AGENDA C-1

December 2008
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Chris Oliver EST TED TIME
. . 3 HOURS
Executive Director
DATE: December 2, 2008

SUBIJECT: MPA Nomination Process

ACTION REQUIRED
Receive report from MPA Center on nomination process for MPAs

BACKGROUND

Back in 2000, President Clinton signed Executive Qrder 13158, which requires NOAA to establish a Martne
Protected Area Center to develop a framework for a national system of marine protected areas (MPAs). The
executive order is attached as Item C-1(2). In March 2008, the MPA Center published a draft framework for
developing a national system of MPAs, and we provided comments (Item C-1(b})) as well as a follow-up letter
to NMFS (Item C-1(c)). In late November, the final framework was published on the MPA Center’s website

{www.mpa.gov).

Dr. Joe Uravich, Director of the MPA Center, will be presenting information about the National System of
MPAs and the nomination process for the incorporation of existing MPAs, into the national system. Summary
information on the framework and nomination process is attached (Item C-1(d)). The way the fishery
management council related process is presently supposed to work is as follows:

The National MPA Center provides NMFS HQ with all the regional sets of sites. These are existing sites
that a) meet the definition of an MPA as defined Executive Order 13158 and b) have a management plan.
These are the first two filters. NMFS HQ provides them to the regions, and the regions provide them to
the FMCs. These will be discussed and voted on by the FMCs over the next 2 or 3 council mestings. The
MPA Center is asking the FMCs and the regions to determine a) which sites meet which Priority
Conservation Objectives in the national system framework, and b) which sites will be officially nominated
for inclusion. The FMC makes its recommendations to the region and the region sends its determination to
the MPA Center. The MPA Center publishes the proposed nominations in the Federal Register (and by
other means) for public comment. The public provides comment to the managing agency. Agencies review
public comment. Accepted MPAs are placed by the MPA Center on the official "List of MPAs" called for
by E.O. 13158.

A letter with the set of potential MPA sites for the Northern Pacific is expected to arrive from NMES HQ by
the Council meeting. Dr. Uravich is available to taik about the nomination process and to answer questions.
The MPA Center will not be asking the Council to take an official action at this meeting.

In a related topic, the National Marine Sanctuaries Act is likely to be reauthorized next year. A comparison of
the nomination process and the Council authorities of the MPA framework and the Sanctuary Act is provided
as Item C-1{e).
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Presidential Documents

Executive Order 13158 of May 26, 2000

Marine Protected Areas

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the
laws of the United States of America and in furtherance of the purposes
of the National Marine Sanctuaries Act (16 U.5.C. 1431 ef seq.), National
Wwildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.5.C. 868dd-ee),
National Park Service Organic Act {16 U.S.C. 1 el seq.), National Histaric
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.), Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131
et seq.), Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (16
1J.S.C. 1801 et seq.), Coastal Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1451 et
seq.), Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), Marine
Mamma! Protection Act {16 U.8.C. 1362 et seq.), Clean Water Act of 1977
(33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), National Environmental Policy Act, as amended
(42 U.5.C. 4321 et seq.), Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (42 U.S.C.
1331 et seq.), and other pertinent statutes, it is ordered as follows:

Section 1. Purpose. This Executive Order will help protect the significant
natural and cultural resources within the marine environment for the benefit
of present and future generations by strengthening and expanding the Na-
tion's system of marine protected areas (MPAs). An expanded and strength-
ened comprehensive system of marine protected areas throughout the marine
environment would enhance the conservation of our Nation's natural and
cultural marine heritage and the ecologically and economically sustainable
use of the marine environment for future generations. To this end, the
purpose of this order is to, consistent with domestic and international law:
(a) strengthen the management, protecticn, and conservation of existing ma-
rine protected areas and establish new or expanded MPAs: {b) develop
a scientifically based, comprehensive national system of MPAs representing
diverse U.S. marine ecosystems, and the Nation's natural and cultural re-
sources; and (¢) avoid causing harm to MPAs through federally conducted,
approved, or funded activities.

Sec. 2. Definitions. For the purposes of this order: (a) "Marine protected
area” means any aréa of the marine environment that has been reserved
by Federal, State, territorial, tribal, or local laws or regulations to pravide
lasting protection for part or all of the natural and cultural resources therein.

(b) “Marine environment" means those areas of coastal and ocean waters,
the Great Lakes and their connecting waters, and submerged lands there-
under, over which the United States exercises jurisdiction, consistent with
international law.

() The term “‘United States” includes the several States, the District

of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands of the
United States, American $Samoa, Guam, and the Commonwealth of the North-
ern Mariana [slands.
Sec. 3. MPA Establishment, Protection, and Management. Each Federal agen-
cy whose authorities provide for the establishment or management of MPAs
shall take appropriate actions to enhance or expand protection of existing
MPAs and establish or recommend, as appropriate, new MPAs. Agencies
implementing this section shall consult with the agencies identified in sub-
section 4(a) of this order, consistent with existing requirements.

Sec., 4, National System of MPAs. {a) To the extent permitted by law and
subject to the availability of appropriations, the Department of Commerce
and the Department of the Interior, in consultation with the Department
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of Defense, the Department of State, the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development, the Department of Transportation, the Environmental
Protection Agency, the National Science Foundation, and other pertinent
Federal agencies shall develop a national system of MPAs. They shall coordi-
nate and share information, tools, and sirategies, and provide guidance to
enable and encourage the use of the following in the exercise of each
agency’s respective authorities to further enhance and expand protection
of existing MPAs and to establish or recommend new MPAs, as appropriate:

(1) science-based identification and prioritization of natural and cultural
resources for additional protection;

(2) integrated assessments of ecological linkages among MPAs, including
ecological reserves in which consumptive uses of resources are prehibited,
to provide synergistic benefits;

(3) a biological assessment of the minimum area where consumptive uses
would be prohibited that is necessary to preserve representative habitats
in different geographic areas of the marine environment;

{4) an assessment of threats and gaps in levels of protection currently
afforded to natural and cultural resources, as appropriate;

(5) practical, science-based criteria and protocols for monitoring and evalu-
ating the effectiveness of MPAs;

(6) identification of emerging threats and user conflicts affecting MPAs
and appropriate, practical, and equitable management solutions, including
effective enforcement strategies, to eliminate or reduce such threats and
conflicts;

(7) assessment of the economic effects of the preferred management solu-
tions; and

(8) identification of opportunities to improve linkages with, and technical
assistance to, international marine protected area programs.

(b} In carrying out the requirements of section 4 of this order, the Depart-
ment of Commerce and the Department of the Interior shall consult with
those States that contain portions of the marine environment, the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands of the United States, American
Samoa, Guam, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,
tribes, Regional Fishery Management Councils, and other entities, as appro-
priate, to promote coordination of Federal, State, territorial, and tribal actions
to establish and manage MPAs.

(c) In carrying out the requirements of this section, the Department of
Commerce and the Department of the Interior shall seek the expert advice
and recommendations of non-Federal scientists, resource managers, and other
interested persons and organizations through a Marine Protected Area Federal
Advisory Committee. The Committee shall be established by the Department
of Commerce.

(d) The Secretary of Commerce and the Secretary of the Interior shall
establish and jointly manage a website for information on MPAs and Federal
agency reports required by this order. They shall also publish and maintain
an!list of MPAs that meet the definition of MPA for the purposes of this
order.

{e) The Department of Commerce’s National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration shall establish a Marine Protected Area Center to carry out,
in cooperation with the Department of the Interior, the requirements of
subsection 4(a) of this order, coordinate the website established pursuant
to subsection 4(d) of this order, and partner with governmental and non-
governmental entities to conduct necessary research, analysis, and explo-
ration. The goal of the MPA Center shall be, in cooperation with the Depart-
ment of the Interior, to develop a framework for a national system of MPAs,
and to provide Federal, State, territorial, tribal, and local governments with
the information, technologies, and strategies to support the system. This
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national system framework and the work of the MPA Center is intended
to support, not interfere with, agencies’ independent exercise of their own
existing authorities,

() To better protect beaches, coasts, and the marine environment from
pollution, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), relying upon existing
Clean Water Act authorities, shall expeditiously propose new science-based
regulations, as necessary, to ensure appropriate levels of protection for the
marine environment. Such regulations may include the identification of
areas that warrant additional pollution protections and the enhancement
of marine water quality standards. The EPA shall consult with the Federal
agencies identified in subsection 4(a) of this order, States, territories, tribes,
and the public in the development of such new regulations.

Sec. 5. Agency Hesponsibilities. Each Federal agency whose actions affect
the natural or cultural resources that are protected by an MPA shall identify
such actions. To the extent permitted by law and to the maximum extent
practicable, each Federal agency, in taking such actions, shall avoid harm
to the natural and cultural resources that are protected by an MPA, In
implementing this section, each Federal agency shall refer to the MPAs
identified under subsection 4{d) of this order.

Sec. 6. Accountability. Each Federal agency that is required to take actions
under this order shall prepare and make public annually a concise description
of actions taken by it in the previous year to implement the order, including
a description of written comments by any person or organization stating
that the agency has not complied with this order and a response to such
comments by the agency.

Sec. 7. International Law. Federal agencies taking actions pursuant to this
Executive Order must act in accordance with international law and with
Presidential Proclamation 5928 of December 27, 1988, on the Territorial
Sea of the United States of America, Presidential Proclamation 5030 of
March 10, 1983, on the Exclusive Economic Zone of the United States
of America, and Presidential Proclamation 7219 of September 2, 1998, on
the Contiguous Zone of the United States,

Sec. 8. General, (a) Nothing in this order shall be construed as altering
existing authorities regarding the establishment of Federal MPAs in areas
of the marine environment subject to the jurisdiction and control of States,
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands of the United States, American Samoa, Guam, the Commonwealth
of the Northern Mariana Islands, and Indian tribes.

(b) This order does not diminish, affect, or abrogate Indian treaty rights
or United States trust responsibilities to Indian tribes.

(¢) This order does not create any right or benefit, substantive or procedural,
enforceable in law or equity by a party against the United States, its agencies,
its officers, or any person.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
May 26, 2000.



AGENDA C-1(b)

DECEMBER 2008
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Eric A. Olson, Chairman /4 ; 605 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Chris Oliver, Executive Director § Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Telephone (907) 271-2809 Fax (907) 271-2817

Visit our website: http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc

April 10, 2008

Mr. Joseph A. Uravitch
National MPA Center, NJORM
1305 East-West Highway
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Mr. Uravitch:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Revised Draft Framework for Developing a National System
of MPAs. On behalf of the North Pacific Council, I offer the following comments regarding two main
areas of concern: (1) the nomination/delisting process and regional fishery management council
authorities in that regard; and, (2) the scope of ‘avoiding harm to resources protected by an MPA’, and
again, the regional fishery management councils’ authorities in that regard. While this revised draft may
be viewed as a light at the end of the tunnel, some of us fear that light may be the headlight of a train
headed our way. The desire to have many of our closure areas recognized as MPAs may be outweighed
by the increased regulatory burden, decreased management flexibility, and potential subjugation of our
management authorities under the Magnuson-Stevens Act.

MPAs are not chosen for scenic or aesthetic value like a national park; rather, they are chosen for
scientific and conservation value and their nature and function dictate a direct, ongoing Council role in
their management. In that same view, we expect MPAs to play a crucial role in our ecosystem-based
management approach, and therefore the Councils ability to successfully implement ecosystem-based
management will be compromised if we have little or no control over MPA designation and management.
One possible solution may rest in the ability to use the ecosystem planning process to describe the role of
MPAs in ecosystem-based management, and consequently the Councils’ role in MPA management.

We of course have discussed these concerns previously at the Council Coordination Committee meetings,
but the draft framework still does not adequately describe the role and authorities of regional fisheries
management councils relative to the primary concerns noted above. Relative to the nominating/delisting
process, the response to comments on this very issue still does not fully answer the question of what
agency makes the final determination on an MPA nomination, and where the Councils fit in the definition
of ‘agency’. The language contained in footnote 8 (ciling the example of the “Federal Fishery
Management Councils and their unique role with NMFS...") simply states that “/n these cases...the
multiple managing entities shall be consulted throughout the nomination process.” We would like to get
clarification as to what happens if the Council and NMFS disagree on an MPA nomination, or if the
Council wished to remove an area from MPA designation. Some previous experiences where NOAA has
been required to ‘consult’ with the Councils have resulted in a pro-forma consultation with no meaningful
Council input (sece NEPA revisions pursuant to the recently reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens Act).

Virtually all potential MPAs that regulate fishing were developed by the Councils as amendments to their
fishery management plans (FMPs). The Council has always maintained flexibility to make adjustments to
FMPs to meet ever changing management needs, environmental conditions, and changes in fisherics. Yet



it appears that the Council may potentially lose flexibility and authority to modify MPAs . (such as
changing the boundary of an area once it is designated as am MPA), or eliminate MPAs from its FMPs,
with the insertion of yet another layer of potentially conflicting authority.

FMP amendments and implementing regulations already undergo extensive public comment through
public hearings and formally through the Federal Register. As propased by the draft frame\nfork, an
additional formal public comment process established through the MPA Center will increase
administrative costs, could further delay time critical fishery regulations, and will be potentially confusing
to affected stakeholders. The draft framework identifies goals and priority conservation objectives which
were not explicitly set forth in the EO13158. Some of these priorities may be better addressed with tools
other than MPAs, but the push to identify and implement MPAs through the national system may limit
equal consideration of these other measures. MPAs may not always be the best soluticn, yet the NOAA
MPA center will be actively promoting the designation of MPAs, which may take precedent over other
possible management tools.

Implementation of each of these priority conservation objectives through establishment of MPAs could
eventually create an extremely complex and overwhelming suite of areas. As we discovered when we
identified essential fish habitat areas for FMP species, every spot of the ocean is essential for at least one
managed species for breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity. The MPA framework goals and priorities
would greatly expand the list of areas of concern. When the other MPA framework priority objectives are
added in {e.g., biogenic habitats, diversity, geological features, ESA species, rare species, migratory
species, education, cultural and historic sites, fishing grounds, maintaining natural age/sex structure of
fish, bycatch mitigation), the potential areas for inclusion as national MPA sites becomes astronomically
large — perhaps encompassing the entire U.S. EEZ at the extreme.

The Council remains very concerned about the no-harm provision. EO13158 states that "Each Federal
agency whose actions affect the natural or cultural resources that are protected by an MPA shall identify
such actions. To the extent permitted by law and to the maximum extent practicable, each Federal
agency, in taking such actions, shall avoid harm to the natural and cultural resources that are protected
by an MPA." This raises a number of concerns that are not addressed in the draft framework. For
example, are management agencies required to avoid harmm to all resources protected within an MPA? Or,
are the management agencies required to avoid harm to all resources protected by an MPA regardless of
where they occuwr? Cr, are the management agencies required to avoid harm only to the resources for
which the MPA was specifically designed to protect (if the particular MPA identified these resources)

within the MPA, or everywhere? And who makes the determination about what resources are protected by
an MPA?

For example, the Bristol Bay Red King Crab Savings Area was designed to protect red king crab and their
habitats by prohibiting bottom trawling and dredging year-round within most of this area. A small portion
of the area is open to bottom trawling, with a limited bycatch allowance, during vears of high crab
abundance. This area also contains essential fish habitat for a variety of other commercially exploited
resources (such as rock sole, yellowfin sole, Tanner crab, Pacific cod, and pollock), and is utilized by
other biological resources not currently harvested (e.g., seastars, worms, mollusks). Therefore, the all-
important question is what resources are protected by the MPA? Is it just the crab, the fish too, or all
resources that may occur within the MPA? And are we required to avoid harm to these resources outside
of the MPA? And, even if we assumed the simplest case of red king crab as the only resource and
protection was only required within the MPA itself, who would make a determination that allowing some
bottom trawling within the MPA meets the avoid harm to the maximum extent practicable threshold —
NOAA cor the Council?

In our case, Federal MPAs in the North Pacific were specifically designed to protect Steller Sea lions,
Pacific walrus, red king crab, blue king crab, Tanner crab, snow crab, pollock, Pacific halibut, Chinook
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salmon, chum salmon, Pacific herring, and Primnoa corals. In addition, there are MPAs that are designed
to protect ail the resources within it. For example, what specific resources are protected by the MPAs that
include the seamounts, the Sitka pinnacies, other MPAs established to conserve essential fish habitat?
Who makes that determination?

The draft framework says that the meaning of terms such as "avoid harm" and "extent practicable”, are
dependent upon the agency’s interpretation. Further, the draft framework says that the determination of
whether an agency, in taking such actions, is avoiding harm to those resources, to the extent permitted by
law and to the maximum extent practicable, will be made by the individual agency using its existing
review process and authorities. So, for the initial nomination of existing MPAs, does that mean NOAA or
the Council would need to prepare additional analyses to evaluvate if, in fact, federally authorized
activities (e.g, fisheries) avoid harm to the resources to the extent permitted by law and to the maximum
extent practicable?

As you note in the Environmental Assessment document prepared for the draft framework, MPAs are a
contentious subject, and it is likely that NMFS and/or the Regional Fishery Management Councils will be
challenged on every decision point in the MPA nomination and evaluation process. Without further
clarification of these overlapping (or conflicting) authorities, we see a potential train wreck coming, and
the potential for endless litigation over the nominations and the avoid harm provisions. We urge that
clarification of the process and authorities be made as soon as possible, and be included in the revised
framework.

Sincerely,

Chris Oliver
Executive Director

CC:  Mr. Doug Mecum
Dr. Jack Dunnigan
Dr. James Balsiger
Council Executive Directors
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AGENDA C-I(c)

North Pacific Fishery Management Coui Zi" "™

Eriq A. leon, Chair[nan / \ 605 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Chris Qliver, Executive Director Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Telephone (907) 271-2809 Fax (907) 271-2817

Visit our website: http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc

June 27, 2008

Mr. Alan Risenhoover

National Marine Fisheries Service
1305 East-West Highway

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Alan:

I received your email with the Q&A attachment from the MPA Center regarding the concerns about the
Revised Draft MPA Framework that were raised by the regional fisheries management councils. The
North Pacific Council reviewed the Q&A document at its meeting last week and asked me to respond on
their behalf. Although the Council appreciates the prompt response by the MPA Center, the Q&A
document does not adequately address all of the concerns we raised in our previous letter (attached). Nor
did our recent CCC teleconference, which included MPA Center representatives, fully alleviate our
primary concerns.

The Q&A document, and our subsequent teleconference, clarified several aspects of the ‘avoid harm’
provision, noting that the resources protected by an MPA are defined as resources specific to that MPA
and that resources not present in an MPA are not protected and thus not affected by the requirement. So,
taking the simplest example of the Red King Crab Savings Area discussed in our previous letter, if the
area was designated as an MPA, agencies would only be required fo avoid harm to red king crab, and only
within the Red King Crab Savings Area. Not all potential MPAs are easily categorized, however. In our
region, the Council has developed a number of areas designed to protect ecosystems and habitat for a
wide variety of species (see Witherell and Woodby 2005). Deciding what resources are protected by
these MPAs could be very contentious. So again, we ask who makes the determination about what
resources are protected by an MPA? Will the decision regarding what resources are protected by these
MPAs be made by the Councils, or by NOAA with some form of consultation with the Councils? In the
latter case, and given our recent experiences with consultation on the NEPA rulemaking, we remain
concerned about the level of meaningful consultation with the Councils.

Another question we raised in our first letter was the need for a re-evaluation of MPAs during the initial
listing process to ensure that actions (e.g., allowing fisheries) achieve the “avoid harm” threshold. Because
these areas were originally developed for fishery management purposes under the Magnuson-Stevens Act,
the requirement to avoid harm to the resources to the extent practicable is new and untested in court. The
draft framework says that the determination of whether an agency, in taking such actions, is avoiding
harm to those resources to the extent permitted by law and to the maximum extent practicable, will be
made by the individual agency using its existing review process and authorities. But the framework is
silent on what to do with the initial list of MPAs. The pressing question is, “Will NOAA or the Council
need to prepare additional analyses to evaluate if; in fact, federally authorized activities (e.g, fisheries)
avoid harm to the resources to the extent permitted by law and to the maximum extent practicable?”



The other primary concern we raised had to do with the actual listing or de-listing of areas designated as
MPAs. When pressed on the question of who makes this determination during our recent teleconference,
the response was that this is not specified in the framework document, and it would be “jointly
determined by NOAA Fisheries and the appropriate Council”. We remain concerned about this undefined
aspect of the framework process, for reasons similar to those stated above regarding the role of the
Council and what level of meaningful consultation will be engaged.

We generally remain very concerned with the potential for litigation resulting from the draft framework,
and we continue to urge that clarification of the process and authorities be made as soon as possible, and
be included in a revised framework.

Sincerely,

Chris Oliver
Executive Director

CC:  Mr. Doug Mecum
Dr. Joe Uravitch
Dr. Jack Dunnigan
Dr. James Balsiger
Council Executive Directors

Witherell, D., and D. Woodby. 2005. Application of marine protected areas for sustainable production
and manne biodiversity off Alaska. Marine Fisheries Review 67(1)1-27.
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Q & As for Council Coordinating Committee
May 27, 2008

The Q&As below were developed based on questions about the national system of MPAs
at the recent Council Coordinating Committee. Other questions that were submitted as
public comments will be addressed in more detail through the response to public
COMMENS process,

Q: How will the national system benefit the Fishery Management Councils?

The national system provides a framework for national and regional coordination of
MPAs across all levels of government and for a wide range of purposes. Executive Order
13158 makes clear that “the national system framework and the work of the MPA Center
is intended to support, not interfere with, agencies’ independent exercise of their own
existing authorities.” It is a tool that will allow us to understand and enhance our
collective place-based marine conservation efforts by providing a focus on common goals
and objectives defined through a public process. In addition, it provides for a transparent,
science-based, public process to conduct future regional gap analyses to identify areas in
the ocean and Great Lakes where additional place-based protection may be needed to
achieve the priority conservation objectives of the system. This information will then be
available to inform planning by fishery managers to address these gaps, providing a more
comprehensive alternative to the current, often ad hoc approach to ocean management.

The national system also provides an opportunity to build better understanding and public
support for the ways in which areas under Council and NOAA management contribute to
regional ecosystem based management efforts. It will also help build institutional
linkages among MPAs and management agencies across all levels of government and
ranges of jurisdiction with common or complementary conservation objectives.

Q: Does the “avoid harm” provision of the national system apply to all resources within
the MPA?

Section § of Executive Order 13158 states: “Each federal agency whose actions affect
the natural or cultural resources that are protected by an MPA shall identify such actions.
To the extent permitted by law and to the maximum extent practicable, each Federal
agency, in taking such actions, shall aveid harm to the natural and cultural resources that
are protected by an MPA.” Section 5 specifically refers to “resources that are protected
by an MPA,” meaning those resources that are protected by legislation or regulation
specific to that MPA. Resources present in an MPA that are not protected by law or
regulation would not be affected by this requirement. As an historical note, this specific
language was developed by NMFS in 2000 in order to clarify that fishery resources that
are not protected by an MPA could not be regulated under the “avoid harm” provision.
For example, if the Minerals Management Service planned to issue an energy lease
within a permanent seasonal closure to protect fishery spawning areas, they would be
required to avoid harm to those fishery resources “to the extent permitted by law and to
the maximum extent practicable.” However, if the planned lease had impacts on benthic



resources not protected by the closure, the avoid harm provision would not apply. In this
example, MMS, not NOAA, would make this determination, as each federal agency is
responsible for its own implementation of responsibilities to avoid harm.

Q: If an MPA becomes part of the national system, what happens if its current
protections change (are either reduced or expanded)? Does it need to go through the

noménation process again?

Participation in the national system does not constrain the management agency from
changing its management of the MPA. It would still have the ability, within its own
authorities and required processes, to add or reduce levels of protection or change the size
of the MPA. If the MPA ceased to exist, no jonger met the national system MPA
eligibility criteria, or the management agency wished to withdraw, it would be removed
from the national system.

To become part of the national system, an MPA must meet the following criteria:

e meet the definition of an MPA

¢ address at least one priority conservation objective (listed in the Revised Draft
Framework) ‘

e have a management plan (this is being interpreted fairly broadly as having
specified conservation goals and a process or requirement for monitoring and
evaluation of goals)

The MPA Center plans to prepare draft lists of eligible sites based on information from
the MPA Inventory and other sources. These lists will be prepared on a regional basis,
using input from regional expert workshops to identify habitat areas and co-located
MPASs that contribute to priority conservation objectives.

The draft regional lists of eligible sites will then be reviewed by their management
agencies, which will make the decision about whether to nominate their MPAs to the
national system. If the size or scope of the MPA was changed, the managing agency
would be asked to update the MPA Inventory to reflect these changes, but no additional
nomination process would be required.

