarding amending the designation document
would apply, with the additional condition that the approval of the governor
would also be required.
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: NMFS, CDFG, DPR, PFMC, NOAA General Counsel
Activity 11.2: Ensure Coordination between State and Federal Implementation Measures and
Timelines
Since state and federal implementation may occur via different agencies, ensure adequate
coordination of implementation outcomes related to design and phasing.
Status: Phase 2
Potential Partners: NMFS, CDFG, DPR, PFMC, NOAA General Counsel, MPA
workgroup members
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Exhibit H.2.e
Public Comment
March 2004

Alliance of Communities for Sustainable Fisheries
P 0 Box 1309, Carmel Valley,

CA 93924 (831) 659-2838

October 22,2003

San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors
Room 370 County Government Center
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408
RE: Recommendation to not support expansion of the Monterey Bay National Marine
Sanctuary into San Luis Obispo County at this time
Dear Chairman Mike Ryan and Board Members:
The Alliance of Communities for Sustainable Fisheries (Alliance), has been following the
question as to whether the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary will expand its
boundaries southward. Our organization represents primarily the men and women of
recreational and commercial fishing who use the ocean waters from Port San Luis to San
Francisco. We are unique in that we bridge the fishing community with the greater
community that supports them, and particularly emphasize the culture, heritage, and
economic contribution of fishing in our region. Further, as our name implies, we are
committed to the sustainable use of ocean resources. To that end, we have worked very
hard to improve the science used in resource management, utilizing the knowledge that
fishermen have.
Since our organization has worked closely with the staff and Sanctuary Advisory Council
for the MBNMS on a variety of issues, we feel that we have a valid perspective to share on
the good works and problems we have seen in this organization.
There is no doubt that the Federal Government can bring additional resources to the study
and management of offshore waters. The Sanctuary Program is at its best when it works
cooperatively with agencies and industries to educate and coordinate towards mutual
goals. Accomplishments such as the extension of the oil tanker traffic lanes farther
offshore, the water quality protection program, and the four county agricultural plan are
examples of this cooperative effort. Perhaps the biggest benefit in the public’s mind lies in
the regulation that prevents oil and gas development. We would, at this time, venture to
say that the situation with potential oil development is not clear as to whether Sanctuary
status will actually prevent future development in new areas, or that such development
cannot be prevented through other local means. The other regulations of the MBNMS, we
must point out, could be, or are, equally accomplished by local authorities. The fact is,
California’s offshore waters are among the most heavily managed and regulated of any in
the world even without Sanctuary status.

With that being said, we believe that this Program has no business expanding until it can
solve some basic governance issues and can better manage the resources in the 5300
square miles it already has. Indeed, we in the fishing community have strongly sought to
work cooperatively with the Sanctuary Program to develop far better fish stock abundance
assessments than are presently utilized by either the Department of Fish & Game or by
NOAA Fisheries. We also point out that critical work areas named in the MBNMS
Management Plan, such as developing real-life oil spill contingency plans which will utilize
the resources of the fishing community, have not even begun after eleven years.
Moreover, there are significant governance problems inherent in Sanctuary status:
?

.

?

The National Marine Sanctuary Act is overly broad and vague on key concepts,
and does not provide proper guidance to staff for administration. One conflict of
National Policy is that the “protection” (an undefined term) of sanctuary
resources, such as fish stocks, takes precedence over the sustainable
management of an important food source for the nation. Congress needs to
step in and provide guidance to sort this out.
The role of the Sanctuary Advisory Council (SAC), which was intended
originally
to provide a strong, local voice to give local perspective to the federal agency on
resource matters, is not working as intended. In fact, the Association of
Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG), representing Santa Cruz, San
Benito, and Monterey Counties recently voted to formally study and make
recommendations about the governance issues in the SAC after hearing
continuing complaints about how the SAC is managed and limited by NOAA.
AMBAG is represented by all elected officials. Their fact-finding report will be
presented in a few months.
Experience has shown that despite promises made to a variety of local
communities about how things would be under Sanctuary Management, it
appears the Sanctuary Program has little ability to keep its promises. There was
clearly the promise made to the fishing community that the Sanctuary would not
represent another bureaucracy that fishermen would have to deal with. This has
not proven to be the case. Fishermen do have to worry about the Sanctuary
bureaucracy and its assertions of regulatory power, even over the Department of
Fish & Game and the Pacific Fishery Management Council. As mentioned
above, community members believed that they would have a vehicle in the SAC
for strong local representation. This, however, has not proven to be the case
thus far. Lastly, our harbor members tell us that promises were made that the
Sanctuary would not be in a regulatory role over dredging operations. However,
the Sanctuary has asserted this authority, with the result being added time and
cost delays in dredging permitting with no added value. Numerous federal, state
and local agencies already weigh in on dredge material disposal.