Q: What is the role of the Councils in nominating sites to the national system?

The Councils will be a key partner to NOAA in nominating sites to the national system.
Through a transparent process, NOAA will consult with its Council partners and fully
consider the views and interests of the Councils prior to nominating a site to the national
system. These NOAA-Council consultations would take place at the Regional-level at
key stages of the nominating process, and NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service
would make final decisions on nominations.

Q: How will the conservation gap analysis be used? Will the MPA Center use this to
designate new sites? .



The Revised Draft Framework envisions that a rigorous and comprehensive gap analysis
will follow the initial identification of eligible, existing MPAs within each region. This
gap analysis will be a transparent, collaborative, science-based process at the regional
scale involving “MPA related and other agencies at various levels of government, FMCs,
and other organizations and institutions in synthesizing and analyzing existing
information and established conservation priorities.” It will also include an opportunity
for public comment. The resulting regional gap analyses will be publicly available,
serving as a resource for agencies and stakeholders to guide the development of new
MPAs or alternative management tools. The MPA Center has no authority to modify or
establish MPAs; any actions taken to create new MPAs or alter existing MPAs, based on
the gap analysis will occur under existing federal, state, tribal or local authonities and the
review processes they require.

Q: Does the current Environmental Assessment provide sufficient detail in describing the
impact of the Framework?

The Environmental Assessment finds that there will be no significant impact of the
Framework, which describes the coordination function of the national system. The
“avoid harm” provision within the Framework is limited to existing management or
review authorities and procedures. Any future federal action that might have an impact
on the human environment, such as the creation of a new MPA or the expansion of an
existing one, would require its own NEPA compliance process.
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Application of Marine Protected Areas
for Sustainable Production and Marine Biodiversity off Alaska

Introduction

Marine protecied arcas (MPA's) are
an important tool for managing fisherics
amd other human activitics in the ocean,
As defincd by Exceutive Order 13158
{Clinton, 2000), a marine prowecied
area is “any area of the marine environ-
ment that has been reserved by Federal,
State. trihal, territorial, or local laws or
regulations Lo provide lasting protection
lor part or all of the natural and cultural
resources (herein.”

David Witherell is with the Morth Pagific Fish-
ery Management Coundcil, 605 Wese 4th Avenuc,
Anchorage, Alska 99501 (E-mail: David.
Withereli@nora.gov). Doug Wondby is with
the Alaska Departmcml of Fish and Game,
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ABSTRACT—Fisheries managers have
established many marine protected areas
{MPA's) in the Federal and siate waters
off Alaska 1o protect ecological structure
and function, esiablish contol sites for
scientific vesearch swudies, conserve ben-
thic habitat, protect vulnerabfe stocks, and
protect cultural resources. Many MPA's
qchieve multiple abjectives, Over 40) namned
MPA's, many of which include several sites,
encompass virtuaily all Federal waters
off Alaska and most of the siate waters
where commercial fisheries occur. All of
the MFPA's invlude measures io prohibit a
particular fishery or gear tvpe {particulariy
Boitom trawis) on a xeasonal or year-roundd
basis, and several MPA's proiibit vinually
all commercial fishing. Although the effec-
tiveness of MPA's is difficult to evaluate on
an individua! basis, as a group thev are an
importam component of the management
program for sustainable fisheries and con-
serving marine biodiversiry off Aluska.
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MPA’s have been established 1o meet
several goals, including conservation
ol biodiversity and habital. increased
scientific knowledge, educational op-
portunitics, enhancement of recreational
activitics, maintenance of ecosystem sor-
vices, protection of cultural heritage, and
managing fisheries (National Research
Council, 2001; Marine Protected Arcas
Federal Advisory Commitiec. 2005). For
fisheries management, marine protected
arcas have been implemented to control
exploilation rates of target species, pro-
Lect spawning and nursery arcas, improve
sustainable yields. reduce bycatch of
nantarget species, protect benthic habitat
{rom perturbations due 1o fishing gear,
GRSUre againsl uncerlaintics, conserve
genetic diversity, or to achieve other
ohjectives (National Research Council,
2000). MPA’s are a critical clement of
ecosystem-based lishery management,
which is being developed and promoted
as the new approach 10 managing fisher-
ics in the United States and elsewherc
(Pikiech et al., 2004; Fluharty, 2005, Hofl
et al., 2005).

Regional fishery management coun-
cils, established under the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Man-
agement Act. have the primary authority
1 develop marine protecied areas that re-
strict fishing in Federal waters (5.6-370
kim, or 3=200n.mi. from the shoreline} of
the United States. Regulations developed
by the councils are subject 1o approval
by NOAA's National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS8), acting on behalf of
the Secretary of Commerce, before they
can be implemented. NMFS can also
restrict fishing activities il actions taken
hy a regional council are insufficient to
meel legal requirements (or fisheries
managemeni. The Iniernational Pacific

Halibut Commission has authority to
enact conservalion measures. including
MPA's. Tor the Pacific halibul. Hippo-
glossus srenolepis, Gishery. Siates can
also develop MPA’s in Federal waters
o restrict acuvitics of fisherics man-
aged by the stalc and for those fisheries
not subject 10 approved Federal fishery
management plans.

Restrictions on fishing in stawe waters
ol Alaska (0-5.6 km or (-3 n.mi. of the
shoreline), including closure of areas 10
certain gear types or harvest of particular
species, are cnacted by the Alaska Board
of Fisheries. Establishment of no-take
reserves in state waiers requires action
of the Alaska State legislature,

Many marine protecied arcas have
been implemented by fishery managers
in the Federal waters off Alaska, and they
arc an imponant component of the pre-
cautionary management system! estab-
lished to provide sustainable fisheries in
the Alaska region (NMFS. 2001 b). These
MPA's are permanenily designated in
the Federal fishery management plans
(FMP's) and in the implementing regula-
tions governing the crab, Chionoecetes
spp., Lithodes spp., and Paralithodes
spp.; scaltop, Patinopecten caurinuy;
Pacific salmon, Oncorliynchus spp.;

'The North Pacific Fishery Managemem Coun-
¢il’s precautionary management approxch is 1o
apply judicious and responsible fisheries man-
agement practices, based on sound sciensific
research and anatysis, proactively rather than
reactively, (o ensore the sustainability of fish-
ery resources and associated coosystems for the
benefit of futare, as well as corment. generations.
The goal is t provide sound conservation of the
living marine resources, provide socially and
cconomically viable fisherics for the weli-being
of fishing communitics. minimizc human-caused
threats 10 prodccied species. mainiain a healiby
maring rescuree habuat, and ingorpomle oo~
syslem-hased considerations infe management
decisions.
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Figure 1.—Major geographic areas mentioned in the text.

and groundfish (Gadidae, Scorpaenidae,
Hexagrammidae, Anoplopomatidae, and
Pleuronectidae) fisheries.

State water closures to commercial
fishery harvests have been enacted by the
Alaska Board of Fisheries for research
purposes and to conserve fish stocks,
protect habitats, reduce bycatch, and
provide subsistence and recreational
harvest opportunities, These closures
are enacted through regulations govern-
ing invertebrate dive fisheries, scallop
dredge fisheries, crab pot fisheries,
shrimp, Pandalus spp., fisheries, and
various groundfish fisheries. There are
also many closures affecting nearshore
Pacific herring, Clupea pallasi, and
Pacifie salmon fisheries: however, these

are primarily used to regulate harvests,
such as prohibiting harvests in terminal
areas for salmon, and are not included
in this paper.

Fisheries management in the North
Pacific region (Fig. 1) has generally been
successful in achieving the conservation
and management objectives of the Mag-
nuson Stevens Act and is considered to
be a model for other U.S. waters (U.S.
Commission on Ocean Policy, 2004).
Strict catch quotas for all managed target
and nontarget species, coupled with an
effective monitoring program, form the
foundation of the Federal fishery man-
agement program. Other management
measures, including MPA's, effort limita-
tion, rights-based programs, community

development programs, and protected
resources considerations combine to
provide a comprehensive conservation
and management program (Witherell et
al., 2000). As a result of these measures,
sustainable production has been main-
tained. Annual groundfish harvests have
been in the 3- to 5-billion pourd range
for the past 30 years (NPFMC, 2004a).
Additionally, all groundfish, salmon,
and scallop stocks, and most crab stocks
managed by Federal FMP’s, are consid-
ered to be above established minimum
stock size thresholds (NMFS, 2004a).
This paper provides a comprehensive
inventory and classification of MPA's
in Federal waters off Alaska, a brief
history of their development, and an

Marine Fisheries Review



Table 1.—Summary MPA claasification ayalem developed by the National MPA Conlar {National MPA. Cantar, 2005).

Crileria Type sg
Primary conservation goal Nalura! herdzge Established to sustain biological communities. habitals, and scosysiems for future generatons
Gullural harage Established 1o project submerged culivea! resources
Sustalnabie production Estanlishad 1o support contirued axtraclion ol renewalse reSources
Levet of pratection Mo access Restricts all access into area axcept for research manitorkng of resioration
Mo mpact Prohibiis &l exiraction, discharge, disposal, or alher disturbance
No lake Protribis endraction of nalural ov culural resourcas
2aned with no-take areas Multiplo uso arnas, with some areas whers all extraction is prohibiled
2omad multipls use Allows some extractive astiitias hroughout, but zoned to rituld suens adverss impacts
Lintlarm muhiple use Applies constanl level ol proleclion across antire prolected araa
Parmanence of protection Permarani Legal aulhoriies rolec! areas in perpatuity lor luture generations
Canditianal Areas tha! hava patential 1o persist aver Lims, bul [@gal aulhonlias must be renewor
Temporary Areas that are designated lor a nite duration, with no axpestation ol renewal
Constancy of protection Yaar-round GConstant protection throughoul the ygar
Seasonad Protoction tor oty A porion of the year
Rolling Prolection tor finite duration, then de-desipnated and maoved 1o another lcation
Scale of protection Ecosysiem Measutas inanded 1o protest enting 2cosysiam or habilal within ils boundaries
Focel rescurce Measures intended 1o protect one ar more wenlilied resources
Alfowed extraciive adtivites No restrictions All torms of axtraction allowed
Managed axtraction Allows exiraction of resources but with regulalory rastrictions within MPA

Commercial fishing only

Recreations! lishing only

Aecraciional catch-and-rekase fishing anly
Subsistence extraction only
Sclentficieducational ishing oniy

Prohibits afl fishing axcept for commercial lishing
Prohibits all fithing excepl for recreational lishing

Allrws ion o

Prohibits all fishing exeapi recraationa! catch and release

use

anly for 13
Alltrs eiraction of resources only for scientitic or educational purposes

examination of their effectiveness Lo
datc a1 achieving objectives. We also
provide an accounting of adjacent state
water MPA's for marine fisheries using
the same classification scheme.

Methods

MPA’s have been classified many
different ways. The most recent clas-
sification system was developed by the
National MPA Center, established within
the National Qceanic and Atmaospheric
Administration. The MPA Center clas-
sifies MPA’s based on six fundamental
characteristics of design and manage-
mentl: primary conservation goal, level
of protection, permanence, constancy
(year-round or seasonal), scale, and al-
lowed extractive activities as detailed in
Tabie 1 (National MPA Center, 2005).
We classified MPA’s in the Federal
and state waters off Alaska using this
system.

Further, we categorized the MPA’s
hascd on their primary management
objective. Adapting from the categories
developed by Coleman et al. (2004)
for Gulf of Mexico fishery MPA’s, we
categorized the North Pacific fishery
MPA’s into five groups: those primarily
intended to protect ecological structure
and function, establish conirol sites for
scientific research studies. conserve
habitat, protect vulnerable stocks, or
protect cullural resources,
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We researched the history and devel-
opment of marine protected arcas hy
cxamining available literature and re-
viewing the analytical reports and meet-
ing records of the North Pacitic Fishery
Management Council (Council) and the
Alaska Board of Fishenies. Additionally,
we augmented thesce reports and records
with personal abservations {Witherell) as
an analyst for the Council. We evalvated
the effectiveness of the MPA’s from a
conservation perspective by examining
available reports and reviewing the mast
recent information (biomass trends,
trends in year-class strength) on the
staws of the stocks, including nontarget
species (e.g. NPFMC, 2004b, 2004c,
2004d).

Based on the MPA Center criteria,
MPA’s are nol inciuded here il they
were closed primarily to avoid fishing
gear conflicts or il arca-based regula-
tions were established solely Lo limit
fisheries by quota management or (o
facilitate enforcement. These include
areas designated for testing trawl gear,
regulatory areas and subareas, TAC
allocation areas, harvest limit arcas,
sector allocation areas, and other types
of designated marine managed areas.
These sites may not meel the MPA
definition of Exccutive Order 13158
in that they do not provide “lasting
protection™ for the natural or cultural
resources.

Resulis

Area closures have long heen used as
a fishery management tool off’ Alaska,
and the application of MPA's (the cur-
rent term for arca closures) has evolved
0 meei changing management necds.
Beginning in 1939, trawling for red king
crab, Paralithodes camischaticus, was
prohibited in Cook Inlet and al} waters
east of long. 150°W 1o limit the caich
of red king crab and Paciftc halibut
taken by foreign trawl fleets. Later,
in 1961, Japan established a no-vrawl
zonc in Bristol Bay to limit interactions
between its trawl Aeel and its crab po
fleet. Many other MPA’s were estab-
lished off Alaska in subsequent years
through international agreements with
Japan, the Soviel Union, Republic of
Korea. and Poland prior to implementa-
tion of preliminary fishery management
plans in 1977 (Fredin?). The preliminary
groundfish fishery management plans
clesed many areas to foreign trawling
year-round and/or seasonally (o protect
domestic fisheries for crab, sablefish,
Anoplopoma fimbria, and Pacific halibut
Trom thai competition. As the domestic

2Eredin, R. A, 1987, History of regulation of
Alaska groundfish fisherics. U.S. Dep. Commer.
NOAA, Natl. Mar. Fish. Serv., NWAFC Proc.
Rep. 87-047, 63 p.



Talde 2.— MPA inventory end m a it tor flsharies in Fedaral Bnd siate watere olf Alesha
Approx, size . L
MPA obleclive gnd sita namie of stla {n.mi2) Specific objestive Prohibiled fishing activitias
WPA's Primarily Intendad to Protect
Ecotogical Struciurg and Function
Sitka Pinnacles Marina Reserve 3 Protect unigua area All boitom contact gear
Walns Islands Closure Areas BOC Minimiza dislurbance All groundhsh fishing
Stoller Sea Lion Mitlgation Closures 58,000 Minimize petantial competition Poltoch, cod, mackars! fisharies
Glacier Bay Natignal Park 385 Pralect park vakies All fishirgy, some argas i phase-oul
MPA's Primarily Intendad to
Improve Sciantific Understanding
Chiniak Gully Research Arpa 1,000 Provide control lor fishing impact study Pallock fishing
Southesst Alaska Dive Fishery Control Sites 45 Provide control tor fishing impagt study Criving for wrching, goa cutumbers, or geoducks
MPA® Primarily Intendad 1o
Conggrwe Habital
Kodiak King Crab Protection Zones 1,500 Canserve red king crab habias Bottom trawlng
Kodiak State Trawl Closuns Araas 2827 Congerve rod king crab habial Battom imwling
Cook Intel Trawt Closure 7.000" Congarve rad king crab habedal Bottom irawiing
Alaska Peninsula Trawl Closure Arees 5,854 Conserve ced king crab haixtal Buyttam trawling
Scaliop Dredge Closuro Areas 12,000 Gonserve red king crab habita Dradging
Ngarshore Bristol Bay Closurg 10,0001 Consarve juvenite fod king crab habitat All trawling
Red King Crab Savings Area 1,000 Congarve red king creb adult habltat Bottom trawiing
Arpa 516 Saasonal Closure 4,000 Protect red ing ¢rab when moking Bortem trawling
Fribtiof Istands Habiat Consendlion Ansa 7.000° Consgrve juvande lue king crab habhal Al trawling
Southeast Alaske Trawt Closure 52,800 Piotect corals and rockfish habitat All trawding
Pringe Williem Sound Trawd Closura Ateas 1,485 Canserve banthic habitat and organisms All trawting
Prince William Sound Groyndlish Trawl Closure 4,054 Conserve benthic habitat ard organisms All grourdfish bottom rawting axcapt sablefish
Qutor Korai Peninula Groundiish Trawd Closure 1,093 Conserve banthic habitat end organisms Bottom: trawlirg for groundfish
2t Matthew Area Closur an Conserve blue king rearing habilal All commercizl fishing
Eastam Alautian Jstands Trawl Closure Araas 727 Conserve boanihic hehita! and onganisms All rawfing
Algutien Islznds Habitat Conservalion Arsa 277,100 Congerva assential fish habitat Bottom trawling
Alautian |slands Com) Habitat Proteclion Areas 110 Proteci covils and reckfish habita) All boftom cemact gear
Gulf ol Alaska Stope Hebitan Conservation Areas 2,086 Conserva essential fish habitat Bottom tramiing
Gutl of Alaska Gora! Hebitat Protection Areas 67 Protect habitat of particular concem Albotom comact gearin 13.5 n.mi.2
Alaska Seamount Hzbilgl Protection Araas 5,329 Prolect habitas of particulsr concemn All bottom contact gear
Bowers Rldge Habiat Consarvalion Zone 5,208 Prolact habiat of particuler concarn Bamom trawng, crodging
MPA's Primarily ended to
Protect Vulnerable Stacks
Commersal Seimon Flshery Prohibited Aroa 1,594,000 Limit mixed stock salmon fisharies Salmon lishing with nets
Chinook. Salmon Savings Areas 9,000 Cantrol bycaich by groundfish rawlers Trawiing for poltock
Chum Selmon Savings Areas 5,000 Contrl byeateh by groundfish 1rawlers Trawling for poliock
Harbut Lomgine Closure Atea 3E,300 Consarve juvenils halibu Longlirtng for hastut
Herring Savings Areas 30,000 Control bycaich by groundfish irawlers Teawling by targst fishery
Wing end Tannar Creb Bycatch Limiation Zones 20,000 Controd byeeich by groundfish trawiers Trawing by targot fishary
Snow Grab Bycaich Limitation Zone 50,000 Gaontrol ycaich by groundfish irawlers Trawling by targat fishery
Bogastol Area 8,000 Conserve Alautian Busih policc siock Poliock, cod, mackersl fisheries
State Waters Shrimp Trawl Fishing Closure Argas 2,022 Caontrol byegich and conserve shrimp stocks Shrimp tramding
Resuriaciion Bay Lingeod Closure 12 Caonserva Resurraction Bay fngeod siock Lingeod fighing
Sitha Sound Lingeod Closune 243 Conserve Sita, Sound Engeod stock Lingeod fishing
Biack Rocidish Closuro Areas 2,570 Consgrva older biack rockfish Black rockfish fishing
DOamersal Shetl Rockdiah Closures 685 Censarve damersal shell rockfish Demersal shelf rockfish fishing
MP&'s Primarily intondad to
Praserve Cultural Resources
Subsistence Crab Araas 1,500 Provide subsistenca opporiuniies Commargial crap fishing
Subsistones Hallbu Areas 6,000 Provide subisisience opporiunities Cornmercial halibul fishing
Subsistence Ses Cutumber Areas 669 Prowide subsistence opporiunitios Commereial sea cucumber fishing

tncludes Fedaras and slate water greas.

fisheries phased out the foreign fisher-
ies in the 1980's, MPA's were primarily
developed to control bycatch of spe-
cies whose harvest is legally limited
to other gear types (e.g. crabs can only
be harvested with pot gear, but they are
taken incidentally in trawl fisheries).
By the 1990’s, fishery managers off
Alaska began to use MPA’s to protect
sensitive benthic habitat from the ef-
fects of mobile gear (particularly scal-
lop dredges and botiom trawls), and 1o
address concerns regarding potential

competition with Steller sea lions, Eu-
metopias jubatus.

The current suite of MPA's developed
for fisheries in the North Pacific can
be categorized into several groups on
the basis of the primary management
objective identified. In many cases,
the MPA’s achieve multiple cbjectives,
but in this study they were categorized
based on their primary objective, An
inventory list of the North Pacific fishery
MPA’s, grouped by category, is provided
in Table 2. Table 3 shows how these

MPA’s are classified vsing the system
developed by the Natignal MPA Center
(National MPA Center, 2005).

Details are provided for each MPA
in the following sections, which are
discussed by category of the primary
management objective. We provide
information, whera available, on 1) the
background and objective for the MPA,
2) the process to designate the MPA, 3)
the size and location of the MPA, 4) the
estimated costs to the fishing industry to
implement the MPA, and 5) an examina-

Mavrine Fisheries Review
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Table 3.-— Classification of MPA'S fot flsherios In Foderal and stzte watars off Alasks,

) Prmary Parmanence  Constancy Seale o Allowed
MPA cbiective and site name consarvtion goal Level of prateciion of protection  of protection prolectian oxvrachive aclivites
MPA's Prmanly intended 1o
Protedt Ecological Struciura ano Funchan
Sitka Pinnacies Manine Feserve Natural Hortage No Take Parmanm! Yaar-round Ecosystem Scienlific Fishing
Walrug Iglands Closure Areas Naiural Harttage Zoned With No-Toke Areas Permanen Seasonal Ecasystem Scieniific Fishing
Stetor Sea Lion Mitgation Closures Natural Heritage Zonar] With No-Take Areas Permanent Yoar-rounds Ecosystem Managed Extraction
sagsonal
Glacier Bay National Park Naturel Heritage Zanad Mu'tiple Usa Permanent Yarar-round Ecosysien Recrealional Fighing
MPA's Primarily Iniended to
Imip Scignlific Lnderst 9
Chiniak Gully Research Area Natural Hertage Uaidorm Multiple Lise Temporary Seaszongl Ecosysiam Managad Extraction
Southens! Alaska Dive Fishery
Conbol Sltes Natural Heritage Uniform Multiple Usa Permanent Yaar-round Focgl Resource Managed Extragtion
MPA's Primarily intended Ia
Conserve Habiar
Kodiak King Crab Protection Zonas Sustaineble Production Zoned Muttipls Use Parmanan Yoar-rourd’ Focsl Aesourca  Manoged Exteaction
seasanal
Kogigk State Trawd Closure Araas Sustamaiis Preduciion Zoned Multipks Lisa Permanem Yoar-reund Foecal Rezource Mznagad Extraction
Cook tnk Trawl Closurs Sugtainzble Produciion Uniferm Muiliple Use Parmanar Yaar-raund Focal R Managed E i
Alasgha Peninsula Trawl Closure Arpas Sustainzhis Praduciion Zaned Muhipla Use P e o Focal Resource  Managed Extraction
Scallop Dmxgpe Closure Areas Sustainable Praduction Uniarm Muliipla Use Permanent Year-round Foeal Rasgayron Maraged Edraction
Negrshore Bristol Bay Closure Sustainable Production Zoned Muliiple Use Panmanent Year-round Ecosyslem Managed Exiraciion
Red King Crab Sovings Area Sustainable Production Zonat! Multiple Use Permanent Yaar-round Focal R K ged E T
Arga 516 Saasonal Closyrg Susiainable Production Unilorm Muliiple Use Pomnanent Saasonal Foca! Resawce Managed Exiraction
Pritriled Islends Habttar
Consanvation Area Sustamatve Production Untiorm Muitlpie Lise Pefmans Yegr-round Ecasysiom Managed Eximction
Sourthaast Alacka Trawl Closure Nalural Heritage Zonad Multiple Lise Permanen] Yaar-round Ecasystem Manzged Extraction
Princo WEliam Sound Traw
Closure Argas Suslainable Produciion Zongd Muttipla Use Permangn Yanr-round Ecosystem Managed Extraction
Prtnce Wiliam Scund Groundtish
Trawl Closurs Suslainable Praduttion Zoned Multiple Use Permanent Yenr-round Ecasystem Managed Extraction
Outer Kenal Peninula Groundtish
Teawi Closurg Susigingbie Production Zoned Multipta Use Parmanen Year-faurd Ecosystam Manaped Extraction
St. Matthew Area Closure Sustainalée Productton Untorm Multiple Use Permanani Year-round Ecosystem Subsixience Extr.
Easterr Alsutian lsiands Trowd
Closure Areas Sustainabie Produdction Zonied Multipls Usa Pemgnent Year-toumd Ecosystam Managed Extraction
Alaulian lslands Habitat
Consenation Arca Matura! Heritage Zoned Multipie Usa Permanent Yeer-round Ecosysiem Martagedd Extraction
Aleytian Islends Coral Habitat
Proteclion Aroas Natual Herttages Mo Take Permanent Year-round Ecosystam Scientilic Fighlng
Gulf of Alaska Slope Hebilal
Consgration Amas Matural Haritage Uniderm Mubiple Use Parmanent Year-roumnd Ecasysiem Managed Exiraction
Guif of Alaska Goml Habita
Protection Areas Natural Harllage Zoned Wih No-Teke Arsas Parmanent Year-round Ecosystem Mananed Exrection
Alika Seemoun Habital
Protection Areas Maturtl Herilage Mo Take Parmanant Year-rourd Erogystam Scienlific Fishing
Berwers Ridge Habitel
Consarvatkm Zone MNatura! Herilaga Zaned Multiple Usa Permanant Year-round Ecosystem Managad Extraction
MPA's Primarity intended o
Pritect Vulnorable Stocks
Commercial Salmon Fishary
Prohiitad Arca Sustzinebla Produdion Unitstm MuMiple Use Permarent Yoar-round Forcal Resoures Mananed Extraclion
Chinook Salman Savings Arcas Susiaingble Production Lindform Muhipla Use Permanent Sonsonal Focal Resource  Managed Extraction
Trigger
Chum Salmon Savings Areas Sustainatla Proguction Unitorm Muhiple Use Permanent Seasonal Foca) Resource Menaged Extraclion
& Tiggyer
Halibut Longline Closure Area Sustainable Praduction Unitorm Muhipla Use Permanent Year-rourd Focal Resource  Managed Extrattion
Herring Savings Aveas Susainabie Production Unifarm Muhiple Use Permangnl Soesonal Focal Resqurce Managed Extraction
Triggar
King and Tarmer Crab Bycatch
Limitatien Zonas Sustainable Procuction Zoned Multiple Use Parmanam Seagonal Focal Resource Managed Extraction
Trigger
Snow Crab Syceich Limiztion Zona Sustainable Production tnilorm Muhipte Use Parmanem Saasonal Focal Resource  Managed Extraction
Triggar
Bogaslof Araa Sustaineble Procuction Uniform Multiple Uag Parmanan ¥aar-round Ecoaystem Mangged Exiraction
Siate Watars Shrimp Trawl Fishing
Closure Areas Sustalnable Productian Uniform: Multiple Lss Parmanem Yaar-ronmg Focal Resource Managed Extraction
Resurmction Bay Lingeod Closura Sustainabla Production Uniform Multiple Use Permanem Voas-round Focal Retource  Managed Exiractlon
Sitka Sound Lingrad Closura Systaineble Produation Uniform Multiple Lise Pormanan ¥oar-roundg Focal Resource  Managed Extraction
Black Rockfish Clpsura Araas Sustainzble Production Unitoem Muttipls Use Parmanem Yoar-round Focat Resourse  Managed Exiraciion
Demarsal Shell Rockfish Clostres Sustainable Production Uniferm Muttipls Use Pormaram Yoar-round Focal Resource  Managed Extmction
MPA's Frimardly Intended to
Preserve Cutiral Rasourcas
Bubststance Crab Areas Cutuml Heritage Unlform Muitipte Use Pammarant Yoar-round Focal Resource  Meanaged Extraction
Subaistence Hallbhl Amsas Culural Herdage Uniant Muliipte Use Fermanent Year-vound Fotal F M, d E. ion
Subsistence Sea Cucumber Areas Cuhural Herage Uniorm Muliiple Use Farmanent Yoars-round Focal R A pod E ion

'Inciudes Federal and s1ale water areas.
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tion of how well the MPA has achieved
its objectives to date.

Ecosystem MPA's

Sitka Pinnacles Marine Reserve

Off Cape Edgecumbe near Sitka, two
small pinnacles rise from about 160 m,
reaching to within 40 m of the ocean
surface. Exlensive observations made
from submersible dives {O’Connell et
al., 1998) have shown that the boulder
field at the base of the pinnacles provides
refuge for adult yelloweye rockfish,
Sebastes ruberrinmus; other demersal
rockfish, Sebastes spp.; prowfish, Za-
prora silenus; and lingeod, Ophiedon
elongarus; as well as giant Pacific oc-
topus, Octopus dofleini. The sides and
top of the pinnacles are composed of
columnar basalt, and gorgonian corals,
Primnoa sp., grow on the steep walls
of the pinnacles. Juvenile pelagic rock-
fishes, Sebastes spp., are abundant at
the top of the pinnacles and in the water
column above the pinnacles. The top of
the pinnacles are covered with sessile
invertebrates including anemones, tuni-
cates, and hydrocorals, and adult lingcod
aggregate there during the late spring and
carly summer (O'Connell, 1993).

In 1991, a few commercial fisher-
men had discovered the concentrations
of lingcod on these pinnacles and ex-
perienced unusually high catch rates.
Underwater investigations of the area
by state fisheries biologists confirmed
the large aggregations of lingcod and
revealed the unique nature of the pin-
nacle area. State fishery biologists and
managers were concerned about the risk
of overfishing the concentrations of ling-
cod on these pinnacles and, beginning in
1997, implemented an emergency order
to prohibit retention of all groundfish
by commercial vessels in the vicinity of
the pinnacles. However, the pinnacles
quickly became a primary fishing ground
for the charter boat and sport fieet, and in
1998, the Alaska Board of Fisheries per-
manently closed the pinnacle area to all
state managed fisheries at the request of
the local Fish and Game Advisory Com-
mittee. Public support for establishing a
reserve was widespread as a result of a
public outreach initiative (that included

showing underwater footage from sub-
mersible dives on the pinnacles) by the
lecal biologists and managers.

The state biologists also petilioned the
Council to prohibit fishing for Federally
managed species (including Pacific hali-
but) in the pinnacle area, thereby creating
a comprehensive marine reserve, The
Sitka Pinnacles Marine Reserve was
implemented in 2600 as Gulf of Alaska
{GOA) Groundfish FMP Amendment 59
(NPFMC, 1998). Regulations prohibit
the use of all recreational and commer-
cial fishing gear (except pelagic troli
gear used for salmon), and anchoring
by fishing vessels within a 10.3 km? (3
n.mi.2) rectangular area encompassing
the pinnacles {Fig. 2).

This MPA appears to be effective at
protecting a post-spawning aggregation
of lingcod, although comprehensive
surveys of the lingced population are
lacking. Closure of this area is sup-
ported by the local fleet of commercial,
charter, sport, and subsistence fishermen.
Compliance with the MPA regulations
appears to be high. Although there have
been a few anonymous reports of viola-
tions to state biologists, no citations have
been issued by enforcement personnel
(O’ Connell?).

Glacier Bay National Park
and Preserve

In 1998, President William J. Clinton
signed into law sweeping restrictions on
commercial fishing in marine waters of
Glacier Bay National Park in Southeast
Alaska (Fig. 2). The law established a
4493 km? (131 n.mi.2) MPA closed to
commercial fishing (effective in 1999)
and another 885 km? (258 n.mi.?) under-
going a commercial fishing phase-out.
Closed areas include 216 km? (63 n.mi.2)
of wilderness waters* that formerly sup-
ported a productive Dungeness crab,
Cancer magister, fishery and 233 km?
(68 n.mi.?) in the bay's upper reaches

30" Connell, Victoria, ADFG, Sitka. Personal
commun. 2004.

The Wilderness Act of 1964 required designa-
tion of wildemess areas on Federal public lands.
In 1980, when Glacier Bay National Motument
was designated as Glacier Bay National Park
and Preserve, >2 million acres of land and water
received wildermess designation.

where tidewater glaciers have been
receding. The remaining commercial
fisheries for Tanner crab, Chionaecetes
bairdi, halibut, and saimon will continue
only for the lifetimes of the existing
permit holders with a qualifying hisiory.
Fisheries for groundfish and king crab
were ended, while the Tanner crab and
Pacific halibut fisheries are restricted
to just the middle and southern ends of
Glacier Bay proper during the phase-out.
Fisheries in Icy Strait and outside waters
within three miles of shore continue as
before.

The closures were enacied to protect
park values, which were considered
incompatible with commercial extrac-
tion and were not due to conservation
concerns associaled with commercial
fishing. Recognizing the economic hard-
ships imposed by the commercial fishing
closures, the U.S. Congress approved an
$8 million buy-out program for Dunge-
ness crab fishermen and a compensation
package of $23 million for other affected
entities representing fishing permit
holders (46.5%), crewmembers (8.4%),
processors (21.1%), processor workers
{1.7%), businesses (7.5%), communi-
ties that lost tax revenues {1.79%), and
communities that suffered indirectly
(13.1%}).

Glacier Bay provides unique research
opportunities on the effects of fisheries.
Researchin the reserve is focused on the
effects of the closures on commercial
fish species, including the potential ef-
ficacy of the reserves for crab and Pacific
halibut that may cross reserve boundar-
ies, and comparisons of Dungeness
crab populations inside and outside of
protected areas. Preliminary resulls in-
dicated that, as expected, unfished areas
accumulated larger populations of legal-
sized male crabs (Shirley’). Notably not
different between fished and unfished
areas was limb loss, primarily the front
claws, which was suspecied to be an
effect of handling in a commercial fish-
ery and which affects survival, molting,
and mating. In this case, the controlled
experiment suggested the cause of Limb
loss was large predators, such as Pacific

3Shirtey, Tom, Univ. of Alaska, Juneau. Personal

commun. 2004.
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Figure 2.—MPA"s designed to protect ecological structure and function.

halibut; sea otters, Enhvdra lutris: river
onlers, Lutry canadensis; and Pacific
actopus.

Walrus Islands Closure Areas

Pacific walrus, Odobenus rosmarus
divergens. oceur throughout the Chukchi
and Bering Seas, with the southernmost
major haulouts occurring in northem
Bristol Bay on the islands of Round
Island and the Twins, as well as on Cape
Pierce. These haulouts are occupied
by aduit males during the spring and
summer months when resting between
foraging trips for invertehrates through-
oui Bristol Bay. Although the incidental
caich ol Pacific walrus in groundfish
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fishing operations was rare, the potential
disruption of animals on their haulout
sites or during feeding was of concern
to Federal biologists and also to Alaska
natives who hunt Pacific walrus (or
subsistence uses.

Biologists studying Pacific walrus
at these haulouts had noticed that their
numbers declined over the season,
coincident with fishing effort by trawl
vessels targeting yellowfin sole, Li-
manda aspera, in the spring once the
ice sheet had retreated. Biologists
believed that sound Ffrom the vessels
could patentially be disrupting acoustic
communication of these animals, both
in the air and waler cavironments, and

proposed a 22.2 km (12 n.mi.) boundary
around haulouts o reduce acoustical
disruption.

Based on an analysis of this proposal,
the Council developed regulations to
prohibit all vessels from fishing for
groundfish species within 22.2 km (12
n.mi.) of Round Island, the Twins, and
Cape Pierce in northern Bristol Bay,
during the period from 1 April through
30 September (Fig. 2). It was estimated
that this regulation cost the fieet up to $4
million in lost ex-vessel revenues, hased
on 1988 catches and prices (NPFMC,
1991). This MPA. which totals 3.087
km? (900 n.mi.2), was first established
as a lemporary measure in 1989 under



Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI)
Groundfish FMP Amendment 13, and
it was implemented as a permanent
measure upder Amendment |7 in 1992
{NPFMC. 1991}, In conjunction with the
Federal action, a no-transil zone, except
by permit, was established by the Alaska
Board of Game for vessels within 5.6 km
(3 n.mi.) of Round Island in the Walrus
Island State Game Sanctuary.

The Walrus Islands closures may have
substantially reduced effects of acoustic
disturbance based on observations that
more Pacific walrus occupy the haulouts
throughout the summer now than before
the closures (Seagars®). Nevertheless,
it may be impossible to ascertain the
impact of the MPA on the Pacific walrus
population as a whole. The popula-
tion had been reduced by commercial
exploitation to a low in the mid 1950's,
and by the late 1970's it had apparentiy
recovered to pre-exploitation levels of
200,000 10 250,000 animals (Angliss
and Lodge, 2002).

Steller Sea Lion Mitigation MPA’s

The western stock of Steller sea
lions declined about 80% between the
1950°s and the late 1980°s, and was
listed as threatened under the Endan-
gered Species Act in 1990 by emer-
gency rule. Multiple factors, including
fishery related effects, likely played a
role in the decline (National Research
Council, 2003). At the time of listing,
NMFES enacted several regulations to
reduce direct mortality as a result of
fishing, including no shooting at sea
lions, a reduced incidental catch limit,
and establishment of 5.6 km (3 n.mi.)
radius no-entry buffer zones around
all rookeries to reduce disturbance and
reduce opportunities for shooting at
sea lions.

In 1991, NMFS completed a consul-
tation on proposed groundfish harvest
specifications, pursuzant to Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act (ESA), and
concluded that the spatial and temporal
compression of Gulf of Alaska walleye
pollock, Theragra chalcogramma, fish-
eries could create competition for prey

6Scagars, Dana, USFWS, Anchorage, Alaska.
Personal commun. 2004,

and thus contribute to the decline of sea
lions (Fritz et al., 1995). In response,
NMES prohibited trawling withina 18.5
km {10 n.mi.) radius of all rookeries in
the Guif of Alaska. In 1992, 18.5 km (10
n.mi.) radius trawl closures were also
implemented around all rookeries in the
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands area.

Simultaneously, the Bogoslof area
was closed 10 walleye poltock fishing,
and concerns about the redistribution of
effort led 1o a seasonal extension of five
Aleutian Islands rookeries from 18.5 km
(10 n.mi.) to 37 km (20 n.mi.) through
15 April each year. The western stock of
Steller sea lions was listed as endangered
in 1997, and in 1999, trawling for pol-
lock was also prohibited within 18.5 km
{10 n.mi.) of major haulout areas, with
some closures exiending out to 37 km
(20 n.mi).

In November 2000, NMFS completed
another ESA Section 7 consultation on
the groundfish fisheries and concluded
that proposed fisheries for walleye pol-
lock; Pacific cod, Gadus macrocephalus,
and Atka mackerel, Pleurogrammus
monopterygius, would jeopardize the
continued existence of Steller sea lions
and adversely modify their critical habi-
tat due to potential prey competition and
modification of their prey field (NMFS,
2000). To bring the fisheries into compli-
ance with the ESA, the Council estab-
lished a large stakeholder committee o
develop fishery management measures
that would address the concerns about
prey competition and still allow viable
fisheries 1o be prosecuted.

The committee developed the alter-
native that was adopted by the Council
in October 2001 and implemented by
NMES for 2002 and thereafter. Man-
agement measures adopted were gear,
fishery, and area specific and provide full
or partial closure to 198,940 km2(58,000
n.mi.2} of the ocean, and other measures
throughout the Aleutian Islands and
much of the Guif of Alaska (Fig. 2).
Implementation of this complex suite of
MPA’s for Sieller sea lions was projected
toresuit inlosses of $2.6 million to $14.0
million in ex-vessel revenue to the har-
vesters and a loss of 15 to0 411 full-time
jobs in the harvesting and processing
sectors (NMFS, 2001a).

The Stellet sea lion mitigation MPA's
included ne-transit zones within 5.6 km
(3 n.mi.) of 37 rookeries in the Gulf of
Alaska (excluding southeast Alaska)
to protect Stelier sea lions from distur-
bance. These no-transit zones, including
the 5.6 km (3 n.mi.} zone around Round
Island to protect Pacific walrus, are truly
no-take reserves with no allowance for
recreational fishing, and are the only
such marine reserves in Alaska. Despite
the preponderance of evidence indicating
that nutritional swress is not a primary
threat to recovery of Steller sea lions
{National Research Council, 2003), it is
likely that the no-transit zones will stay
in effect until the endangered siatus of
Steller sea lions is resolved.

In addition to mitigating potential ef-
fects of fishing on Steller sea lions, the
MPA’s also offer localized protection to
deep-sea coral and sponge communities
along the Aleutian Islands. Submers-
ible chservations have found areas with
complex coral and sponge communities
within the areas encompassed by the
MPA's, although the absolute amount
of protection 10 this habitat has not
been quantified. Additional submersible
research to understand the distribution of
corals and sponges in the North Pacific
is planned or ongoing (Stone”).

Scientific Research MPA’s

MPA’s can provide scientific controd
sites to distinguish natural variability
from human impacts such as fishing
activities (Lindeboom, 2000; National
Research Council, 2001). Scientific
research MPA’s have been imposed in
the Alaska EEZ on 2 temporary basis
when the need arises. For example,
a seasonal MPA was established in
the Bering Sea west of Cape Sarichef
during the years 2003-05, to test the
hypothesis that intensive traw! fishing
may create a local depletion of Pacific
cod, an important prey itern for Steller
sea lions (NMFS, 2002). Although the
MPA was scheduled to also be in effect
for 2006, NMFS determined that the
MPA was no longer necessary because
the study had overwhelmingly concluded

7Sione, Robert, NMFS Auke Bay Lab., Junean.
Personal commun. 2005,
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that there were no differences in Pacific
codd abundance between Lhe intensively
wrawled areas and the untrawled control
arcas (Logerwell®).

Chiniak Gully

In 2(HH. scicntists from the NMFS
Alaska Fisheries Science Center (AFSC)

hegan an investigation of the efiects of

lishing on Steller sea lion prey (walleye
pollock and capelin, Mallotus villosus)
abundance and distribution in com-
mercial trawl fishing grounds located
on the east side of Kodiak Island. The
sampling design uses control {unfishcd)
and treatment {fished) areas of Chiniak
and Bamabas gullies, respectively. Regu-
lations were established to close Chiniak
gully Lo trawl lishing from 1 August
through 20 Seplember during 20014
In 2005, scientists at the AFSC apprised
the Couneil that they were interested in
recstablishing the Chinak gully rescarch
¢losure for 2006 through 2010 o collect
additional data. In February 2006, the
Council reviewed the analysis (NMFES,
2006), and recommended that this re-
search closure be reestablished under the
condition that il the study caninot occur
in any of these years. or if the research
is completed prior to 20 September, then
the Chiniak gully should be opered for
fishing as soon as possible.

Southeast Alaska Dive
Fishery Research Areas

When the dive lishery management
plans were developed by the State of
Alaska in the 1990's for sea cucumbers,
Farastichopus californicus; red sca ur-
chins, Strongylocentrotus franciscanus:
and geoduck clams, Panopea abrupta, in
southeast Alaska, sections of shoreline
were closed to harvesls as control sites
for these species singly or in combina-
non. These sites, in southern southeast
Alaska, are surveyed on an annual or
nearly annuval basis 1o estimate biomass
and size compositions. Comparisons
of population characleristics between
the control and harvest sites are made

*Logerwell. L. 2005. Fishery interaction icam
presentations 1o the North Pacific Fishery Man-
agement Council. ULS. Dep. Commer., NMFS/
AFSC Quarnterly Repont Aprii-June:36-37,
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1o evaluate the extent (o which popula-
tion changes mighl be due o fishing
or (0 environmental vantation. “To dale.
the effects ol fishing. relative 1o natural
variation, have been small due 10 con-
servative guotas,

Habitat Conservation MPA’s

Kodiak King Crab Protection Zoney

The fishery for red king crab stocks
in the Kodiak Area ol the Gulf ol Alaska
declined sharply in the late 1960°s and.,
following a briel period of recovery, they
declined again in the mid and late (9707
(Zheng et al., 1996). Thesc declines were
likely due 1 a combination of Factors in-
cluding overfishing and changing ocean-
ographic conditions (Kruse, 1996). State
and Federai fishery managers sought to
take whatever aclions werc necessary Lo
provide reeovery of this stock. Beginning
in 1982, the fishery was closed, and other
fisheries were displaced to Himit bycateh
and habial effects of fishing. With no
signs of recovery hy the end of 1983, the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
proposed that emergency action be Laken
to implement bottom trawl closures in
areas around most of Kodiak Island.

Emergency regulations were imple-
mented through June 1986, and the
Counci! established an industry work-
group to develop a long-term solution
to protect red king crabs from trawling-
induced mortality, particularly during
their molting period, and to protect
habitat from potential impacts due 1o
trawling. The workgroup recommenda-
tions were adopted by the Council as
Amendment 15 to the GOA Groundfish
FMP (NPFMC, |986).

In 1987, three types of traw] closurce
areas were established on the south and
east sides of Kodiak lsland based on
the use of areas by crab at different life
stages {(Fig. 3). Type I areas, totaling
3,430 km? (1,000 n.mi.?), had very high
king crab concentrations and. to promotc
rebuilding of the crab stocks, they were
closed all year to all trawling except
with pelagic gear. Type II areas, which
total 1,715 km2 (500 n.mi.2), had lower
crab concentrations throughoul mosl
of the year, but were closed to nonpe-
lagic gear from |5 February through 15

June when crabs are molling and have
higher hycateh mortality rates. Type 11
arcas had been identified as important
juvenile king crab rearing or migralory
arcas. Type 111 areas would be closed
1o rawling fellowing a determination
thal a recruitment evenl has oceurred.
Originally established as a temporary
measure while the stiock recovered. the
MPA later became cstablished as a per-
mancnl measure for the Gull’ of Alaska
Groundfish FMP.

The red king crab steeks throughout
the central and western Guli ol Alaska
remain atl very low levels. despite many
management measures implemented
over the years Lo minimize lishing mor-
tality and comserve crab habital, The
MPA closures have heen in place for
nearly 20 years. yel their benehits are
difficult 1o ascertain, They have certainly
hetped w contral red king crab bycatch
in groundfish fisheries by reducing the
probability ol a rawler encounlering
aggregations of crabs, as welk as limii-
ing any eflects trawling may have on
crab habitat. However, Type 111 closures
have never been triggered due 1o a Tack
ol recruitment, although pods of small
red king crab juveniles continue (o be
observed in several bays of Kodiak
Island. Aduli and juvenile red king crab
numbers remain low as measured hy
trawl surveys in and around the Kodiak
trawl ¢losure arcas (Spalinger. 2005).

Caok Inlet Trawl Closure Area

Similar 10 the fate of many ather
Tanner crab and red king crab stocks
in the Golf of Alaska, the Tanner and
red king crab populations in Cook Inlet
declined dramatically in the 1980°s. The
king crab fishery has been closed since
1984 and the Tanner crab fishery has
been closed since 1991. Nevertheless.
the siocks continued to decline, and
surveys indicated no signs ol recovery
(Bechtol et al., 2002).

Although bortom trawling had never
been conducted in Cook Inlet 1o any
extent. state fishery managers fell that
it would he prudent to be proactive and
prevent trawling from expanding into the
area. thus eliminating the possibility of
bycaich or habitat impacts. [n 1993, the
Alaska Board of Fisherics prohibited

o
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Figure 3.— MPA’s designed to conserve fish habitat.

bottom trawling in state waters of Cook
Inlet, The state proposed that the Council
take complementary action for Federal
waters, so the Council initiated an analy-
sis of several alternatives to address the
issue. In September 2000, the Council
adopted an MPA that prohibited bottom
trawling in all Federal waters of Cook
Inlet (Fig. 3). This MPA was implement-
ed in 2002 under GOA Groundfish FMP
Amendment 60 (NPFMC, 2002).

The Cook Inlet Trawl Closure Area
has only been in effect for a few years,
and thus it 1s impossible to evaluate its
effectiveness as an allocation or conser-
vation measure. Recent trawl surveys
have detected below-average numbers
of juvenile Tanner crabs in Cook Inlet,

10

and the red king crab stock remains at a
very low level with no signs of rebuilding
(Bechtol, 2005). In the absence of by-
catch mortality and habitat impacts, there
is little left for managers to do but wait
for environmental conditions favorable
for crab reproduction and survival,

Scallop Dredge Closure Areas

The weathervane scallop, Patinopec-
ten caurinus, fishery has been managed
by the State of Alaska since the inception
of the fishery in the late 1960’s (Shirley
and Kruse, 1995). In 1998, the NMFS
approved the Alaska Scallop FMP. del-
egating most authority to the State of
Alaska to manage the scallop resources
in the EEZ, including establishment of

MPA’s for this fishery. Concerns about
crab bycatch in the scallop fishery and
habitat effects due to scallop dredging
prompted the Alaska Board of Fisheries
to establish extensive closures to fish-
ing with scallop dredges in state and
Federal waters. Closures include Yakutat
Bay; state and Federal waters south of
Cordova, eastern Prince William Sound,
Cook Inlet, Kachemak Bay and nearby
state waters of outer Kenai Peninsula;
most of the state waters surrounding
Kodiak and Afognak Islands as well as
a large block of Federal waters to the
southwest of Kodiak; most of the state
waters on the south side of the Alaska
Peninsula; large bays of Akun, Akutan,
and Unalaska Islands; and Petrel Bank

Marine Fisheries Review



in the Alcutian Eslands (Fig, 3). The staie
has also prohibited scallop dredging in
ihe habitat conservation MPA's {no-trawl
areas) adopted by the Council and NMES
in Bristol Bay and around the Pribilol
Isfands.