It is therefore our recommendation to the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors
that the MBNMS is not ready to expand. Many of our concerns apply to the National
Marine Sanctuary Program as a whole. If citizens want to work toward a superior ocean

resources management agency, they would be best served by focusing on the problems in
support the
the Program as they exist today, and solving those problems. Or, alternatively,
fledgling Marine Interests Group as a non-regulatory, coordinating body to improve
resource management. We deeply hope that the Sanctuary Program will outgrow its
difficulties and be the partner with the fishing community that we had originally envisioned.
Until that time, our organization cannot support Sanctuary expansion and we urge the San
Luis Obispo County Board
Thank you for considering
Sincerely,

Kathy Fosmark
Co-Chair, ACSF
Supporting Associations & Organizations
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Association
Port San Luis Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Morro Bay Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Monterey Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Fishermen’s Association of Moss Landing
Santa Cruz Commercial Fishermen’s Marketing Association
Half Moon Bay Fishermen’s Marketing Association
Fishermen’s Alliance
Western Fishboat Owners Association
Ventura County Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Federation of Independent Seafood Harvesters
Golden Gate Fishermen’s Association

c:

The Honorable Sam Farr
The Honorable Anna Eshoo
The Honorable Lois Capps
The Honorable Elton Gallegly
The Honorable Richard Pombo
The Honorable Bruce McPherson
Admiral Conrad Lautenbacher, USN (ret.)
Dr. William Hogarth, National Marine Fisheries Service

Don Hanson, Chair, PFMC
Dan Basta, Director, Office of National Marine Sanctuaries
Bill Douros, Superintendent, Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary
SAC for Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary
SAC for Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary
SAC for Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary

Federation of Independent Seafood Harvesters
?? The Fishermen ’
s Alliance
?
Coastside Fishing Club (recreational)
?? Recreational Fishing Alliance
?
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations (PCFFA)
?
United Anglers of California, Inc.
?

Please be very clear that recreational and commercial fishermen do not support the inclusion
of the Davidson Seamount into the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary.
Sincerely,
i ’
,&%@&*
Mike Ricketts
Co-Chair, ACSF

/
Kathy Fosrnark
Co-Chair, ACSF

Supporting Associations & Organizations
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Association
Pot-t San Luis Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Morro Bay Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Monterey Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Fishermen’s Association of Moss Landing
Santa Cruz Commercial Fishermen’s Marketing Association
Half Moon Bay Fishermen’s Marketing Association
Fishermen’s Alliance
Western Fishboat Owners Association
Ventura County Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Federation of Independent Seafood Harvesters
Golden Gate Fishermen’s Association
Port San Luis Harbor District
City of Morro Bay Harbor
City of Monterey Harbor
Moss Landing Harbor District
Santa Cruz Port District
Pillar Pt. Harbor, San Mateo County Harbor District

c:

The Honorable Sam Farr
The Honorable Anna Eshoo
The Honorable Lois Capps
The Honorable Elton Gallegly
The Honorable Richard Pombo
The Honorable Bruce McPherson
Admiral Conrad Lautenbacher, USN (ret.)
Dr. William Hogarth, National Marine Fisheries Service
Don Hanson, Chair, PFMC
SAC for Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary
SAC for Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary
SAC for Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary
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