Nearshore Bristol Bay
Trawl Closure Area and Red
King Crab Savings Area

The Bristol Bay red king crab popu-
lation collapsed in 1981 following a
huge buildup in biomass and historic
high catches. The cause of the collapse
reimains unknown, but it has been hy-
pothesized by different scientists to be
duc to several factors including over-
fishing, discard mortality, trawl intcrac-
tions, disease or other source of natural
morality, or reduced recruitment due
o climatic events (Kruse, 1996). State
fishery managers closed the fishery in
1982 and 1983,

The area in Bristol Bay where red
king crabs were distributed, known as
the “pot sanctuary,” had been closed to
foreign trawl fisheries since 1975 and
to domestic traw| fisheries through the
end of 1983, when Amendment | (o
the BSAI Groundfish FMP opened the
area for the developing domestic trawl
fisheries. This action raised concerns
of state fishery managers and crab fish-
ermen who requested that the Bristol
Bay area be closed to all trawling to
proiect the remaining stock and their
habitat from further impacts. In 1986,
the Council adopted BSAT Groundfish
FivIP Amendment 10, which prohibited
bottom trawling in central Brisiol Bay
where most crabs were found, encom-
passing about 27.440 km? (8,000 n.mi.2),
Unfortunately, surveys conducted in
subsequent years failed to detect signs
of recovery, and fishery managers again
raised concerns that additional measures
wete needed.

To address these concerns, the Red
King Crab Savings Area was established
by emergency rule in 1995 as a year-
round bottom trawl and dredge closure
avea (Fig. 3). This 13,720 km? (4,000
n.mi.2) area was known to have high den-
sities of adult red king crab and was thus
assumed to be an important habitat area
as well. Additzonally, several additional
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options to reduce the impacts of rawl-
ing and dredging on red king crah stocks
were considered by the Council. includ-
ing timefarea closures, bycawh limits,
individual bycatch quotas, and penalties
(Witherell and Hamington, 1996).

Adfier further analysis and delibera-
ton, the Council decided w implement
an additional wawl closure area to pro-
tect juvenile red king crab and critical
rearing habitat, which includes stalked
ascidians and other living substrates
(Ackley and Wilherell, 1999). Begin-
ning in 1997 BSAl Groundfish FMP
Amendment 37 established a 65,170
km?2 (19,000 n.mi.?) year-round closure
to all trawiing (bottom trawling and
pelagic trawling) in all of Bristel Bay
east of long. 163°W (Fig. 3). One small
arca within the Nearshore Bristol Bay
MPA, bounded by long. 159° 1o 160°W
and lat. 58° to 58°43'N, remains open to
trawling during the period | Apnil o 15
June each vear. Analysis of observer data
indicated that fisheries for yellowfin sole
could be prosecuted within this area and
not impact crab habitat or increase crab
and Pacific herring bycaich {(NPFMC,
1996),

The Red King Crab Savings Area also
became permanent through Amendment
37. In adopting this MPA as a pesmanent
measure, the Council provided for alim-
iled bottom trawl fishery to occur in the
Red King Crab Savings Area south of lat.
56° I{Y'N, an area with historically high
catch rates of rock sole. To ensure that
this provisicn would not create allocation
or conservation problems, the allowance
for bottom trawling would only be made
in years when there is a directed fishery
for Bristol Bay red king crab using pot
gear. If the fishery is to be open, a red
king crab bycatch limit is established
for this subarea, and vessels trawling for
groundfish (mainly rock sole) can fish in
the specified subarea until the bycatch
limit is reached.

These MPA's, in combination with
favorable environmental conditions,
may have assisted in the recovery of
the Bristol Bay red king crab stock.
Survey information suggests that sessile
benthic tnvertebrates used by juvenile
king crab may be increasing in Bristol
Bay (NPFMC, 2004d}. Further. the red

king crab stock has increased 1o bio-
mass Jevels associated with maximun
sustainable yicid. and there are many
year classes presenl in the population
(NPFMC, 2004¢). The red king crab
fishery reopened in 1996, and annual
catches have incrcased steadity. such thal
aconservative catch limil of 8301 1(18.3
million pounds) was set for the season
beginning in October 2005,

Arca 516 Seasonal Closure

In 1987, when the central area of
Bristol Bay was closed to trawling 1o
protect red king crab. managers also
decided 10 exiend the closure farther
wesl on a seasonal hasis (o protect red
king crab when they are in a fragile
molting condition, This seasonal closure
area, designated as Area 516, 1s closed 1o
all trawling from 15 March through 15
June (Fig. 3). The central portion of the
area became a year-round trawi closure
in 1993, with the implememation of
the Red King Crab Savings Area. The
southern pan of Area 516 remains open
during the second pan of the year, and
most of the Bering Sea red king crab
bycatch is taken in this area hy bottom
trawl vessels \argeting northern rock
sole, Lepidopsetta polvxystra.

Pribilof Islands Habitat
Conservation Area

In 1989, the Central Bering Sea
Fishermen’s Association initialed a
proposal to prohibil trawling around the
Pribilof Istands to protect habitat for ju-
venile blue king crab, £ platypus, forage
fish for marine mammals and seabirds,
and maintain a stable ecosystem in the
surrounding waters. The biue king crab
population had decreased over $0%
from a peak n 1975, and the fishery
was closed entirely in 1988 due to low
abundance.

The Council initated an analysis of
the proposal in 1991, and the analysis
was revised several times (o consider
other boundary configurations, Through
spatial display of NMFES survey data,
groundfish observer data, and com-
mercial crab fishery data, the analysis
provided an undersianding of blue king
crab habitat and trawl fishing effort dis-
tnbution. The area that was ultimately
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selected was designed to include the vast
majority of blue king crabs. while at the
same time, allowing the trawl fishery
access to the edge of the 100 m contour,
which is economically imponant to trawl
vessels targeting walleye poliock and Pa-
cific cod. The yellowfin sole trawl fishery
was negatively affected by the closure
north and east of the Pribilof Islands, but
the costs of the closure to this fleet were
not quantified. In 1995, the 24,010 km?
(7.000 n.mi.?) Pribilof Islands Habitat
Conservalion Area was implemented
by BSAI Groundfish FMP Amendment
Z1a, and the area was permanently closed
to all trawling and dredging vear-round
(Fig. 3).

The Pribilof Islands Conservation
Area has not been successful in rebuild-
ing the blue king crab stock, although
it may have served to limit the effects
of trawl fisheries on juvenile crabs and
habitat. Despite the protection offered
by the MPA, and closure of the crab
fisheries, the Pribilof Islands stock of
blue king crab has continued to decline
to very low levels and is considered o be
in an “overfished” condition (NPFMC,
2004c¢). On the other hand, the Pritniof
Islands red king crab stock seems to
have benefited from the trawl closure,
with increased abundance since 1996
(NPFMC, 2004c).

Southeast Alaska Trawl Closure

In 1991, longline fishermen from
Sitka and other local citizens proposed
that all trawling (using bottom trawls
or pelagic trawls) be prohibited off
southeast Alaska. The rationale for this
was that trawling was causing long-term
damage 1o deep-sea corals, conservation
prablems for Pacific rockfish, Sebasies
spp. and Sebastolobus spp., and social
dismiption to the local fishing industry
{Behnken, 1993). In evalvating this
proposal, the link between coral use by
rockfish and damage to rockfish habitat
as a result of trawling was unknown,
Rather than prohibit trawling entirely,
the Council instead adopted a rebuilding
plan for Pacific ocean perch, Sebastes
alutus, the primary rockfish species in
the area fished by trawl gear.

Although the original MPA proposal
was not adopted when brought to the
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Council for final decision. it was later
adopted as part of the license limilation
program that was implemented under
GOA Groundfish FMP Amendment 4!.
Beginning in 1998, all trawling was pro-
hibiled in southeast Alaska east of long.
140°E (Fig. 3). This MPA. with a iotal
area of 180,418 km? (52,660 n.mi.%),
includes continental shelf, slope, and
basin areas.

The value of the southeast Alaska
wawl closure is difficult to evaluate,
From a conservation perspective, the
MPA appears 10 have met its objectives
of conserving habitat for rockfish. Bio-
mass of Pacific ocean perchin the Gulf of
Alaska has increased dramatically in the
past decade (NPFMC, 2004b). However,
this increase can be primarily anributable
to large year-classes produced prior 1o
implementation of the MPA, as wellasa
reduced harvest rate on exploitable sized
fish. From a social perspective, the MPA
is viewed as successful by local southeast
Alaska fishermen who predominantly
target groundfish with longline gear.
Interactions between fixed gear (long-
lines) and mobile gear (irawls) have been
eliminated, and concerns about habitat
degradation have begn addressed, More
recently, longline fishermen have begun
to develop techniques to harvest species
of rockfish that previously could only be
harvested in commercial quantities with
trawl gear (Falvey®).

State Waters Trawl
and Goundfish Closures

The Alaska Board of Fisheries has
closed extensive areas in state waters 1o
trawling, including areas closed in con-
junction with the Federal rawl closures
in Kodiak, Bristol Bay, and Cook Inlet
described above. These closures are in
response to proposals by the public and
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
to protect habitats as well as vulnerable
species. In the Kodiak area, in addition
to the Typel, I1, and If] Federal areas and
Steller sea lion closures, there are year-
round bottom-traw] closures enacted in
1986 in state waters surrounding most
of the island to protect king and Tanner

SFalvey, Dan, commetcial fisherman, Sitka,
Alaska. Personal commun. 2005,

crabs. The boundaries often follow
the 3-mi. limit. except in some cases.
particularly along Shelikof Strait, the
boundaries extend between poims of
land, offering protection to embayments.
On the mainland across Shelikof Strait.
virtually all state waters from the mouth
of Cook Inlet along the Alaska Peninsula
to Unimak Pass are closed to bottom
rawling. Looking eastward to the central
Gulf of Alaska, the outer coastal siate
waters of the Kenai Peninsula from the
mouth of Cook Inlet east 10 Cape Fair-
field are closed to groundfish fishing with
bottorn trawls (Fig. 3).

In the central Gulf, inciuding Prince
William Sound inside and outside waters
to the 3-mi. limit, bottom trawling is
prohibited except for very limited fish-
ing for sablefish. All trawling, including
pelagic trawling, is prohibited in large
sections of eastern Prince William Sound
io protect crabs and Pacific herring gear
(Trowbridge'?).

In state waters of the eastern Gulf of
Alaska (east of Prince William Sound},
including southeast Alaska inside waters,
groundfish trawling requires a permit
issued by the Alaska Depariment of Fish
and Game Commissioner. This require-
ment effectively closes state waters of
the eastern Gulif o groundfish trawling
with one exception: a very restricted
flatfish fishery limited t0 beam trawls
by the Board of Fisheries in 1997 and
conducted in four small areas in internal
waiers of central southeast Alaska. The
only other trawling permitted in south-
east Alaska is for shrimp, Pandalopsis
dispar, and Panadalus spp., with beam
irawls under special conditions. The
combined effect of these closures in the
eastern, central, and western Gulf of
Alaska is that nearly all state waters in
the Gulf of Alaska are closed to bottom
trawling for groundfish.

In the Bering Sea, in addition to the
nearshore Bristol Bay traw! clesure
described previously, the Alaska Board
of Fisheries closed all the major embay-
ments west of Unimak Pass to Umnak
Isiand in the eastern Alentian Islands
to trawling. The Board also closed state

WTrowbridge, Chatles, ADFG, Homer, Alaska.
Personal commun. 2005.
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walers to all groundiish fishing (includ-
ing trawling} around St. Matthew, Hall,
and Pinnacle [slands in the Bering Sea
in 2001, Notably not closed to boliom
trawling are stale walers in the vicinity
of “cod alley™ to the north of Unimak
Island and all of the central and western
Alcwtian Islands outside of Steller sea
lion protection arcas.

Essential Fish Habitat
Conservation Areas

In Fehruary 2005, the Council and
NMEFS created several new MPA's o
conserve essential fish habitat (EFH)
from potential adverse effects of fishing.
EFH is defined by the Magnuson-Ste-
vens Fishery Conservation and Manage-
ment Act as those waters and substrale
needed by fish for spawning, breeding,
feeding. or growth 1o mawrity, A 2,500+
page scientific analysis was prepared to
evaluate the impacts of fishing on EFH,
and evaluate alternalives to describe
and conserve EFH from fishing impacts
(NMFS, 2005). The analysis concluded
that fisheries do have long-term effects
on habitat, but these impacis were con-
sidered minimal and would not have
detrimental effects on fish populations
ar their habilats, Nevertheless, as a pre-
cautionary measure, the Council adopied
several new MPA's 10 conserve EFH,
and these MPA's were implemented by
NMFS in 2006, when approved by the
Secretary of Commerce.

Fishery managers were concerned
about the effects of fishing in areas with
emergent epifauna, particularly corals
and sponges that may be velnerable o
fishing impacts. Corals apparently pro-
vide proteciive habitat for several Pacific
rockfish species, Sebastolobus alascanus
and Sebastes spp., and Atka mackerel
(Heifetz, 2002; Krieger and Wing, 2002),
and sponges and other living subsirates
have been associated with a variety of
demersal fish species {(Malecha et al,
2003). Research had shown that bottom
trawling could damage corals (Krieger,
20000, vase sponges, and other emer-
gent epifauna off Alaska (Freese e1 al.,
1999: Freese 2002), and that the first
pass of a trawl may cause relatively
more extensive damage than subsequent
passes (i.e. “The first pass is the worsl
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pass.”), Gorgonian corals were thought
1o he especially vulnerable, given the
longevity of coloniex (Witherel! and
Coon, 20003,

Alewtian fvtemds Hahitas
Conservation Arew

To address coneerns about the im-
piacts of bottom trawling on benthic
habitat (particularly on coral and sponge
communitlies) in the Aleutian Islands,
the Council and NMFS took action in
February 2005 o prohibit all bottom
trawling, except in small discrete “open”
areas, The concept of freczing the
foolprint of wawling (o areas histori-
cally fished. as a habitat conservation
measure for (he Aleutian Eslands. Bering
Sca, and Guif of Alaska, was first evalu-
ated in the Groundfish Fisheries Draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (NMFS, 2001 b). This “open
area approach” was further developed
by Council staff in early 2002 during
the formulation of EFH EIS alterna-
tives, and discussed exiensively by the
Council’s EFH Committee. Following
the release of observer data by NMFS 1o
the environmental group Oceana in 2002
and their subsequent analysis of the trawl
haul focations and bycaich location of
coral, sponges, and bryozoans, the group
proposed a slightly different set of open
areas for the Aleutian Islands (Shester
and Ayers, 2005). With modifications 10
account for data deficiencies regarding
trawl locations, the Council adopted this
approach in February 2005 as a major
component of its habital conservation
program in the Aleutian Islands arca.
Beginning in 2006, over 95% of the
Aleutian [slands management arca was
closed 10 boltom trawling (950,463
km? or 277,100 n.mi.2), and about 4%
(42,611 km? or 12,423 n.mi.2) remain
open (Fig. 4).

Aleatian Istands Coral
Habitat Protection Areas

Additional conservation of EFH in the
Aleutian Islands is provided by another
set of MPA's, calted the Aleutian Isiands
Coral Habitat Protection Areas. These
MPA’s includes six sites with especially
high densities of corals and sponges
(the so-called “coral garden™ areas) that

were delincated based on submersibke
observations (Stone, 2005). Beginning
in 2006, these arcas were closed w all
bollom comact fishing sear (lonalines.
parts., trawks, ete. Y and should thus be con-
sidered as marine reserves with a total
arca of 377.3 km? (110 nmi.2) (Fig. 4).
To imprave monitoring and eaforcement
of the Aleutian [sland closures, a vessel
maonitoring system { YMS) was required
for all fishing vessels. Additionally, a
comprehengive plan for rescarch and
monitering will be developed 10 improve
scientific information abou this area,
and improve and cvaluate cftectiveness
of these fishery management measures,

Gulf of Aluska Slope

Habitat Conservation Areos

To conserve EFH in the Gull of
Alaska, bottom trawling for all ground-
fish species was prohibiled in 10 desig-
nated areas along the continental shelf,
beginning in 2046 (Fig. 5). These areas,
which are thought to contain high reliel’
bottom and coral communtties, total
7.155 km? (2,086 n.mi.2), Al the time of
the Council’s 5-year review of EFH in
2011, the Council will review available
research information regarding 1wo of
the closed areas (in the vicinity ol Sanak
Island and Albatross Bank) to determine
efficacy of continued closure,

Habitat Areas of
Particular Concern

In February 20035, in addition to
mitigating polential effects of fishing
on EFH, the Council took final action
to designate and protcet habital areas
ol particular concern {HAPC), Iden-
tification of HAPC provides focus for
additional conservation efforts for those
portions of EFH that are ecologically
importanl, sensitive Lo disturbance, ex-
posed to development aclivities, or rare,
To protect these areas, the Council took
action to eliminate virtvally all potential
impacts due to fishing by prohibiting
aimost all fishing gear. As a result, these
arcas should essentially be considered
no-take marine reserves. While pelagic
fishing would be allowed in these areas,
nione 15 anticipated, so resource extrac-
tton will be nil in the areas (NPFMC,
2005a).
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Fipure 4.—MPA’s proposed to conserve cssential fish habitat in the Aleutian Islands area.

Gudf of Alaska Coral
Habitat Protection Areas

In southeast Alaska, multibeam sur-
veys and submersible observations
have discovered boulder and bedrock
substrates supporting dense aggrega-
tions of Primnoa coral. In an area
about 28 km west of Cape Ommaney in
southeast Alaska, submersible observa-
tions confirmed the presence of several
hundred Primnoa colonies attached to
boulders and bedrock at depths of
200250 m (NPFMC, 2005a}. Many of
these colonies exceeded 1 m in height.
Dense aggregations of Primnoa were
also found at similar depths and sub-
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strates atong the western flank of the
“Fairweather Grounds” in the eastern
Gulf of Alaska.

To highlight research areas and protect
the fragile coral habitats, the Council
designated these areas with Primnoa as
HAPC (Fig. 6). The total size of these
areas is 230 km? (67 n.mi.?). All Feder-
ally managed fisheries using bottom-
contact gear {longlines, trawls, pots, and
dinglebar gear) was prohibited within
five zones of the HAPC area, begin-
ning in 2006. These zones, which total
46 km? (13.5 n.mi.?), include the areas
where there have been direct submersible
observations documenting the presence
of Primnon.

Alaska Seamount Habitat
Protection Areas

Seamounts are considered to be
HAPC areas because they may be unique
ecosystems with endemic stocks or spe-
cies (De Forges et al., 2000), including
corals (Tsaoc and Morgan, 2005), and
thus particularly vulnerable to human ac-
tivities such as fishing. Relatively diverse
fish and invertebrate communities have
been found on the top and flanks of sev-
eral seamounts off Alaska (Alton, 1986;
Hoff and Stevens, 2005). To protect
these unique habitats and ecosystems,
the Council voted to prohibit all bottom
contact fishing by Federally managed
fisheries on the 16 seamounts in the
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Figure 5.—MPA's proposed to conserve essential fish habitat in the Gulf of Alaska area.

EEZ off Alaska named on NOAA charts:
Bowers, Brown, Chirkikof, Marchand,
Dall, Denson, Derickson, Dickins, Gia-
comini, Kodiak, Odessey, Patton, Quinn,
Sirius, Unimak, and Welker seamounts.
As a group, these MPA’s comprise the
Alaska Seamount Habitat Conserva-
tion Zone with a total combined area of
18,278 km? (5,329 n.mi.%) (Fig. 6).

Bowers Ridge Habitat
Conservation Zone

Bowers Ridge is a submerged geo-
graphic structure that forms an arc
extending north from the Aleutian Is-
lands. The top of the ridge rises to less
than 200 m from the surface near its

67f!)

southern end, with a deeper area 1o the
north. Although relatively nrexplored,
the ares is likely to include habitats for
corals and other living substrates, as well
as fish and crab species. As a precaution-
ary measure, the Council voied o pro-
hibit mobile fishing gear that contacts the
bottom (i.e. dredges, nonpelagic trawls,
and dinglebar pear) within this 18,131
km? (5,286 n.mi.2) area (Fig. 6).

Vulnerable Species MPA’s

Commercial Salmon
Fishery Prohibited Aren

The International Convention for
the High Seas Fisheries of the North

Pacific was signed in 1932, Under the
Convention {as amended), Japan agreed
to prohibit its mothership salmon fish-
ery from operating within 370 km (200
n.mi.) of the Alaska coast east of long.
J75°E (near Attu Island). The intent of
this prohibition was 10 keep the Japanese
from competing with U.S. fishermen
and minimize harvesting salmon of
mixed stock origin. The Uniled States
implemented the North Pacific Fisher-
ies Act of 1954 to codify its role in the
Convention, thus prohibiting domestic
fishermen from fishing for salmon with
nets in the North Pacific outside of
Alaska waters, excepl for three histori-
cal fisheries managed by the state: False
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Figure 6.—MPA’s proposed to protect habitat areas of particular concern.

Pass, Cook Inlet, and Copper River net
fisheries.

The original Salmon FMP adopted this
regulation, and prohibited all commercial
salmon fishing in the EEZ east of Jong,
175°E and west of Cape Suckling (long.
144°W), with the above mentioned ex-
ceptions. Only roll gear was allowed in
the EEZ east of Cape Suckling. In 1990,
the Salmon FMP was revised to include
the area west of long. 175°E, and prohibit
all commercial salmon fishing in that
area as well (NPFMC, 1990), thereby
increasing the total MPA area to about
5,467.420 km? (1,594,000 n.mi.2), not
including the EEZ area of the Chukchi
and Beanfort Seas (Fig. 7).

16

Most salmoen stocks originating from
Alaska rivers (except in western Alaska)
increased to high run sizes during the
1980's and 1930's. Although high-seas
interception may have affected the
run sizes in the 1970, in more recent
years the primary factor influencing run
sizes of Alaska salmon is thought to be
environmental conditions (Adkison and
Finney, 2003).

Chirook Salmon Savings Area

The incidental catch of salmon in non-
salmon fisheries has long been a concern
to fishery managers and state residents,
particularly those in western Alaska who
depend on salmon for income and sub-

sistence. The original BSAI Groundfish
FMP included provisions that prohibited
the retention of salmon. In 1982, the
first amendment to the plan established
a bycatch limit for Chincok salmon,
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha, with the
available bycatch amounts apportioed to
foreign nations with fishing fleets partici-
pating in the groundfish rawl fisheries.
Once a nation’s limit was reached, sea-
sonal area closures were triggered, thus
prohibiting thas nation’s fleet from fishing
in the prescribed area. The overall Chi-
nook salmon bycatch limit was further
reduced in 1983, but the growing joint
venture fleet, and later the fully domestic
fishery, offset these reductions.

Marine Fisheries Review
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Figure 7—MPA’s designed to reduce impacts on vulnerable stocks of salmon and halibut.

Low Chinook salmon runs in the
Nushagak, Yukon, and Kuskokwim
rivers in the late t980’s and early 1990’s
prompted the Council to reexamine
measures to conwrol salmon bycatch in
groundfish fisheries. Spatial analysis of
groundfish observer data provided in-
formation on areas that had consistently
high bycatch rates of Chinook salmon.
In 1995, the Council adopted BSAI
Groundfish FMP Amendment 21b, that
established three areas in the Bering Sea
that would close to all trawling when a
bycatch limit of 48,000 fish was taken
(Fig. 7). The purpose of the bycatch
controls for Chinook salmon was to
prevent extremely high bycatch amounts

&A1)

that could raise serious conservation or
allocation issues. With the controls in
place, Chinock saimon bycaich equated
to less than 2.7% of the returning adult
population w western Alaska systems
(Witherell et af,, 2002).

In 1999, the bycatch Limit trigger
was further reduced to 29,000 saimon
taken in the watleye pollock fishery by
Amendment 58. In addition, observer
data had indicated low bycatch rates of
Chinook salmon in the area south of the
Pribilof Islands, so this component area
of the Chinook Salmon Savings Areas
was removed from the MPA (NPFMC,
1999). The prospect of bycaich limits
riggering area closures and resulting in

forgone catches and added operational
costs, provided an incentive for fishing
vessels to share information and avoid
areas of high salmon bycalch rales,
which developed into an industry funded
bycatch avoidance program (Haflinger,
2004).

Since the implementation of Amend-
ment 58, the incidental catch of Chinook
salmon in groundfish fisheries remained
relatively low through 2002. In 2003,
nearly 55,000 Chincok salmon were
taken as bycatch, thereby triggering
closures of the Chinook Salmon Savings
Areas for the first time. The closures
were triggered again in 2004, a year
when over 62,000 Chinook salmon were
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taken. Tt appears that these bycatch levels
were likely a result of very high abun-
dance of salmon, as indicated by strong
runs of Chinook salmon in the Yukon
and nearby drainages in 2003-04, with
several escapements near all time highs
(ADFG. 2004). Given these high bycatch
levels, combined with the fact that the
walleye pollock fishery now operates in
a cooperative!! fashion and implements
a real-time salmon bycaich avoidance
program {Haflinger, 2004), the Council
reexamined the regulations and decided
it was time to try a slightly different ap-
proach to controlling salmon bycaich.

In October 20035, the Council ap-
proved BSAI Groundfish FMP Amend-
ment 84 10 modify the existing bycatch
reduction measures for Chinook salmon
and chum salmon, Oncorhynchus keta. If
approved by the Secretary of Commerce,
Amendment 84 will allow the poliock
fleet to use their rolling “hotspot” clo-
sure system to aveid salmon bycatch,
The rolling hotspot system allows the
participating fleet to respond quickly
given indications of areas of high salmon
bycatch and penalizes offenders with
weekly area closures if bycatch rates
are excessively high (NPFMC, 2005b).
Although the regulatory salmon savings
area triggers and closures would remain
in effect, participants in the rolling hot-
spot system would be exempted from
compliance with savings area closures.
Continuation of this exemption would be
subject to Council approval and review
of the effectiveness of a rolling hotspot
system,

Chum Salmon Savings Area

Western Alaska chum salmon runs
declined dramatically in the early 1990's,
dropping to historically low levels in
1993 In that same year, the incidental

UThe American Fisheries Act of 1998 contained
specific provisions for the BSAI pollock flest o
form fishery cooperatives (coniractual entities
consisting of groeps of fishing vessels). Each
cooperative receives an annual allocation of
guoia based on the catch histories of its member
vessels. The cooperative allocations end the
“race for fish” since each cooperative may fish its
quota at any time during the season. Cooperalive
fishing timing and location choices can be made
to improve revenues, reduce operating costs, and
reduce bycarch,

B

catch of chum salmon in groundfish
fisheries spiked toa record high of about
243,000 fish, Many were concemed that
the traw] fisheries were impacting the
salmon reiurns, and the Council voted
to move ahead quickly with an analy-
sis to expand observer coverage on all
trawl vessels and to examine the use of
area closures to control chum salmon
bycatch, Analysis of groundfish observer
data indicated spatial and temporal pat-
terms of chum salmon bycatch in trawl
fisheries. In April 1994, based on this
analysis, the Council requested that
NMFS take emergency action 10 close
a 17,150 km? (5,000 n.mi.2) area in the
southeast Bering Sea once a specified
bycatch amount was attained (Fig. 7).

The emergency action was further
developed into a permanent regulation,
and in January 1993, the Council adopted
the Chum Salmon Savings Area as BSAI
Groundfish FMP Amendment 35. The
Chum Salmon Savings Area is closed to
all trawt fishing for the entire month of
Auwgust (the time of year when bycatch
had historically been the highest). In ad-
dition, the prescribed area remains closed
or closes again after 1 Sepiember if
42,000 non-Chinook salmon (virtually all
chum salmon) are taken as bycatch in the
southwestern area of the Bering Sea.

Bycatch of chum salmon has fluctu-
ated over the years, but until recently it
had not reached the levels seen prior to
the implementation of this MPA. Aver-
age annual chum salmon bycatch was
69,322 during 1990-2001 (Witherell et
al., 2002), but it increased every year
thereafter to over 465,000 chum salmon
in 2004, triggering closures of the Chum
Salmon Savings Area during 2002-04
(NPFMC, 2005b). Changes in annual
bycatch amounts have been attributed
1o changes in churn salmon abundance,
establishment of the Churn Salmon Sav-
ings Area and other regulatory changes,
as well as bycatch avoidance measures
and operational changes made by the
fishing fleet (Witherell et al., 2002).

As previously mentioned, BSAI
Groundfish FMP Amendment 84 will
allow participants (i.e. the pollock fleet)
in a rolling hotspot system to be ex-
empred from compliance with savings
area closures. If a cooperative chose not

to participate in the system, that coop-
erative would be subject 1o the annual
Chuim Salmon Savings Area closures in
August as well as additional closures if
wiggered. In addition, Amendment 84
would release the nonpollock fleet from
the burden of potential closures, given
their relatively low contribution to the
total number of chum salmon taken
incidentally in BSAI trawl fisheries
(NPFMC, 2005b).

Halibur Longline Closure Area

Beginning in 1967, the International
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC)
designated IPHC Regulatory Area 4E
(Brisiol Bay) as a halibut nursery area
and prohibited all fishing for halibut
year-round within the area (IPHC, 1968).
The closure extended south and east of
the Prihilof Islands to the westernmost
point on Unimak Island. The halibut
stock in the Bering Sea had declined
to very low levels in the early 1960's,
and regulations were being adopted to
rehabilitate the stock (reduced fishing
periods, prohibition on retention by
trawls, minimum size limit, closed areas
1o longline hajibut fishing, and closures
to foreign trawl fisheries). The halibut
longline closure area was known 10
have an abundance of juvenile halibut
(Best, 1969), and tagging studies done in
1959 showed that halibut migrate from
the Bering Sea to the Guif of Alaska
(IPHC, 1978).

At the time this MPA was established,
Japanese and Soviet vessels were pros-
ecuting trawl fisheries on the Bering
Sea shelf targeting yellowfin sole, other
flatfish, and Pacific cod, and the estab-
lishrment of 2 halibut nursery area closure
may have provided some leverage for
the U.S, representatives negotiating bi-
lateral fishing agreements with nationat
governments of foreign fleets. Closure
of areas to foreign fleets was the primary
management measure used at the time,
and the resources targeted by domestic
fishermen (halibut, red king crab, and
salmon) were of concem for U.S. nego-
tiators {Fredin?).

The boundaries of the halibut longline
closure area have been modified a couple
of times since it was first established
(Hoag et al., 1993). The western bound-
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ary of the area was moved south and
cast in 1983 to provide opportunities
(or halihut Kishing in the vicinity of the
Pribilof Islands. In 1990, the northcast-
ern part of the closure area was opened
to allow halibut fishing opportunities for
local Bristol Bay communities. Although
adult halibui abundance was low in the
area, a sindy by IPHC suggested that few
juvenile halibut would be incidentally
captured (Gilroy and Hoag, 1993). The
current configuration of the halibut long-
line closure area is shown in Figure 7.

The henefil of the closure area 1o the
halibut stock has not been fully evalual-
ed. Although the area does contain a fair
amount of juvenile halibut, it is unknown
to what degree these juveniles contribute
to the spawning stock or to the divected
fishery. The averall protection for adult
halibut provided by the closure may he
minimal, because few fishermen would
be interested in fishing for halibot there
anyway, given the low abundance of
adults occupying the closed area (Gilroy
and Hoag, 1993). Nevertheless, the area
remains closed, and combined with the
domestic traw! closures in Bristol Bay,
dees provide some degree of refuge for
Juvenile halibut (Williams!2),

Herring Savings Areas

Most Pacific herring stocks in the
Bering Sea declined following the pas-
sage of very strong 1977-78 year classes
and poor production in subsequent
years. Several stocks were projected 1o
decline below minimum threshold levels
established for commercial fisheries and
potentially affect subsistence fisheries,
both of which are important to many
western Alaska coastal villages. Further,
as the stocks declined, the percentage
of the Pacific herring population taken
annually by trawl fisheries (particularly
the midwater walleye pollock fishery)
had increased to 4-7% annually. Given
these changes and the importance of
Pacific herring to the marine ecosys-
tem, together with associated fishery
reductions and concerns for maintaining
traditional subsistence herring fisheries,
the Council initiated an anaiysis of mea-

“Williams, Gregg, IPHC, Seattle, Wash. Per-
sonal commun, 2006.
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sures I control Pacific herring bycatch
in traw! fisheries.

In September 1990, the Council
adopted Amendment 16a 1 the BSAI
Groundfish FMP. and the regulations
were implemented in July 1991, The
amendment established a hiomass-based
bycaich limit for Pacific herring and
a series of time and arca closures that
would be triggered by attainment of the
bycaich limit by trawl fisheries (Fig. 8).
The bycatch limit was established at 1%
of the eastern Bering Sea herring popula-
tion biomass projection. The limit was
further allocated among trawl fisheries,
50 that attainment of the limit by one
target fishery would not impact other
trawl targel fisheries. The umefarca clo-
sures established were based on spatial
analysis of bycatch rates and the seasonal
migration of herring, so the closure areas
encompass the times and places where
herring are concentrated.

The measures to conirol herring by-
catch appear te be successful, and may
have contributed to a substantial reduc-
tien in hycatch over time, In 1994, for
example, 1,700 t of herring were taken
as bycatch; by 2002, herring bycatch had
been reduced to only 134 ( (NPFMC,
2004a). Closures of the Herring Sav-
ings Areas were triggered each year
from 1992 through 1995 (Witherell and
Pautzke, 1997), but no closures have
been wiggered in recent years.

Tanner Crab and Red King
Crab Bycatch Limitation Zones

The bycatch of crabs in 1rawl fisher-
ies has been a long-standing issue for
fishermen targeting crabs with pot gear.
In 1983, bycatch limits for king crabs
and Tanner crabs were established for
foreign trawl fisheries operating in the
Bering Sea. In 1957, domestic fisheries
and joint ventures were included in the
crab bycaich limit regulations under
BSAI Groundfish FMP Amendment 10,
The regulations specified Tanner crab by-
catch limits for areas east of long. 165°W
(Zone 1) and areas west of long. 165°W
(Zone 2}, and bycatch limits for red king
crab in Zone 1 (Fig. 8). Although the
boundaries for the zones have not been
madified, the bycatch limit amounts have
been revised many times {Amendment

12a in 1990, Amendment 16 in 1991.
Amendmient 37 in 1996, Amendment 41
in 1997, Amendment 57 in 1999).

Bycuteh limits have conteolled the in-
cidentat cateh of king and Tanner crabs in
traw| fisheries. Directed trawl fisherics,
particularly those targeting flatfish spe-
cies. have been closed in lucrative fishing
areas when limils are allatned. Closures
huve heen triggered for ai feast one of
the specificd trawl flisheries in every
year since implementation. However, in
more recent years, closurcs have been
inlrequent, duc in part 1o changes in the
distribution and abundance of Tanner
crab and the establishment of no-trawl
MPA's in the Bristol Bay area, along with
reductions in toial allowable catch limits
for Aatfish species.

Snow Crab Byearch
Limitation Zone

By the early 1990's, snow crab, C.
apifio, had become the mainstay species
of the Bering Sea crab fleet; abundance
and prices for this species had sharply
increased, while the other crab species
had declined. Recruilment of large
snow crab, however, had dropped off
by 1996, and catch limils were scaled
back to 23,133 ¢ (51 million pounds),
down substantially from the 1992 limit
of 151,045 1 (333 mill:on pounds). Crab
fishermen claimed financial distress,
and requested that the Council limit the
incidental take of snow crab in trawl
fisheries.

In response, the Council formed a
small stakeholder committee, consist-
ing of three crab fishery representatives
and three representatives of the trawl
sector, to examine available data and
recommend a solution. The commitiee
was provided a spatial analysis of survey
data for snow crabs, and trawl bycatch
data. Their recommendation for a trawl
closure area that would be toiggered by
an abundance-based snow crab bycatch
limit, was adopted by the Council as
Amendment 40, and implemented in
1998, This area, deemed the Snow Crah
Bycatch Limitation Zone, encompasses
308,700 km? (50,000 n.mi.2) (Fig. 8).

As an allocation measure, the MPA
has eased Lhe concerns of crab pot
fishermen regarding the observed
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Figure 8..-MPA’s designed o reduce impacts on vulnerable stocks of crabs, herring, and pollock.

bycatch of snow crab, although some
tave expressed reservations about
“unobserved mortality” due to trawl
gear interactions. Traw] fisheries have
adapted to the limits, and 1o date have
not triggered closure of the Snow Crab
Bycatch Limitation Zone.

As a conservation measure, the Snow
Crab Bycatch Limitation Zene appears
to offer only minor benefits, as the
bycatch amounts represent less than
0.1% of the population {Witherell et al.,
2000). The snow crab stock has declined
substantially since 1997 and is currently
considered to be below the established
minimum stock size threshold due to
lack of recruitment {(NPFMC, 2004c).
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Bogosiof Area

Catch limits for walleye pollock in
the Eastern Bering Sea originally ap-
plied throughout the management area,
but research began to indicate that two
separate stocks occupied the Bering Sea.
One of these stocks, the Aleutian Basin
stock, was projected to decline substan-
tially in the early 1990’s. Research had
indicated that walleye pollock in interna-
tional waters of the “Donut Hole” and the
Aleutian Basin portion of the U.S. EEZ
were the same population and that the
area around Bogoslof Island was thought
1o be the principal spawning area for the
Aleutian Basin pollock stock (Dawson,

1989}, To prevent the possibility of
overharvesting pollock during the 1991
season, the Council recommended emer-
gency action 10 establish the Bogoslof
District with restrictive catch limits.

To further protect the Aleutian Basin
pollock stock, the United States passed
the Central Bering Sea Fisheries En-
forcement Act tn 1992 to prohibit U.S.
fishermen from fishing in the Donut
Hole. Unfortunately, the stock continued
to decline, and by the end of the year,
all the countries involved in harvesting
pollock (United States, Russia, China.
South Korea, Japan, Poland) had agreed
to voluntarily suspend fishing in the
Donut Hole in 1993 and 1994. In 1994,

Marine Fisheries Review
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all these parties signed the “Convention
on the Conservation and Management of
Poliock Resources in the Central Bering
Sea” to prohibit fishing for walleye pol-
lock until the stock reached a threshold
of 1.67 million t. The Convention further
specified that the pollock biomass in the
Bogoslof area is deemed to represent
60% of the Aleutian Basin pollock bio-
mass. In other words, when the Bogoslof
area pollock biomass exceeds one mil-
lion L, a fishery would be allowed in the
Donut Hole.

No pollock fishing has been allowed
in the Bogoslof District since it became
established tn 1992 by BSAI Ground-
fish FMP Amendment 17. As pan of
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the Steller sea lion protection measures
implemented beginning in 2002, all
fishing for walleye pollock, Pacific cod,
and Atka mackere! was prohibited in
the Bogostof area (Fig. §). Despite the
closure and prohibition on walleye pol-
lock fishing, the Aleutian Basin pollock
stock biomass remains at very tow levels
(NPEMC, 2004b).

State Waters Groundfish Closures

Several groundfish closures in state
waters of the Gulf of Alaska were en-
acted to protect species volnerable 1o
overexploitation, These imclude lingcod
popuiations that have proven vulnerable
to intense fishing pressure near coastal

communities. Two areas were closed to
lingcod fishing in the Gulf of Alaska by
the Alaska Board of Fisheries in 1997:
Resurrection Bay near Seward and most
of Sitka Sound {Fig. 9). In a proactive
move in 2003, the Alaska Board of
Fisheries also closed Sitka Sound and
a series of four latitudinal strips on the
outer coast of the eastern Gull of Alaska
10 commercial harvest of black rockfish,
Sebastes melanops, where a commercial
fishery was developing (Fig. 9). The
purpose of this closure was Lo maintain
older year classes, particularly of fe-
males that have been shown elsewhere
to produce larvae with higher rates of
survival (Berkeley et al., 2004). For this
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species, the state has management ju-
risdiction in the EEZ and these closures
include Federal and staie waters. The
Alaska Board of Fisheries also closed
Sitka Sound to commercial harvest of
demersal shelf rockfish in 1987, as well
as areas in the vicinity of Ketchikan {in
1989) and near the towns of Craig and
Klawock (in 1991). These closures were
to protect heavily exploited popula-
tions from directed commercial fishing
(O'Conneli!?).

The effects of the state groundfish
closures are difficult to assess. The
lingcod and demersal shelf rockfish
closures likely have had some conser-
vation benefits, although these benefits
have not been quantified. The closures
have also had some allocation impacts
as the resources within these areas were
reallocated to recreational users. In the
case of the black rockfish closures, the
economic effect on commercial fisher-
men was minimal because the closures
were enacted at a time when the fishery
in Southeast Alaska was not highly
developed.

Shrimp Traw! Closures

The Alaska Board of Fisheries has
closed several areas in state waters of
the Gulf of Alaska to commercial trawl-
ing for shrimp, largely to protect shrimp
stocks from excessive exploitation but
also to prevent bycatch of crabs and
other species. These areas include part of
Tenakee Inlet in southeast Alaska, Lituya
Bay, and Yakutat Bay, as well as eastern
sections of Prince William Sound, and
all of Cook Inlet (Fig. 9).

Cultural Resources MPA’s

Elsewhere in the United States,
cultural resource MPA’s are typically
shipwrecks, ofien with historical signifi-
cance. Alaska has a plethora of sunken
vessels, estimated at over 3,000 (Mc-
Mahon!%); however, and mare uniquely,
Alaska has significant subsistence use of
marine resources with MPA's designated
to conserve some of these uses. Although

10O’ Connell, Victoria, ADFG, Sitka, Alaska.
Personal commun. 2005.

YMcMahon, D, Alaska Dep. Nat. Resour.,
Junean. Personal commun, 2005.
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these MPA's developed for subsistence
objectives may not fully meet the MPA
Center criteria for MPA's (the primary
focus is generally allocation rather than
conservation) they are included in this
paper because they do have conservation
benefits related to preventing depletion
of marine resources in local areas. Ad-
ditionally, they provide access to and
sustainable use of cultural resources,

Subsistence Crab Area

The King and Tanner Crab FMP pro-
hibits commercial crab fishing within
18.5 km (10 n.mi.) of King Island, Little
Diomede Island, and Saint Lawrence
Island. The objective of this MPA is to
allocate the nearshore crab resources
to local people {primarily Alaska Na-
tives) of these islands who take them
for subsistence use. The prohibition on
commercial fisheries in this area reduces
the potential for discard mortality and
the risk of localized overexploitation of
crabs in these nearshore areas. Research
has shown that the shallow waters (<40
m) around Saint Matthew Island contain
high densities of ovigerous female blue
king crab; presumably nearshore areas
are also important for other populations
of blue king crab in the northem portion
of their range (NPFMC, 2000).

Subsistence Halibut Regulatory Areas

Areas have been set aside to reduce
competition for halibut and ensure
access to the halibut resource by local
subsistence users. By 1997, increased
fishing effort and halibut removals from
Sitka Sound by commercial and charter
Aeets were causing increased competi-
tion for halibut and thus creating diffi-
culties for personal use and subsisience
fishermen (i.c. the local people who
harvest halibut and other fish for food).
To address this problem, the Alaska
Board of Fisheries appointed a task
force of community representatives to
prepare a local area management plan.
The plan was developed with the objec-
tive 1o reserve access to halibut in Sitka
Sound for the fishermen who were not
as able to fish outside the Sound, namely
the nonguided anglers, and the personal
use and subsistence fishermen. In 1998,
the Council adopted the plan, and pro-

hibited halibut fishing by all commercial
fishing vessels in Sitka Sound, except
that vessels =10.7 m (35 ft) and charter
fishing vessels could fish within the area
during June, July, and August. During
the remainder of the season, commer-
cial fishing vessels <10.7 m (35 ft) are
prohibited from harvesting more than
(0.91 1) 2,000 1bs. of halibut within Sitka
Sound per fishing rip.

In 2001, the Council adopied a halibut
subsistence fishery program to legalize
the harvest of halibut by Alaska Native
and rural Alaskans (both Natives and
non-Natives living in rural communi-
ties) throughout the slaie for personal
consumption and traditional barter and
trade. The program allows harvest of
hatibut with longline gear, and up to 20
halibut per day can be harvested in most
areas. To address concerns about local-
ized depletion of halibut from increased
fishing pressure (due 1o easy access via
the road system), the state and Council
adopted regulations to prohibit halibot
subsistence harvest in most of Cook Inlet
waters. This area was already subject to
high fishing pressure for halibut from
anglers fishing from private and charter
vessels. Although subsistence fisher-
men are restricted within the Cook Inlet
area, they are granted new opportunities
throughout the remainder of the State’s
coaslal areas.

Subsistence Sea Cucumber Areas

Seventeen areas in state waters of
southeast Alaska, including bays or
sections of inlets, were closed to com-
mercial harvest of sea cucumbers in 1990
to provide opportunities for subsistence
users (Fig. 10). This action was taken
following a dramatic increase in com-
mercial sea cucumber landings when the
fishery was first developed (Woodby et
al., 1993). Closed areas were created in
most of the region’s fishery management
districts. Some of these protect high
density sea cucumber habitats, especially
in southern southeast Alaska, and were
tocated near subsistence communities.
These closures were enacted prior o full
development of the commercial fishery
in those areas; hence, the economic and
social impacts were minor, as status quo
was maintained,
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Figure 10.—MPA’s designed to protect subsistence opportunities for sea cucumbers.

Discussion

Marine protected areas have been a
useful too! to Federal and state fishery
managers in Alaska seeking to meet spe-
cific goals, such as limiting bycatch of
special species, limiting the interaction
with rmarine mammals, and protecting
sensitive seafloor habitat from potential
damage due 1o fishing activities. Many
of the MPA's were designed to meet
muliiple objectives. In total, there are
currently over 40 named MPA’s, many
of which include multiple sites. Taken
tagether, the MPA's encotnpass virtually
all Federal waters off Alaska. Most of
the MPA's include measures to prohibit
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a particular fishery or gear type (particu-
larly bottom trawls) within the area on a
year-round basis.

In combination with the MPA's es-
tablished in Federal waters, the numer-
ous and extensive areas in state waters
closed to trawling, dredging, or other
gear types (Woodby et al., 2002) pro-
vide substantial protection for marine
resources and their habitats off Alaska.
These areas include a wide variety of
management measures from limited
restrictions on particular fisheries to
no-transit zones where all vessels, in-
cluding fishing vessels, are prohibited
from even entering within 5.6 km (3
n.mi.) of all Stelier sea lion rookeries

along the Aleutian islands east to Prince
Wiiliam Sound.

En most cases, MPA's have successful-
ly achieved their objectives. Sustainable
production has been maintained in the
groundfish fisheries, and conservation
and allocation issues involving the inci-
dental catch of vulrerable species have
been addressed. The success of MPA's at
achieving habitat conservation is more
difficult to evalnate. Because almost
no research has been done to measure
benthic changes before and afier MPA
implementation, we are left to rely on
population responses to assess impacls.
In some cases (e.g. the Bristol Bay Trawl
Closure Area), the posilive effects on
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stacks can be attributed w0 some exient on
MPA regulations. In other cases. such as
the Pribilof Islands Habitat Conservation
Area, the signals are mixed. The current
environmental regime appears 1o be
preventing full recovery of the Pribilof
blue king crab stock, whereas the Pribilof
red king crab stock has increased to high
levels (NPEMC, 2004<).

Before new MPA’s are implemented,
cumulative impacts need to be fully
considered. Repulations that prohibit
or restrict fishing activity in one area
are likely to result in additional fishing
effort in the remaining open areas, po-
tentiaily creating other probiems. The
court-ordered closure of Steller sea lion
critical habitat 10 trawling in 2000, for
example, resulted in an increase in by-
caich of salmon (Witherell et al., 2002).
Other potential effects of tmplementing
additional MPA’s include more complex
regulations, additional operating costs,
and reduced operating flexibility for
fishermen.

Evaluation of MPA's after they have
been implemented is essential for moni-
toring performance and to be responsive
o new information (Coleman et al.,
2004). Several MPA's off Alaska have
been reevaluated after implementation,
and adjusiments made to make them
more effective. For example, the Bristol
Bay closure area was reevaluated in 1995
relative 10 its ability to protect juvenile
king crab and their habitats, and adjust-
ments were made in the boundaries of
the area to encompass the full range of
known young-of-the-year habitat (With-
erell and Harrington, 1996). In 1999, the
Council medified the Chinook Salmon
Savings area boundaries after spatial
analysis showed that areas of high by-
catch rates had changed over the years.
More recently, several MPA's in the Gulf
of Alaska designed for Steller sea lion
protection were modified in response to
updated research.

Research is also required to fully
evaluate the effectiveness of existing
MPA’s. For example, the Steller sea lion
mitigation MPA's clearly provide some
conservation benefits to deep-water coral
and sponge assemblages in the Aleutian
Islands, but the level of protection has
not been quantified. Ongoing direct
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observations using submersible transects
may help provide estimates for coral
conservation in the Aleutian Islands
(Woodby et al., 2005). Similar research
should be done in the other closure areas
1o evaluate the effectiveness of the exist-
ing MPA’s at meeting their objectives,
and to asceniain other ecological effects
of implementing MPA’s,

Compliance with MPA regulations
off Alaska appears to be very high due
to a combination of factors, including
strong enforcement presence, an indus-
try-funded onboard observer program,
satellite tracking of positions with vessel
monitoring systems (VMS), and the
availability of alternative fishing oppor-
tunities, The U.S. Coast Guard patrols
the North Pacific with planes, cutters,
and helicopters, and provides regular
feedback io the Council on enforcement
presence (e.g. number of C-130 flights,
cutter days) and offers advice relative to
the enforcement aspects associated with
MPA’s early in the development process.
NOAA Enforcement agents also report
on violations, including MPA violations.
To date, however, very few intentional
violations of MPA regulations have been
reported.

Compliance is also affected by the
presence of onboard observers. The
NMFS comprehensive observer program
for the groundfish fisheries requires that
all vessels larger than 38.1 m (125 ft)
(length overall) carry an observer, and
vessels 18.3 m (60 fi) to 38.1 m (125 f©)
carry an observer 30% of their fishing
time. Vessels participating in scaliop
fisheries and in Bering Sea crab fisher-
ies carry observers as well. Although the
observers’ primary duties are to measure
total catch and discards, they do record
vessel positions, and their logbooks can
become the basis for prosecution,

VMS is now widely used to monitor
fishing vessel positions off Alaska. Regu-
lations require that vessels fishing for
walleye pollock, Pacific cod, and Atka
mackerel carry an operating VMS at ali
times. Because nearly all traw] vessels
fish for one of these species during the
year, and many of the longline vessels
fish for Pacific cod, most of the fleet
potentizlly affected by MPA regulations
can be monitored by VMS tracking.

Lastly, because alternative productive
fishing grounds, in most cases. can be
found in areas outside of existing MPA"s
off Alaska, there is reduced incentive for
violating the regulations.

The MPA's off Alaska were imple-
mented for specific purposes over ime,
rather than as part of a comprehensive
strategy to establish a network of MPA’s
as apparently envisioned by Executive
Order 13158. The MPA Federal Advisory
Committee notes that a national system
of MPA’s would provide an opportu-
nity for individual MPA’s implemented
under various jurisdictions o produce
benefits that extend beyond individual
MPA’s, such as improved conservation
of broadly distributed species whose
life cycles span multiple jurisdictions,
conservation and enhancement of bio-
diversity, and protection of ecologically
significant processes (Marine Protected
Areas Federal Advisory Committee,
20005). As noted in this paper, the curreni
suite of MPA’s off Alaska ltkely provides
these benefits to some degree.

Although no-take marine reserves
have been promoted as an ocean con-
servation tool by many in the scientific
and environmental community (Allison
et al., 1998; Agardy, 2000; Roberts et
al., 2005), fishery managers in Alaska
generally have not found a need forsuch
restrictive MPA's, except in special situ-
ations to address habitat conservation
or marine mammal disturbance issues.
Unlike many other areas of the world,
the existing management program for
Alaska fisheries addresses the objec-
tives for implementing no-take marine
reserves as identified by the National
Research Council (2001). The ecosys-
tem-based approach utilized off Alaska
provides insurance against uncertainty,
prevents overexploitation, limits fishing
effort, and protects habitats (Witherell et
al., 2000). Moreover, extensive unfished
areas of the continental shelf, slope, and
basin region serve as de facto marine
reserves.

Some scientists and environmentalists
assert that fully protected marine re-
serves should be immediately applied as
a primary management tool (Lubchenco
et al., 2003), covering 20% or more of
all biogeographic regions and habitats
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{Roherts ot al., 2003). We helieve that
such sweeping measures may no be
practical or necessary tn all siluations.
A nework of extensive no-lake reserve
areas, encompassing 20% to 50% of
available habitats within each manage-
ment region off Alaska, was evalualed
and considered to mitipate the possibil-
ity of the fisheries having a detrimental
biological and ecosystem irnpact, but the
network of marine reserves was rejecled
as unnecessary given the precauotion-
ary managemeni program for Alaska
groundfish fisheries using more tradi-
tional tools (NMFS, 2004b). Although
the analysis noted that implementation of
such extensive no-take marine reserves,
wogether with quota reductions, may
provide positive effects on biodiversity
and ecosystem processes, the social and
economic impacts Lo fishery participants
and coastal communilies would have
been devastating (NMFS, 2004b).

Without scientific studies 1o provide
evidence that additional no-take reserves
are needed off Alaska to further conserve
biodiversity, proposals to implement
no-take marine reserves solely for this
reason may be viewed with skepticism,
Field studies off Alaska to understand
the effects of no-take marine reserves
on biodiversity and ecosystem pro-
cesses should be a research priority,
and these studies should be developed
and conducted in a cooperative manner
with fishery participants. Shouvld these
studies find that no-take marine reserves
erhance long-term sustainability of fish
stocks, we would anticipate that fishery
managers and the Alaska fishing industry
would not only accept, but also actively
seek implementation of this manage-
ment tool.
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LEMENTING THE NATIONAL SYSTEM

_ AGENDA C-1(d)
DECEMBER 2008

MARINE PROTECTED AREAS:

UMMARY OF NOMINATION

The U.S. is implementing a comprehensive, science-based and effective national system of marine protected areas (MPAs). The national system will include
eligible existing MPAs across all levels of government to protect important habitats and resources. For more information, visit www.mpa.gov.

*INFORMATION IN THIS FACT SHEET NOT APPLICABLE UNTIL LATE NOVEMBER 2008

NOMINATION PROCESS FOR EXISTING
SiTES TO JOIN THE NATIONAL SYSTEM

The nomination process for the National System of
Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) is designed to be
transparent, science-based, and to provide an opportunity
for public comment. The National Marine Protected
Areas Center will be responsible for the technical review

of nominations.

There are three entry criteria for existing MPAs to join
> national system (plus a fourth for cultural heritage).

es that meet the following three criteria (four for

cultural heritage) are eligible for the national system:

|. Meets the definition as defined in the Framewaork for
the National System of Marine Protected Areas of the
United States of America.

2. Has a management plan (can be site-specific or part of
a broader programmatic management plan; must
have site goals and objectives and call for monitoring or
evaluation of those goals and objectives).

3. Contributes to at least one priority conservation
objective as listed in the Framework.

4. Cultural heritage MPAs must also conform to criteria
for the National Register for Historic Places.

The MPA Center will use existing information from the
MPA Inventory to determine which sites meet the first two
criteria. These identified sites will be potentially eligible
MPAs. The managing entities of potentially eligible MPAs
will be sent a nomination package and invited to nominate
some or all of their potentially eligible sites for inclusion
in the national system. To do so, they will be asked to
document how each nominated MPA meets criterion three
above.

MsN@ona!Manne Protected Areas (MPA) Center's mfssmn isto faa!rtate the effective use of science, technalogy,

—_—
1=

NSURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

All nominated sites will be available for public comment.
The public will be notified through a Federal Register
notice, information on www.mpa.gov, and other targeted
outreach. The MPA Center will receive, evaluate and
forward public comment to the relevant managing entity
or entities, which will then reaffirm or withdraw the
nomination based on public comment received and other
factors deemed relevant. After final MPA Center review,
mutually agreed upon MPAs will be accepted into the
national system.

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) and the Department of the Interior (DOI) will
make a public announcement of the first group of MPAs
accepted into the national system. MPAs accepted into
the national system will also be added to the official List
of National System MPAs, which will be made available to
the public via the Federal Register, the website www.mpa.
gov, and other means.

dine and information in the planning, management, and evalugtion of the nation’s system of marine protected areas.
¥ie MPA Center works in partnership with federal, state, tribal; and local governments and stakeholders to develop a
cience-based, comprehensive national system of MPAs. These collaborative efforts will lead to a more efficient, effective

| of MPAs now and in the future to conserve and sustain the nation’s vital marine resaurces.

Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management, NOAA Ocean Service, 1305 EastWest Hwy (N/ORM), Silver Spring, MD 20910

Marine Protecied Argas



Www.mpa.gov

The nomination process will remain open after the first group of sites has been accepted. Nominations will be accepted
on a rolling basis, with formal updates to the List and public announcements provided on a periodic basis.

DRAFT TIMELINE FOR INITIAL NOMINATION PROCESS:

LATE NOVEMBER 2008

Announce publication of Framework for the National System of Marine Protected Areas of the United States of
America and beginning of nomination process.

MPA Center sends out nomination packages to federal, state and territorial MPA managing entities with
potentially eligible existing sites.

. T U T o T LN
& JAMIUIJARY .;‘._\_?" F ey

Nomination forms due

— S

vilD FEBRUARY 2002
MPA Center makes list of nominated national system MPAs available for public review; notice in Federal
Register and on www.mpa.gov.

MPA Center and managing entities review public comments received. Managing entities make final
determination about which sites to nominate.

MPA Center reviews final nominations to ensure that criteria are met.

APRIL 2002

MPA Center notifies accepted sites. NOAA and DOl make announcement of first sites to join National
System of MPAs. Official List of National System sites posted on www.mpa.gov.

For more information on the National System of Marine Protected Areas, visit Www.mpa.gov

NATIONAL

Joseph A Uravicch Dr: Charles Wahle Lauren Wenzel

Director, National MPA Center Sepior Scientist MNational System Caordinator
(301) 563-1195 (831) 242-2052 (301) 563-1136
Joseph.Uravicch@noaa.gov Charles.Wahle@noaa.gov Lauren.Wenzel@noaa.gov

Marine Prolected Areas

Office of Ocean and Coastal Resouree Management, NOAA Ocean Service, 1305 East West Hwy (N/ORM), Silver Spring, MD 20910



The national system of M PAs provides the first comprehensive mechanism for coordinating MPAs managed
by diverse federal, state, territorial, tribal and local agencies to work toward national conservation
objectives. The system will benefit the nation’s collective conservation efforts and participating MPAs,
providing those sites with a means to address issues beyond their boundaries. The following list reflects
some of the potential benefits from the creation and effective management of the national system.

Benefits to Participating MPAs

= Enhancing Stewardship - The national system will help protect
MPAs against the harmful effects of activities through enhanced
regional coordination, public awareness, site management capacity,
and recognition of these MPAs as important conservation areas.

= Building Partnerships - By establishing a mechanism for coordination
around comman conservation objectives, the national system provides
opportunities for MPAs to work together more effectively. The system
will also build partnerships between member MPAs and related ocean
management initiatives, such as ocean observing systems, ocean
mapping, navigational charting, and others.

» Increasing Support for Marine Conservation - The designation of MPAs as part of the national system can enhance the

stature of these sites within their managing entities and their local communities, as well as nationally and internationally.

. This designation will also build support for investment in national system MPAs. National system MPAs may benefit from

the same type of support and recognition that MPAs who joined international networks have received; such as the World

Heritage Sites, Ramsar Wetlands, or other U.S. national level systems like the National Estuarine Research Reserves,
National Marine Sanctuaries, National Parks and Wildlife Refuges.

= More Effective and Efficient Outreach - The national system will be an important mechanism for increased public
awareness and understanding of the importance of marine resources
and conservation efforts. Coordinated outreach efforts will increase
the impact of outreach by individual MPAs, and could result in cost g,
savings. Including eligible, but currently little known, sites in the |
national system could bring increased recognition and visibility to
these areas.

= Promoting Cultural Heritage - Participation in the national system
elevates and enhances the recognition of and appreciation for the g
cultural heritage value of MPA sites, an often overlooked focus of
marine conservation.

= Protecting MPA Resources - Section 5 of Executive Order 13158
calls for federal agencies to “avoid harm” to the natural and cultural
resources protected by MPAs that are part of the national system.
Federal agencies are required to identify their activities that affect
the natural and cultural resources protected by individual national system MPAs, and, to the extent permitted by law and
the maximum extent practicable, avoid harm to those resources. These activities are to be accomplished through existing
resource management or review authorities.




Benefits to the Nation

= Protecting Representative  Ecosystems and
Resources - The national system will significantly
hoost ongoing efforts to preserve the natural and
cultural heritage of the United States by ensuring
that the diverse characteristics of the nation’s seas are
conserved for future generations in a systematic way.
The representation of all ecosystem or habitat types
in all the nation’s marine regions, which includes the
Great Lakes, within a single system will help ensure
a full complement of biodiversity, habitat types and
representative cultural resources,

= Enhancing Connectivity Among MPAs - The national
system provides an opportunity to identify and establish
networks of MPAs that are ecologically connected. An
ecological network of MPAs is a set of discrete MPAs within a region that are functionally connected through
dispersal of eggs and larvae or movement of juveniles and adults. These networks would enhance linkages between
sources and sinks for many marine organisms, which may be essential for some local populations te persist—an
increasingly serious challenge in the face of climate change and other impacts. Planning and analysis at the national
and regional scales provides an opportunity to address connectivity for many different marine organisms at different
spatial scales.

Identifying Gaps in Current Protection of Ocean Resources - The national
system will help identify and highlight gaps in protection of important places
where MPAs may be an appropriate tool to meet priority conservation objectives.
Regional gap analyses will help inform future planning efforts to create MPAs to
fill the identified gaps.

Providing New Educational Opportunities - The creation of the national system
will enhance opportunities for natural and cultural heritage education. This may
include onsite education and interpretation, as well as classroom and web-based
resources. The national system will be a valuable tool for educating students and
visitors about the nation’s diverse marine and coastal ecosystems and cultural
resources. It will also provide a mechanism to share educational materials about
resources or management approaches among MPAs.

Enhancing Research Opportunities - The national system will provide scientists
and managers with more opportunities to understand the dynamics of marine
ecosystems and human interactions with them under different management
regimes. Increased awareness of the national system may lead to additional
funding for research.

» Improved International Coordination - By focusing on national objectives, and providing a comprehensive picture of
the nation’s MPA coverage and focus, the national system will promote more effective links with international MPA
programs, encourage the exchange of expertise, and enhance conservation efforts across international boundaries.




Benefits to Ocean Stakeholders

= Sustaining Fisheries - One goal of the national system is supporting sustainable production of harvested marine
resources. The national system provides a mechanism to coordinate fisheries management activities by regional
fisheries management councils, inter-state fisheries commissions, states and tribes with other conservation efforts
at the regional scale. This contributes to species recovery, spillover and seeding effects, habitat protection,
conservation of old-growth age structure and genetic diversity, as well as providing improved information about
access opportunities.

» Transparent Process for MPA Planning - The national system outlines a science-based, transparent process for
identifying gaps in current protection where new or enhanced MPAs may be needed to address resource conservation
needs. The national system does not provide any new authority for establishing or managing MPAs, but lays out
design and implementation principles that will guide the development of the system. These include a commitment
to balanced stakeholder involvement, respecting local and indigenous values, and adaptive management.

« Better Planning for Diverse Ocean Uses - Identifying national system MPAs, as well as identifying areas
important for conservation through regional gap analyses, will help inform regional-scale planning and decision
making associated with a wide range of ocean uses. This would also contribute to a more predictable regulatory
environment for ocean industries.

= Better Information on MPA Resources, Uses and Recreational Opportunities - As part of the development of the
national system, the MPA Center has developed a comprehensive database on the number, location and types of U.S.
MPAs. This information will answer questions from visitors and other users, such as: “Where can I go fishing?”
and “What is the purpose of my local MPA?”

How the National System of MPAs Can Work for All of Us...

The National MPA Center is committed to focusing its efforts on projects and activities to strengthen MPAs and MPA
programs, ocean and Great Lakes planning and management, and through them, the conservation of our Nation’s natural
and cultural marine heritage and the ecologically and economically sustainable use of the marine environment for future
genetations. Coordinated, cooperative work to achieve common conservation ohjectives is especially critical during these
times of limited operating resources at all levels of government and the private sector. Priorities include:

= Recognition for MPA Programs and Sites - Recognition helps build public support for MPA programs. The national
system will highlight participating MPA programs and sites on its web site, www.mpa.gov --an internationally recognized
resource for MPA information. Participating programs will also receive a Communications Toolkit to assist them in
their outreach efforts, and the right to use the national system identity on materials related to participating MPAs.




How the National System of MPAs Can Work for All of Us... (cont’d)

« Information for Regional Ocean Governance and MPA Planning and Management - Information about protected
areas, other closures, and ocean uses is critical for a wide range of ocean management decisions. The MPA Center
has developed several national databases to address this need:

« MPA Inventory - The only comprehensive national inventory of U.S. MPAs, the MPA Inventory includes
information on nearly 1,700 U.S. MPAs, including GIS data for most sites.

» “De Facto” MPA Inventory - Many areas are restricted for reasons other than conservation, such as
military closures, safety zones, hazard areas and anchorages. The MPA Center has developed a national
inventory of these federal “de facto” MPAs, which will be available on www.mpa.gov in 2009.

« Ocean Uses Atlas - The MPA Center is developing a comprehensive atlas of consumptive and non-
consumptive ocean uses for California, and is seeking partnerships to expand this work in other states and
regions.

« MPA Virtual Library - Maintained on www.mpa.gov, the MPA Virtual Library provides searchable
citations, articles, web sites and conferences on a wide range of MPA management and design issues.

= Integration with Ocean and Coastal Management Programs - The national system
. provides an opportunity to enhance our collective conservation efforts through
the integration of MPA programs with other ocean management programs with
complementary goals. For example, the MPA Federal Advisory Committee is currently
working on recommendations for integrating the national system with the Integrated
Ocean Observing System (I00S). The needs of the national system can help guide the
future development of 100S, and MPAs in the national system can serve as platforms
for ocean observations. The MPA Center is also working with NOAA's Office of Coast
Survey to include MPAs in navigational pockets for mariners and recreational users, such
as Coast Pilot, Pocket Charts, and electronic navigational charts.

= Facilitation of Regional Assessments and Gap Analyses - Identifying conservation
gaps is a critical step toward achieving the conservation objectives of the national system These gaps are areas in
the ocean and Great Lakes that meet the conservation objectives of the national . n—
system but are not adequately protected to ensure their long-term viability. The
MPA Center will work collaboratively with partners in each region to complete
a gap analysis for U.S. marine ecosystems. These gap analyses can be used hy
existing federal, state, territorial, tribal and local MPA programs and other ocean
and coastal managers to guide future effort to estahlish new MPAs, strengthen
existing ones, or take other protection measures. The gap analysis process will
begin on the West Coast (California, Oregon and Washington) in 2009-10.

» International Linkages to Address Issues of Common Concern - The
national system will help connect regional, state and territorial MPA efforts
with relevant international initiatives to address issues of common concern. For
example, the North American MPA Network, an initiative of the Commission on
Environmental Cooperation (U.S., Canada and Mexico) has focused on the Baja
to Bering region, and will begin work in other regions in 2009. Projects include
developing common indicators and condition reports from MPAs across the
three countries, identification of priority conservation areas, mapping marine
ecosystems, training, and technical assistance and exchanges.

Joseph A. Uravitch Lauren Wenzel Dr. Charles VWahle
Director; National MPA Center National System Development Coordinator Senior Scientist

Joseph.Uravitch@noaa.gov Lauren.VWenzel @noaa.gov Charles.Wahle@noaa.gov
(301) 563-1195 (301) 563-1136 (831) 242-2052




THE NATIONAL SYSTEM OF MPAS:

PRIORITY CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES

WWW.Impa4a.gov

The framework for a comprehensive, science-based and effective
waters wos recently released by NOAA and the Department

national  system of marine protected areas (MPAs) in  US
of the Interior. The national system will include eligible existing MPAs
across all levels of government, as well as those established in the future by agencies to protect important habitats and resources.

NATIONAL SYSTEM PRIORITY CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES

To ensure the National System of MPAs supports
the conservation of our nation'’s natural and cultural
marine heritage and sustainable production marine
resources, overarching conservation objectives for
the national system were developed.

The conservation objectives were developed and
_wprioritized with input and recommendations of the
irine Protected Areas Federal Advisory Committee
(FAC) and other stakeholders.When prioritizing
each objective, the following were considered:

I. the availability of existing scientific or other data
necessary to acheive the objective

2. the importance of the objective

3. the effort necessary to acheive the objective

Prioritization of these conservation objectives

are intended to guide the development of

the comprehensive national system, including
identification of both existing MPAs to be included,
and conservation gaps which might be addressed
through the establishment of new MPAs.

| NOQAA’s National Marine Protected Areas (MPA) Center’s miission is to facilitate the effective use of science, technalogy,
ing, and information in the planning, management, and evaluation of the nation’s system of marine protected areas.

Building the national system will begin focused on a
subset of the highest priority (near-term) obejctives
for each of the national system’s three goals:

= Natural Heritage: Advance comprehensive

conservation and management of the nation’s
biological communities, habitats, ecosystems, and
processes, and the ecological services, uses, and
values they provide to present and future generations
through ecosystem-based MPA approaches.

Cultural Heritage: Advance comprehensive
conservation and management of cultural resources
that reflect the nation’s maritime history and
traditional cultural connections to the sea, as well
as the uses and value they provide to present and
future generations through ecosystem-based MPA
approaches

Sustainable Production: Advance comprehensive
conservation and management of the nation’s
renewable living resources and their habitats
(including, but not limited to: spawning, mating, and
nursery grounds, and areas established ta mimimize
incidental bycatch of species) and the social, cultural,
and economic values and services they provide to
present and future generations through ecosystem-
based MPA approaches.

continued on back

NATIONAL

e MPA Center works in partnership with federal, state, tribal, and local governments and stakeholders to develop a
science-based, comprehensive national system of MPAs. These collaborative efforts will lead to a more efficient, effective use
of MPAs now and in the future to conserve and sustain the nation’s vital marine resources.

Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management, NOAA Ocean Service, 1305 East West Hwy, (N/JORM) Silver Spring, MD 20910



ECTIVES
Consarve und nianage:
s Key reproduction areas and nursery grounds
» Key biogenic habitats
= Areas of high species andlor high diversity

= Ecologically important geological features and enduring/
recurring oceanographic features

= Critical habitat of threatened and endangered species

Canserve ond manoge:

= Unique or rare species, habitats and associated
communities

= Key areas for migratory species
= Linked areas important to life histories

= Key areas that provide compatible opportunities for
education and research

CULTURAL HERITAGE OBJECTIVES
MNEAR TERM
Conserve and manage:

= Key cultural and historic resources listed on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP)

= Key cultural historic resources determined eligible for the
NI{HP or listed on a State Register

» Key cultural sites that are paramount

Conserve and manage:
* Key cultral and historic sites that may be threatened

= Key cultural and historic sites that can be utilized for
heritage tourism

= Key cultural and historic sites that are under-
represented

Dr. Charles YVahle
Senior Scientist

Lauren Wenzel

Narional System Coordinator
Silver Spring. MD

(301) 563-1136
Lauren.VWenzel@noaa.gov

Monterey, CA
(831) 242-2052
Charles.Wahle@noaa.gov

WWW.MPa.gov

Conserve and monage:

= Key reproduction areas, including larval sources and
nursery grounds

= Key areas that sustain or restore high priority fishing
grounds

LOMGER TER!

R

Conserve and manage:

= Key areas for maintaining natural age/sex structure of
important harvestable species

= Key foraging grounds

= Key areas that mitigate the impacts of bycatch

= Conserve key areas that provide compatible
opportunities for education and research

Rondi Robison
Conservation Planner
Monterey, CA

(831) 645-2701
Rondi.Robison@noaa.gov

Marine Protecied Areas

Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management, NOAA Ocean Service, 1305 EastWest Hwy (N/ORM), Silver Spring, MD 20910
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AGENDA C-1(e)
DECEMBER 2008

Summary bullets of the Marine Protected Area (MPA) Framework process and the National Marine
Sanctuaries Act (NMSA) process, and how they might affect the regional fishery management councils
(RFMC). Prepared by NPFMC staff.

MPA Framework

NMSA

Status of Action

Final Rule pending. MPA center leader
Joe Uravitch will discuss nomination
process at December Council meeting.
The NPFMC provided comments in 2
letters [4/10/08, and 6/27/08].

NPFMC sent in a comment letter on ANPR
for consultation process on 10/31, A
7/30/08 memo to RFMC chairs describes a
proposed process that will be put in
regulations.

Legal Background

EO 13158 requires that “To the extent
permitted by law and to the maxirnum
extent practicable, each Federal agency,
in taking such actions [such as
authorizing fisheries), shall avoid harm 10
the natural and cultural resources that are
protected by an MPA™. The EQ also
required NOAA to develop a framework
for developing a national system of
MPAs.

The primary purpose of NMSA is resource
protection. Section 304{d) requires
consultations between NOAA and federal
agencies taking actions “likely to destroy,
cause the loss of, or injure a sanctuary
resource”.

Consultation
Process

The NOAA MPA Center identifies initial
eligible sites, and invites managing
entities (including the council) to
nominate MPAs. The Council would be
consulted, but NOAA would have the
final say in nomunations. Then the list
goes out to public comment for final
nominations.

Staft from the NMSP prepare analyses for
<120 day response by RFMC to either draft
NMSA or MSA regulations {or decline to
do anything). See flow charts in 7/30/08
memo,

Council Authority

None. The NOAA MPA Center can add
or delete MPA sites regardless of RFMC
recommendation. The MPA Center makes
final determination,

None. Assistant Administrators of NOS and
NMFS will make final determination on
regulations.

Notes:

The NPFMC has designated many areas
that meet the legal definition of MPAs
{Witherell and Woedby 2005).

The requirement that the agency must
‘avoid harm to resources to the extent
practicable’ is ripe for challange until
such as time as NMFS evaluates the
MPAs in the national system to ensure
this is true.

The framework identifies goals and
priority conservation objectives not set
forth in EO12158. Without considering
other tools, MPAs would nead to be
everywhere to achieve these objectives.

The MPA center will function to assist
RFMC by conducting a regional gap
analyses to identify priority areas for new
or enhanced MPAs. Who requests the
“help™?

There are currently no National Marine
Sanctuaries off Alaska.

HR 6537, if passed would include a
description of the consultation process that
was provided in the memo to council chairs
and EDs. The bill would also require
implementation of new sanctuaries off
Alaska by 2030, incorporating a full range
of the Nation's marine ecoregions and rare
and unique marine habitats.

In 2005, the joint RFMC position was that
the Sanctuary Act should be amended to
authorize councils to prepare fishing
regulations within sanctuaries. Sanctuary
resources would thus exclude fish resources
managed under the MSA.
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Presentation to
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Joseph A. Uravitch
Director
National Marine Protected Areas Center

December 2008
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» Definition of MPAs
« Background on National System
* Nomination Process




Marine Protected
Area (MPA) — any
area of the marine
environment that has
been reserved by
Federal, state,
territorial, tribal or
local laws or
regulations to
provide lasting
protection to part or
all of the natural and

cultural resources

therein. (Executive
Order 13158 of May 25,

2000)

~ 1,700 MPAs in U.S. waters

» Hundreds of federal, state and
local MPA authorities

+ About 1/3 of US EEZ in some form
of MPA, but purposes narrow

» Majority allow multiple uses (>99%
of MPA area) 4 =

- Few prohibit all extractive activities (<1% of MPA area); no
take MPAs are typically very small

Federal programs manage most area; states manage most sites




« Confusion over MPA types, purposes, and
terms

« About 200 independent legal authorities

+ Lack of coordination among MPA
designations and operations

+ No existing forum for comprehensive
planning for place-based management

+ Lack of consideration of connectivity among
different MPA types

-+ Missed opportunities to address multiple
management objectives in one MPA

- Signed by President William J. Clinton in May 2000
» Endorsed by President George W. Bush in July 2001
+ DOC/NOAA and Interior are co-Leads

« Develop and implement a scientifically based, comprehensive
national system of MPAs representing diverse U.S. marine
ecosystems, and the Nation’s natural and cultural resources

« Improve MPA coordination, stewardship and effectiveness




= To Participating MPAs
— Enhancing stewardship through regional coordination
— Building partnerships
— Building public & international awareness and support

* To the Nation:
— Protecting representative ecosystems and resources
— Enhancing connectivity
— |dentifying conservation gaps

= To ocean stakeholders:
— Transparent process for MPA planning
— Better planning for diverse ocean uses

— Better information on MPA resources, uses and fishing
opportunities

Establish national goals and objectives
= natural heritage, cultural heritage and sustainable
production
= 21 Priority Conservation Objectives
» Ensure a comparable set of information about
MPAs across the nation
+ Provide regional coordination of existing MPAs
+ ldentifies common science and stewardship priorities
» Provide tools and technical assistance to enhance
stewardship
+ Conduct regional gap analyses to identify priority
areas for potential new or enhanced MPAs

» No new regulatory authority

—




* Meets the definition of an MPA |
- Key terms: area, marine, reserved, lasting, ; m
protection |

« Has a management plan .

— Includes site specific information; can be part of a .
broader fisheries management plan S

» Contributes to a priority conservation objective —
of the nation system -
» Additional criteria for cultural resources ‘_j_,!/* Y

Goal 3: Advance comprehensive conservation and management of the nation’s
renewable living resources and their habitats, including, but not limited to, spawning,
mating, and nursery grounds, and areas established to minimize incidental by-catch
of species, that are important to the nation’s sacial, economic, and cultural well-being
through ecosystem-based MPA approaches.

Priority Conservation Objectives for Goal 3

Caonserve and manage key reproduction areas, including larval sources and nursery
grounds Near Term

Conserve key areas that sustain or restore high priority fishing grounds

Conserve and manage key areas for maintaining natural age/sex structure of
important harvestable species

Censerve key foraging grounds Wid Tere
Conserve and manage key areas that mitigate the impacts of bycaich
Conserve key areas that provide compatible opportunities for education and e

research




MPA Cantar
identifies : —{ Public notica

patentially efigible

sites and inviles A et

Enlitias reviaw
comments

Systam List

potential sitas

N\

NOAA Fishertes and Councils consultation process

North Pacific:

Bering Sea Habiat Conservation Areas = 130,000 nm?®

Stedler Sea Lion Protection Areas, Guif of Alaska - Groundfish,
[Poliock, and Pacific Cod Closures = 83,725 km

MNew England:
Closed Area | = 3,840 44 km & Closed Anea Il = 5,734 km
Stellwagen Bank/Jeflreys Ledge Restricied Area = 5,271 km

Pacific:

Klamath River Salmon Conservation g
Mid-Atlantic:

Zone = 364,02 km Y
Big SurfPort San Luis Bottom Traw ¥ Mid-Atlantic (Elephant Trunk) Closed
Closed Area = 10,380 km % Arpa = 5387 km
Southemn Mid-Atlantic Waters Closure

Area = 113,534 km

o S P South Atlantlc:
- . — d Charleston Bump Closed Area = 125,484 km
“ W\) East Florida Coast Closed Area = 103,448 km
Wostern Pacific Sult of Maxics:
WestPac Bed = 30.47 ki Tortugas Marine Reserves = 148,85 )m .
Reef Fish Stressed Area = 99,478 km :

Hancock Seamount = 61 481 km
Carlbbaan:

Red Hind Spawning Aggregation Areas = 104.01 km
Mution Snapper Spawning Aggregation Area = B.72 km




» Initial Nomination Process: Nov 2008 — Jan 2009

— Aiming for initial membership representing diverse levels of government
and types of MPAs

— NOAA Fisheries Service needs time to consult with Councils, but initial
national system group could include MPAs established under MMPA or
ESA

» Announcement first National System MPAs: Spring 2009

» Nomination process will continue in 2009 (rolling)

+ Annual nomination process cycle in future years

« Opportunity to coordinate with other federal and state MPA sites in
the system

» Develop methodology for first regional gap analysis workshop —
West Coast (CA, WA, OR)

Diverse, stakeholder committee
+ 30 members

— commercial and recreational
fishing
industry
natural and social science
environmental organizations
states and tribes
+ North Pacific Members

— Dave Benton, Marine Conservation Alliance (10/09)

— Alvin Osterback, Port of Dutch Harbor (10/11)

— Walter Pereyra, Arctic Storm Management Group (10/09)
- Nomination process open now (through Jan 31)




A National System of MPAs, collaboratively conserving the nation’s...

Natural
Heritage,

Sustainable Production,
and

Cultural
Heritage.
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(301) 713-3100 x136

mpa.comments@noaa.gov
www.mpa.gov
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~EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Increasing impacts on the world’s oceans from coastal

and offshore development, overfishing, a changing
climate, natural events, and other sources are straining
the health of marine ecosystems and the Great Lakes.
Impacts to these intricately balanced environments
include declining fish populations, degradation of

coral reefs and other vital habitats, threats to rarc or
endangered specics, and loss of artifacts and resources
that represent the diverse cultural heritage of the United
States. The cffects of these losses are significant and
jeopardize the social and economic fabric of the nation.

In the United States and around the world, marine
protected areas (MPAs) are increasingly recognized

as an important and promising management tool for
mitigating or buffering some of these impacts. When
used effectively and as a part of a broader ecosystem-
based approach to management, MPAs can help to
restore and maintain healthy marine and Great Lakes
environments by contributing to the overall protection
of critical marine habitats and resources. In this way,
effective MPAs also can offer social and economic
opportunities for current and future generations, such
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as tourism, biotechnology, fishing, education, and
scientific research.

MPAs ate designated and managed at all levels of
government by a variety of agencies including parks,
fisheries, wildlife, natural resource and historic
resource departments, among others. U.S. MPAs have
been established by well over 100 legal authorities, with
some federal and state agencies managing more than
one MPA program, each with its own legal purpose.
There are approximately 1,700 existing MPAs in the
United States that have been established by federal,
state, tercitorial, and local governments to protect

and conserve the nation’s rich natural and cultural
marine heritage and sustainable production resources.
These MPAs have been designated to achieve a
myriad of conservation objectives, ranging from
conservation of biodiversity hotspots, to preservation
of sunken historic vessels, to protection of spawning
aggregations important to commercial and recreational
fisheries. Similarly, the level of prowection provided
by these MPAs ranges from fully protected or no-
take marine reserves to sites allowing multiple uses,
including hshing, recreational, and industrial uses,

Recognizing the significant role that U.S. MPAs play
in conserving marine heritage and sustainable use, and
the lack of a national institution for comprehensive
MPA planning, cocrdination, and support, Presidential
Executive Otder 13158 of May 26, 2000 (Order),
found in Appendix D of this document, calls for

the development of a National System of Marine
Protected Areas (national system). The Order clearly
calls for a national and not a federal system, and
requires collaboration not only with other federal
agencies, but also with coastal states and territories,
tribes, Regional Fishcry Management Councils, and
other entities, as appropriate, including the MPA
Federal Advisory Committee. The Order further
specifies that the national system be scientifically
based, comprehensive, and represent the nation’s
diverse marine ccosystems and natural and cultural
FCSOMUICES,

To provide a blueprint for building the Natonal
System of MPAs,! the Order calls for the development
of a framework for a National Systemn of MPAs and
directs the establishment of a National MPA Center
(MPA Center) within the National Oceanic and
Amospheric Administration (NOAA) to lead the
system’s development and implementation. This final
Framework for the National Sysienr of MPA: of the United
States of Amerita (Framework) is the result of a mult-
year development effort. The first draft Framework
received over 11,000 comment submissions (composed
of comments from 100 individual commenters and

a petition from neatly 11,000 people) during its
September 2006 to February 2007 public comment
period. A second draft addressing these comments
was published for public comment from March-May
2008, and rcccived 34 public comment submissions.
The MPA Federal Advisory Committee also provided
two sets of recommendations on the Framework that
have contributed significantly to its final form.

The Framework recognizes that U.S. MPA programs
can achieve more efficient, cffectdve conscrvation of
the nation’s imporeant natural and cultural resources
by working togcther rather than separately, and

that tnany solutions require callaboration across
programs with their own individual mandates, levels
of government, and even international boundaries.
It proposes a national system that is, initially, an
assemblage of existing MPA sites, systems, and
networks established and managed by federal,

state, territorial, commonwealth, ttibal, or local
governments, acknowledging and building upon

the contribudons of these foundation programs.

In addition, the Framework outlines collaborative,
transparent processes for MPA programs at all levels
of government to work together at regional, national,
and international levels and with public participation
to achieve common conservation objectives through
comprehensive MPA planning; identification of
enhanced or new MPAs that may be niceded; and
support for improved MPA science, stewardship, and
effectiveness.

! The purpose of this documeat i to provide 2 framework for developing and implemendng a National System of MPAs; itis nota

blueprint for the establishment of individual MPAs.

(‘\



THE FRAMEWORK OUTLINES THE O Mechanisms for national and international
FOLLOWING KEY COMPONENTS OF coordination.
THE NATIONAL SYSTEM:

o Implementation guidance regarding federal
agency responsibilities to avoid harm to

O A setof ovcrg_]_'ch_ing nattonal system goals and reSOUrces pl‘Ol’CCth b)’ the Natonal Systcm of
priotity conservation objectives. MPAs.

o MPA eligibility criteria and other key O Mechanisms for monitoring, evaluating, and
definitions. reporting on national system progress and

priorities.

0 A nomination process for existing MPAs to be
included in the national system that provides Through collaborative efforts among U.S. MPA
opportunities for public input. programs and stakeholders, the national system

can achieve the Order’s goal of enhancing the
O A science-based, public process for identifying comprehensive conservation of the nation’s natural
conservation gaps in the national system. and cultural marine heritage and the ecologically
and economically sustainable use of the marine

O A process for improvi rgrional ¢ . - ;
AP proving regional and environment for present and future generations.

ecosystem-based coordination of MPAs by:

O creating new or strengthening existing
regional forums for MPA coordination;

o identifying and catalyzing action to address
shared priorities for improving MPA
science, stewardship, and effectiveness; and

© developing collaborative, ecosystem-based
MPA planning ro identify and recommend
MPAs for inclusion in the new national

5}’51’0[‘[].
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Marine Protected Area— Any area of the marine environment that has been reserved by federal,
state, territorial, tribal, or local laws or regulations to provide lasting protection for part or all of the natural
and cwltural resources therein. (Executive Order 13158)

National System of MPAs — Tre group of MPA sites, networks, and sysiems established and
rianaged by foderal, state, tribal, and/ or focal governments that collectively enbance conservation of the nation’s
natural and cnliural marine beritage, and represent its diverse ecosysiens and resourves. National system
MPBAs work together at the regional and national levels to achieve commron obfectives for conserving the nation’s
important natural and caltural resources.



= Figure 1: U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone

| | Bl U.5. Exclusive Economic Zona (EEZ)

I[I. INTRODUCTION

A. BACKGROUND

With the world’s largest Exclusive Economic Zone
(Figure 1), the coastal, marine, and Great Lakes waters
of the United States” support an incredible diversity
and wealth of life. These waters also play host to
untold special places that represent our rich cultural
heritage and connections to the sea. In the same way,
myriad human uses, livelihoods, and other activities take
place in the marine and coastal environment, benefitting
from and relying upon the sustained health of our
nation’s vast natural and cultural heritage.

As human populations grow and use of marine
resources increases, so do the pressures and stresses
exerted on these intricately balanced ecosystems.
Ensuring the long-term health of these ecosystems
and the sustained benefits on which humans depend
requires comprehensive management approaches. In
the United States and many other countries around the

2 . = . . i 4 @ ' .
= Important terms are in bold the first time they arc used and defined in the Glossary found in Section V1 of this document.
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conserving the ocean’s living assets.”

interests in the sea.”

Acadeny Press, 2001.

“Based on evidence from existing marine area closures in both temperate and tropical
regions, marine reserves and protected areas will be effective tools for addressing
conservation needs as part of integrated coastal and marine area management.”

“MPAs, areas designated for special protection to enhance the management of
marine resources, show promise as components of an ecosystem-based approach for

“Integration of management across the array of federal and state agencies will be
needed to develop a national system of MPAs that effectively and efficiently conserves
marine resources and provides equitable representation for the diversity of groups with

Committee on the Evalnation, Design, and Monitoring of Marine Reserves and Protected Areas in the United
States, Ocean Stndies Board, Commission on Geoscences, Environment, and Resources, National Research
Conncth, { Marine Protected Areas: Tools for Sustaining Ocean Ecosystems./ Washington, D.C.: National

world, marine protected arcas (MPAs) are increasingly
recognized and used as important tools for the
conscrvation and sustainable use of marine resources
and as an important component of a comprehensive
management approach.

Recognizing the expanding role and importance of
MPAs in the United States, Presidential Executive
Order 13158 of May 26, 2000 (Order} directs

the Department of Commeree (DOC) and the
Department of the Interior (DOI), in consultation
with other federal agencies,? to develop a National
System of Marine Protected Areas (national
systermn).

The Order specifies that this is to be a wational
and not a federal systemn and requires consultation
with all states (this includes U.S. states, territories,
and commonwealths as defined in the Glossary,

Section VI) that contain portions of the marine and
Great Lakes environment; eribes; Regional Fishery
Management Councils (FMCs); and other entides, as
appropriate, including the Marine Protected Areas
Federal Advisory Committee (MPA FAC) established
Ly the Department of Commerce under the Crder,
The Order further specifies that the natdonal system
be scientifically based and comprehensive, and that
it represent the diverse marine ecosystems of the
United States and the nation’s natural and cultural
resources.

To provide a readmap for building the national system,
the Order calls for the development of 2 framework
for a Natdonal System of MPAs and establishes the
National MPA Center (MPA Center) within DOC’s
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) to devclop the system and coordinate its
subsequent implementation. This Framewerk for the

3 The Diepartment of Defensc, the Department of State, the United States Apency for International Development, the Department of

Transportation, the Environmental Proteetion Agency, the Department of Homeland Security, the Nationa! Science Foundation, and

other pertinent federal agencics.




National System of Marine Protected Areas of the United
States of America (Framework) outlines collaborative
processes for building this assemblage of existing
MPA sites, networks, and systems established

and managed by federal, state, tribal, or local
governments and for collectively working together at
the regional and national levels to achieve common
objectives for conserving the nation’s important
natural and cultural resources.

For the purposes of the natonal system, the term
“marine protected area” (MPA) is defined by the
Order as, “Any area of the
marine environment that
has been reserved by Federal,
State, territorial, tribal, or
local laws or regulations to
provide lasting protection
for part or all of the natural
and cultural resources
therein.” The term MPA, as
defined and further clarified
and used in this document,

is not synonymous with or
limited to “no-take reserves”
or “marine reserves.” The
term MPA used here

denotes an array of levels of
protection and conservation
purposes, from areas that
allow multiple-use activities

to arcas that restrict take and/or access. To meet

the nation’s goals for conserving natural heritage

and cultural heritage and achicving sustainable
production of resources found in the coastal and
marine environments, the national system must include
an approach to balancing types and levels of MPA
protections that is science-based and stakeholder
informed, The national system is intended to be
inclusive of MPAs across the spectrum of levels of
protection, from multiple-use to no-take, recognizing
that existing MPAs across this spectrum offer different
values to the national system that can help meet its

goals and objectives.

While MPAs are an important tool for marine
conservation, other ypes of management :1ppmaches
are employed to address marine conservation

objectives while allowing other appropriate uses and
activities in the marine environment to take place in an
economically and environmentally sustainable manner.
Like other tools, MPAs should be carefully designed
and implemented to meet specific conservation goals.
Efforts to develop the national system must be both
coordinated and integrated within the larger, evolving
ecosystem-based approach to managing marine
resources.

Neither the national system nor the Order establish
any new legal authorities to designate, manage, or
change MPAs, nor do
they alter any existing
federal, state, local,

or tribal MPA laws or
programs. Hach MPA or
program that participates
in the national system
will continue to be
independently managed
by its respective entity
or entities, as will any
new sites that eventually
may be established

by those authorites,
The national system is
intended to support,
not interfere with,
agencies” independent
exercises of their own
existing authorities. The national system is therefore
envisioned as a “system of sites and systems”

that will be developed to achieve conservation

and management objectives that could not be
accomplished by individual MPAs or MPA programs
working independently.

Furthermore, the reguirements outlined in the Order,
which provide the legal authority for establishing

the natonal system, apply only to the actions of
federal agencies. The Order does not direct the
actions of states or tribes, or alter any existing state,
local, or tribal authorities or treaties regarding the
establishment or management of MPAs or marine
resources under their jurisdiction. Finally, nothing in
this document is to be construed as altering existing
authorides regarding the establishment of federal
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MPAs in areas of the marine environment subject to
the jurisdiction and control of states, tribes, or local

g()\'(: rnrments.,

While the Order’s requirements apply only to federal
agencies, the full and ongoing participation of state,
tribal, and local governments is critical to an effective
national system. MPAs are designated and managed
at all levels of government by a variety of agencies
including parks, fisheries, wildlife, and natural resource
and historic resource departments, among others.

U.S. MPAs have been established by over 100 legal
authorities, with some federal and state agencies
managing more than one MPA program, each with

its own legal purpose. Given the importance of

the marine resources they manage and their wealth

of experience in

doing so, building

and implementing

the national system

in partnership with
state, tribal, and local
governments is a

major emphasis of the
Framework. A full
description of the range
of existing U.S. MPA
programs, federal MPA
initiatives and tribal and
international efforts can
be found in Appendix
B of this document. In
light of this breadth

of existing U.S. MPA
responsibilities, the
Order recognizes the need and ealls for a national,
rather than federal, system of MPAs with a geographic
scope that spans the U.S. waters of the Pacific Ocean,
including the Bering Sea; Atlantdce Ocean, including the
Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean Sea; Arctic Ocean; and
the Great Lakes.

By establishing an effective structure for working
together, the national system will help to increase the
efficient protection of important marine resources;
contribute to the nadon’s overall social and economic
health; support government agency cooperation

and integration; and improve the public’s access to

scientific information and decision making about

the nadon’s marine resources. It affords all system
members the protections of Section 5 of the
Executive Order, which requires federal agencies

to avoid harm to the natural and cultural resources
protected by MPAs within the national system, to the
extent permitted by law and to the maximum extent
practcable. The collaborative efforts of the natdonal
system are also intended to benefit the participating
federal, state, tribal, and local government partners
through the identification of shared priorides for
improving MPA effectiveness and the development
of partnerships to provide assistance in meeting
those needs. Finally, the national system provides a
foundation for cooperation with other countries to
conserve resources of common concern.

B. DEVELOPING
THE
FRAMEWORK

In developing this
Framework, the MPA
Center engaged the
nation in a multi-vear
dialogue to ensure
thar the national
system represents the
nation’s interests in
the conservation and
sustainable use of its
natural and cultural
marine resources.
The MPA Center
continues to work with and solicit input from federal,
state, tribal, and local government parters, FMCs,
stakeholder groups, and the general public about their

perspectives on the national system.

Recommendations and comments from the MPA FAC,
states, tribes, federal agencies, FMC representatives,
and non-governmental stakeholders have provided the
foundation of viewpoints and information on which
this document is constructed. Moreover, many of the
core concepts presented in this document stem direetly
from the recommendation documents and reports
submitted by the MPA FAC and states.



The MPA Center led a broad and inclusive public
scoping process to develop the inidal draft Framework
starting in 2005, and conducted general discussions
about the purpose of the nadonal system as carly as
2001. Specific recommendations during the scoping
process were sought and received from the MPA
FAC, composed of 30 individual members of the
public representing the range of the nation’s MPA
stakeholders and geographic areas; an MPA State
Advisory Group convened by the Coastal States
Organization and the MPA Center; and the Federal
Interagency MPA Working Group, which provides
ongoing, coordinated advice from federai agencies on
the implementation of the Order. A full description
of the MPA FAC can be found in Appendix B and

a list of the MPA FAC membets and the Federal
Interagency MPA Working Group representatives
can be found in Appendix E. The MPA Center also
held a series of five regional public dialogue meetings
around the country 1o provide stakeholders with an
opportunity to include their input and advice and
three regional state workshops to selicit their views,
Comments and recommendations teceived during
the scoping process were reviewed and considered in
the development of the initial Draft Framework and
copies of these and other related materals can be
found at http:/ /wwwmpa.gov.

The initial Draft Framework was available for public
comment between September 2006 and February
2007. The MPA Center received over 11,000
comment submissions comprised of approximately
10G comments from individual commenters and

a petition from nearly 11,000 people requesting

the development of a nation-wide system of fully
protected or “no-take” reserves. In addition, in April
and October 2007, the MPA Center solicited and
received additional advice and comments from the
MPA FAC about options for revising the Framework.

The Revised Draft Framework was made available for
public comment from March 15, 2008, through May
16, 2008. The MPA Center received 34 comment
submissions during this comment period. During
both comment periods, comments were received from

state government agencics, industry and conservation
organizaticns, tribal groups, vatious advisory bodies,
and members of the public. In developing this final
Framework, the MPA Center considered all comments
received during both comment periods as well as

the recommendations of the MPA FAC. With the
publication of this final Framework, the MPA Center
will now initiate implementation of the national
systern. Plans and guidance documents outlining nexe
steps in the implementation process will be posted at

http:/ /www.mpa.gov.

C. BENEFITS OF AN EFFECTIVE
NATIONAL SYSTEM

The national system offers numerous benefits above
and beyond the benefits realized by participating MPA
sites and programs individually. These benefits would
accrue to the nation as a whole, as well as at regional
and local leveis. Benefits would extend across the

full spectrum of uscrs and stakeholders, including
both consumptive and non-consumptive users. The
following list reflects some of the potential benefits
from the creadon and effective management of the

natonal system.?

Enhanced Conservation

O Representativeness — The national system
will significantly boost ongoing cfforts to
preserve the natural and cultoral heritage of
the United States by ensuring that the diverse
characteristics of the natural and social
environment of the nation’s seas arc conserved
for futurc generations in a systemaric way.
The representadon of all ecosystem or
habitat types in all the naton’s marine regions,
which includes the Great Lakes, within a
single system will help ensure that the full
complement of biodiversity and valued arcas
will be protected.

0 Connectivity - The national system provides
an opportunity to identify and establish
networks of MPAs that are ecologically

1 Adapted from MPA FAC, October 2007.
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connected. An ecological nexwork of MPAs
is a set of discrere MPAs within a region that
is functionally connected through dispersal
of reproductve stages (eggs, larvae, spores,
etc.) or movement of juveniles and adults.
Properly designed and located, these networks
can enhance linkages between sources and
sinks for many marine erganisms, which may
be essential for some local poputations to
persist—an increasingly serious challenge in

a rapidly changing environment. Planning at
the national and regional scales provides an
opportunity to address connectivity for many
different marine organisms ar different sparial
scales.

Enhanced Stewardship — The natdonal
system can help protect MPAs against the
harmful effects of onsite or offsite activitics
through enhanced regional coordination,
public awareness, site management capacity,
recognition of these MPAs as impottant
conservation areas, and application of the
protective measutes in Section 5 of the
Execudve Order,

Social and Economic Benefits

O [Increased Visitatdon — The establishment and

recognition of the national system could be an
incentive for increased tourism and visitation
of some MPAs, as well as an increase in
visitation and enjoyment of areas system-wide,
providing for uses such as recreational fishing,
diving, whale watching, and swimming

Sustained Fisheties — One goal of the
national system is supportng sustainable
production of harvested marine resources.
Improved regional coordination and support
for management, using MPAs where
appropriate, could lead to enhanced fishing
opportunities for both commercial and
recreational Aishermen as a result of species
tecovery, spillover and seeding effeces, habitat
protection, conservation of old-growth age
structure and genetic diversity, establishment
of reference sites to examine the regional
etfects of fishing, and better information on
access opportunities.

Maintained Coastal Community

Identity = Creation of the national system
could help foster social seability by helping
to maintain cultural heritage and economic

viability.

Non-extractive Uses = Establishment of

the national system could creatre addicional
system-wide non-consumptive benefits, such
as aesthetic, bequest, and spiriwal values;
opportunitics for viewing and photographing
matine wildlife; wilderness experiences;
scientific research; education; and appreciation
of natrral resources and the importance of
their management.

Enbanced Planning for Ocean Uses —
Identification of national system MPAs, as
well as identification of areas importaat for
conservation identified through a gap analysis,
will help inform regional-scale planning and
decision making associated with a wide range
of ocean uses. This could also contribute to a
more predictable regulatory cavironment for
ocean industry.

Public Awareness, Understanding, and
Education

Increased Support for Marine
Conservation — The naticnal system
recognizes the immense value of our nation’s
oceans and coasts and could help boost marine
conservation by elevating the public profile of
MPAs as a management tool. The designation
of existing MPAs as part of the national
system could enhance the stature of these
sites within their managing entides and their
local communities, as well as nationally and
internationally. This designation also could
build support for investment in appropriately
established MPAs. Recognition of protected
areas in other national or global systems (e.g;,
the National Estuarne Research Reserve,
Nadenal Trail, and National Wilderness
systems; United Natons Educadonal,
Scientific, and Cultural Organizadon’s World
Heritage Sites; Ramsar Wetland sites) has had
similar results.
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o  More Effective and Efficient
Outreach - The national system will be
an important and efhcient mechanism for
ncreased public awareness and understanding
of the importance of marine resources and
conservation efforts. Coordinated outreach
efforts will increase the impact of outreach
by individual MPAs, and could result in cost
savings. Including worthy, but currently little
known, sites in the national system could bring
increased recognition and visibility to these
areas,

0 Promotion of Cultural Heritage —
Participacion in the natonal system elevates
and enhances the recognition of and
appreciation for the cultural heritage value of
MPA sites.

0 Enhanced Educational Opportunities
— The creation of the national system will
present enhanced opportunities for natural
and cultural heritage education. This could
include onsite education and interpretation,
as well as classtoom and web-based resoutees.
The natonal system will be 2 valuable tool
for educating students and visitors about the
nation’s diverse marine and coastal ecosystems
and cultural resources.

0 Enhanced Research Opportunities — The
national system will provide scientists and
managers more opporeunities to underseand
the dynamics of marine ecosysterns and
human interactions with them under different
managetnent regirmes.

Enhanced Coordination and Strategic
Direction

C Shared National System Conservation
Objectives — The national system will focus
on specified priotity objectives (see Section
Il (B)}. By providing a focus for national and
regional conservation efforts, these shared
objectives will help build consensus about
pdority conservaticn actions, and ulimately
increase the effectiveness of the diverse

conservation efforts of federal agencies, states,
tribes and non-governmenial partners,

Improved Gap Analysis and

Planning — The formation of the national
system will help highlight gaps in protection
of important places for which MPAs might
be considered to meet priority conservation
objectives. This will inform future planning
cfforts 1o create MPAs to fill the identified

gaps.

Enhanced Interagency Cooperation — The
creation of the natenal system will provide an
unprecedented venue and catalyst for increased
cooperaton among the diverse entities across
all levels of government with management
authority for the different types of MPAs that
comprise the national system. The existence
of natonal system MPAs in the same region

is intended to stimulate cooperative efforts in
planning, research and menitoring, sharing of
equipment and persenoel, enforcement efforts,
and educational campaigns,

Enbhanced Regional Coordination — The
establishment or enhancement of regional
MPA coordination ferurmns via the national
system offers an opportunity for managing
entitics and stakeholders to look beyond

their individual jurisdictions, mandates,

and interests, and consider regional and/or
ccosystem-based approaches to MPA planning,

Enhanced International

Coordination — The national system will
facilitate the identification of opportunities to
improve linkages with, and provide technical
assistance to, international marine protected
area programs, to enhance cooperative
conservabon across international boundaties.
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Natural Heritage: The nation's biokogical communities, habitats, ecosystems, and processes
and the ecological rervices, uses, and values they provide fo present and future generations.

Cultural Heritage: The cuftmral resonrces that reflect the nation’s maritime history and
traditional cultural connections 1o the sea, as well as the uses and vaities they provide to present and
Juture generations.

Sustainable Production: Tie ration’s renewable living resources and their habitats
(ncluding, but not limited to, spawning, mating, and nursery grounds, and areas established to
minimige incidental bycatch of spectes) and the social, enltural, and economic valwes and services
they provide o present and future generations.



_I11. DEFINING THE
NATIONAL SYSTEM OF
MPAS

A. NATIONAL SYSTEM PURPOSE

The purpose of the national system is to support the
effective stewardship, conservation, restoration, sustainable
use, and public understanding and appreciation of the
nation’s significant natural and cultural marine heritage

and sustainable production marine resources, with due
consideration of the interests of and implications for all who

use, benefit from, and care about our marine environment.

B. NATIONAL SYSTEM GOALS AND
PRIORITY CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES

The nadonal system’s goals and objectives are designed
to address the requirements of the Order to develop a
comprehensive National System of MPAs representing
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diverse United States marinc ecosystems and the
nation’s natural and cultural resources. These goals,
which ate all of equal importance, have been designed
with input and recommendations of the MPA FAC
and other stakeholders to meet the purpose of

the national system telative to the conservadon of

the nation’s natutal hetitage, cultural heritage, and
sustainable production marine resources (Table 1).

These goals and associated priority conservation
objectives are intended to guide the development
of the comprehensive national system, including
identification of both existing MPAs to be included
and conservadon gaps which might be addressed
through the establishment of MPAs. The national
systemn as a whole will work collectvely to achieve
these goals and objectives. It is not expected that
any individual MPA, MPA program, or system should
address all goals ot objectives. Measuring progress
toward the attainment of these goals is addressed in
Section V(C).

Prioritization of Conservation Objectives

Given the magnitude of the task of building a
comprehensive national system, the MPA Center will
follow a gradual implementation process based on the
iterative achicvement of the prioritized conservaton
objectives as outlined in the table below. In this way,
building the national system will begin with a focus on

2 subsct of the highest-prority (near-term) objectives
for each goal and as completed will move on to the next
highest-priority conservation objectives for each goal

The conservation objectives listed below were
prioritized by the MPA FAC and the MPA Center for
near-term, mid-term, and long-term implementation
based on:

O the availability of existing scientific or other
data necessary to achieve the objective;

O the importance of the objective, Le., its reladve
urgency and significance as compared 10 the
other objectives; and

O the cffort necessary to achieve the objectve, in

this case the ability to complete the nomination
of existing areas and the identification of
conservation gaps relative to the objective(s).

Achievement or completion of each conservation
objective will include the following activides:

1. identification of existing MPAs that contribuce
to that objective and nominatdon of those
MPAs by managing entities to the national
system, and

2.identification of associated conservation gaps
in the nadonal system.

Priority conservation objectives should be considered
together and at the regional scale, recognizing that
implementation of the priority conservation objectives
may not occur simultaneously and that conservation
gaps in some areas may be addressed by MPAs,

some other management tocl, or a combination of
tools, as appropriate. Specific processes for each

of these activities are described in later sections of
this document. Nonetheless, in practical terms, it is
unlikely thac all objectives within the same dmeframe
designation (e.g, near-term) will be able to be
addressed simultancously due to varying complexity
of implementation and available staffing and funding
[esources.

To ensure that partners and stakeholders are kept
informed of the status of building the national system,
the MPA Center will publish, on an as-needed and
sequential basis, “priorities announcements” that list
the specific subsets of the near-term, mid-term, and
long-term national system conservation objectives for
cach goal as targets for building the narional system.

C. NATIONAL SYSTEM DESIGN AND
IMPLEMENTATION PRINCIPLES

The following principles are intended to guide the
decisions and actions of managing endtics and
stakeholders in building and implemendng an effecdve
national system. These principles have been adapted
from recommendations of the MPA FAC and the World



Table 1. National System Goals and Priority Conservation Objectives

Goal 1: For Natural Heritage Marine Resources — Advance comprehensive conservation and management of the
nation’s biological communities, habirats, ecosystems, and processes and the ecological services, uses, and values they
provide to present and futute generations through ecosystem-based MPA approaches.

Priority Conservation Objectives for Goal 1 — Conserve and manage:

Key reproduction areas and nursery grounds

Key biogenic habitats

Areas of high species and/ ot habitat diversity Near Term

Ecologically important geological feamres and enduring/recurring oceanographic features

Critical habitat of threatened and endangered species

Unique or rare species, habitats, and associated communities

- - Mid Term
KC}' arcas FOI mjgralory SPCCICS

Linked areas important 1o life histories

Long Term

Key areas that provide compatible opportunities for education and research

Goal 2: For Cultural Heritage Marine Resourcea ~ Advance comprehensive conservation and management of cultural
resources thar reflect the nation’s maritime history and traditional cultural connections to the sea, as well 2s the uses and
values they provide to present and furere generations through ecosystem-based MPA approaches.

Priority Conservation Objectives for Goal 2 — Conserve and manage:

Key cultural and historic resources listed on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP)

Key cultural and historic resources determined eligible for the NRHP or listed on a State Mear Term
Register

Key cultural sites that are paramount to a culrute’s identity and/or survival

Key cultural and historic sites thar may be threatened )
Mid Term

Key cultural and historic sites that can be utilized for heritage tourism

Key cultural and historic sites that are underrepresented Long Term

Goal 3: For Sustainable Production Martine Resources — Advance comprehensive conservation and management of
the nation’s renewsble living resources and theit habitats {including, but not limited to, spawning, mating, and nursery
grounds and areas established to minimize bycatch of species) and the social, cultural, and economic values and services
they provide to present and future genecadons through ecosystem-based MPA approaches.

Priority Conservation Objectives for Goal 3 -~ Conserve and manage:

Key teproduction areas, including larval sources and nursery grounds

- - — - Near Term
Key areas that sustain or restore high-priority fishing grounds
Key areas for maintaining natural age/sex structure of important barvestable species
Key foraging grounds Mid Term

Key areas that mitigate the impacts of bycawch

Key areas that provide compatible opportunities for education and research Long Term

15
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Commission on Protected Areas/Internadonal Union
for Conservation of Nature (WCPA/IUCN) report,
“Establishing networks of marine protected areas: A
guide for developing national and regional capacity for
building MPA networks™ (WCPA/IUCN, 2007).

National System Design Principles

Design principles will be used 1w guide the
development of the natonal systetn, including the
identification of priority conservadon gaps in the
national system (Section IV {D))} and regional MPA
planning (Section V {(A) (2)).

G Prioritized resource conservation
targets — Focus first on conservation
objectives that are of highest priotity based on
significance and urgency, availability of existing
scientific and other dara, and ability of the
managing entity(ies) to act on objectives in the
near-ferm.

0 Representativeness —

o Geographically representative — represents the
range of geographic regions of the nation.

©  Fcologically representative — represents the
range of marine and coastal biological
diversity (from genes to species to habitats
to ecosystems) and associated physical
environments within the regiot ot nation.

©  Culturally andf or historically representative —
represents the range of cultural and/or
historic resources and values of a particular
ecosystem or region or the nation.

O Levels of government — includes areas
managed by fedetal, state, tribal, and local
governments and cotnmunitics.

0 Replication ~ Includes multiple sites to
ensure continued representation in the face of
harmful impacts,

o Precautionary design — Decisions are based
on the best information currently available

from natural science, social science, customary
and local knowledge, and other sources.
Where information is limited, decisions should
reflect a precautionary approach.

O Resilience = Designed to maintain
ccasystems” natural states and to absorb
shocks, particularly in the face of large-scale
and long-term changes (such as climate
change).

O Viability — [nclusion of self-sustaining,
geographically dispersed component sites
of sufficient extent to ensure population
persistence through natural cycles of variation.

c Connectiviry — Maximize and enhance the
linkages among individual MPAs, groups of
MPAs within a given cco-region, or MPA
networks in the same and/or different regions.

National System Planning and
Implementation Principles

Planning and implementation principles that will guide
national system efforts are discussed further under
Section V, “Implemnenting the National System,”
including regional coordination and MPA planning,

a Cooperation and coordination = Fosters
cooperation and coordination among federal,
state, tribal, local, and other management
cntities to reduce administrative costs, promote
efficiency, and effectively udlize existing
management infrastructure,

0 National scope, ecosystem and regional
scale — Embraces repional and ecosystem
approaches to planning, participation, and
implemeatation. Provides a mechanism for
coordinating across regions, nationally, and
where appropriate, internationally.

0 Adaptive management — Employs a
systematic process for continually improving
national system management policies and
practices by learning from the outcomes of
operational programs.



0 Monitoring and assessment — Promotes
sound monitoring and evaluation at the site
and system levels to assess management
effectiveness, relying on established evaluation

processes and methodologies, where possible.

0 Compliance and enforcement = Promotes
effective compliance with and enforcement
of MPA regulations through design
recommendations for MPAs and nenworks,
capacity building, public education, and other
mechanisms.

o Balanced stakeholder involvement —
Provides meaningful opportunities for input
from and participation by the nation’s MPA
stakeholders, including the general public.

0 Active outreach and education — Raises
awarcness and understanding of MPAs and

stewardship of marine resources.

0 On-site and off-site influences and
impacts — Recognizes and secks appropriate
mechanisms to address both on-site and off-

site influences, including impacts to coastal and

marine resources from land-based activities.

0 Respecting local and indigenous values —
Considers and addresses local values, including

those of indigenous cultures.

O Appropriate access and compatible uses
= Provides opportunities for appropriate
access to and/or compatible use of marine
resources consistent with conservation goals

and objectives.

D. MPA ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

To be eligible for nomination to the national system,
existing MPAs must meet three (four for cultural sites)
criteria, shown in Figure 2 and described in more
detail below:

1. Meet the definitional criteria of an MPA,
including each of its key terms (sce definitions
in Table 2) — area, marine environment,
reserved, lasting, and protection.

2. Have a management plan.

3. Support at least one priority goal and
conservation objective of the national system.

4. Cultural herirage MPAs also must conform
to criteria for including sites on the National
Register of Historic Places.

Additional sites not currently meeting the management
plan criterion can be evaluated for eligibility to be
nominated to the system on a case-by-case basis

based on their ability to fill gaps in national system
coverage of the priority conservation objectives and
design principles described in Sections 111 (B) and

(C), respectively. To the extent practicable, the MPA
Center intends to assist otherwise qualified sites that
do not meet the management plan criterion to develop
or strengthen their management plans.

(i) Definition of MPA and its Key Terms

With the goal of standardizing the term “marine
protected area” for the purposes of the national
system, the Order defines an “MPA” as “[ajny area
of the marine environment that has been reserved
by Federal, State, territorial, tribal or local laws or
regulations to provide lasting protection for part or
all of the natural and cultural resources therein,”

Without further clarification, the key terms of
“area,” “marine environment,” “reserved,” “lasting,”
and “protection” found in the MPA definition are
subject to a range of interpretations and lead to

an uncertain scope for the national system. The
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Figure 2: Eligibility Criteria for the National System

All area-based
conservation
sites

Meets national
system definition
of MPA

definidons of key terms for “MPA” listed in Table 2
were guided by recommendations from stakeholders,
including the MPA FAC, the analysis of existing
place-based conservation cfforts, and ederal Register
comment processes for the Draft and Revised Draft
Frameworks.

(ii) Management Plan Criteria

To be eligible for nomination to the national system,
an MPA must have a management plan that:

Has been developed at one of the following scales:
O asite-specific MPA management plan,

O part of alarger MPA programmatic
management plan,

0 component of a broader, non-MPA
programmatic management plan (c.g, fishery
management plan or species recovery plan), or

O averbal or written community agreement.’

Includes both of the following components:

O specified conservation goals, and

0O aprocess or requirement for monitoring and
evaluation of goals.

MPAs
eligible for

the national
~ system

Has a Meets priority
management conservation
plan objective

(iii) Priority Goals and Objectives of the
National System

An MPA’s conservation purpose must specifically
contribute to at least one of the priority goals and
objectives published by the MPA Center as current
conservation priorities, as described in Secton 111 (B)
above.

(iv) National Register of Historic Places
Criteria

Cultural resources in the national system of MPAs
can include submerged archeological resources,
cultural landscapes, and structures as well as
cthnographic resources with tribal or traditional
culrural meaning, value, and use. Given the cultural
resource management community’s widespread
acknowledgement of the standards developed by

the National Park Service for inclusion of a cultural
resource in the National Register of Historical
Places (NRHP), the national system will integrate
core elements of those standards into its criteria for
MPAs with cultural marine resources. As such, the
cultural marine resources within those MPAs must be
historic and defined as at least 50 years of age, unless
otherwise determined to be unique to the nation’s
maritime history or traditional connections to the sea
as defined by the NRHP. In addition, the resources
must meet the following NRHP evaluation eriteria:

5 Given the unique nature of community agreements, whether verbal or written, the requirement for these management agreements to
include conscrvation goals and monitoring and evaluation components may be met through traditional or science-based approaches. In
some Pacific Island cultures, for example, management agreements may be part of local oral tradition, and are not written, but would still

be considered as meeting this eriterion.



Table 2. Definition of Key Terms for the Purposes of the National System

Key Term Definidon
Must have legally defined geographical boundaries, and may be of any size, except
that the site must be a subset of the United States federal, state, Jocal, or tribal marine
environment in which it is located. Application of this criterion would exclude, for
Area example, generic broad-based resource management authorities without specific

locations and areas whose boundaties change Gver time based on specics presence,
The area must be one over which the United States has jurisdiction, consistens with

intcrnational law.

Marine environment

Must be: (a) ccean or coastal waters (note: coastal watess may include intertidal

areas, bays or estuaries); (b) an area of the Great Lakes or their connecting waters;

(c) an area of submerged lands under ocean or coastal waters or the Great Lakes or
their connecting waters; or {d) 2 combination of the above. The term “intertidal™ is
understood to mean the shore zone between the mean low water and mean high water
marks. An MPA may be a matine component part of a larger site that includes uplands;
however, the terrestrial portion is not considered an MPA. Fot mapping purposes, an
MPA may show an associated terrestrial protected area.

For purposes of the national system, NOAA and DOI intend to use the following
definition for the term “estuary™ “part of a river or stream or other body of water
having unimpaired connection with the open sea, where the sea water is measurably
diluted with fresh water detived from land drainage, and extending upstream to where
ocean-derived salts measure less than 0.5 parts per thousand during the period of
average annual low flow™ Applicaton of this criterion would exclude, for example,
strictly freshwater sites outside the Great Lakes region that contain marine species at
certain seasons or life history stages unless that site is a component of a larger, multi-
unit MPA,

Upon requesi, the agencies will work with individual federal, state, and tribal MPAs
and programs to examine unique conditions that may affect applicability of the term
“estuary” ot “coastal waters” for sites that have natonal ot regional significance or
representativeness,

Estuarine-like sites on tributaries of the Great Lakes will be considered for inclusion if
they are located within the eight-digit U.S. Geological Survey cataloging unit adjacent to
a Great Lake or its connecting waters.

Reserved

Must be established by and currently subject to fedeeal, state, local, or tribal law or
regulation. Application of this criterion would exclude, for cxample, privately creared

or maintained maring sites.
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For natural heritage and cultural hetitage MPAs, the site’s authority must clearly state
its intent to provide permanent protection. This definition recognizes that subsequent
to establishment, MPA designation and level of protection may change for various
reasons, including natural disasters that may destroy or alter resources or changes in
societal values. Should any of these changes oceur, the status of the MPA relative to
the national system could be re-evaluated.

Sites and/or protections that must have a specific legislative or other administrative
action to be decommissioned shall be considered to have been established with the
intent to provide permanent protection. This would incluade, for example, sites thae
have a tequitement for periodic renewal contingent on evaluation of effectiveness,

with no specified expiration date.

For sustainable production MPAs, the site must be established with the intent at the
time of designation to provide, at 2 minimum, the duration of protection necessary to
achieve the mandated long-term sustainable production objectives for which the site
was established.

For all MPAs, the site must provide the same level and type of protection at 4 fixed
location and fixed and regular petiod of any duration during a year.

Protection

Must have existing laws or regulations thar are designed and applied to afford

the site with increased protection for part or all of the natural and submerged

cultueal resources thercin for the purpose of maintaining ot enhancing the lasting
conservation of these resources, beyond any genceral protections that apply outside the
site,

Application of this eriterion would exclude restricted areas that are established

for purposes other than conservation. The term would not include, for example,
areas closed for navigational safety, arcas closed to safeguard modern human-made
structures (e.g, submarine cable no-anchor zones), polluted shellfish-bed closure
areas, areas closed 10 avoid fishing gear conflicts, and areas subject 1o arca-based
regulations that are established solely to limit fisheties by quota management or o
facilitate enforcement.




“The quality of significance in American history,
architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture

is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures,
and objects that possess integrity of location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association, and:

a. That are associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of
our history; or

b. That are associated with the lives of significant

persons in our past; or

c. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, or method of construction, or that
represent the work of a master, or that possess
high artistic values, or that represent a significant
and distinguishable entity whose components
may lack individual distinction; or

d. That have yielded or may be likely to yield,
information important in history or prehistory.”

E. MPA CATEGORIES

The set of national system MPA categories listed below
in Table 3 arc intended to provide a limited sct of
user-friendly terms for communicating generally about
the purpose of and level of protection for MPAs that
become a part of the national system.” In addition,
these categories will be useful for:

O partitioning the national system into
manageably sized groups of comparable sites to
ease identification of shared technical or other
assistance;

O grouping sites based on comparable
conservation objectives and levels of
protection to facilitate identification of gaps in
conservaton; and

O providing a logical framework for organizing
and monitoring how sites added to the national
system contribute to the system’s conservation

objectives.

The MPA Center will work with the respective
managing entities to determine the most appropriate
category for the MPAs as they become a part of the
national system. This categorization will not in any way
supersede the designated name or title of the MPA, as
established by law or other independent authoritics.

6 A more detailed categorization scheme useful for more in-depth analysis is provided at htep://wwwmpa.gov.
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Table 3. National System MPA Categories

National Protection and
System MPA Category Use Sub-category® Management Goal(s)
Purpose
Natural Heritage Conserve and manage the nation’s biological communities,
Conservation Areas habitats, ecosystems, and processes and the ecological
services, uses, and values they provide to present and future
Marine Natural generations through ecosystem-based MDA approaches.
Heritage Areas Strongly protect the nation’s biological communities,
Natural Heritage habitats, ecosystems, and processes and the ecological
Reserve Areas services, uses, and values chey provide to present and future
generations through ecosystem-based MPA approaches.
Conserve and manage cultural resources that reflect
Cultucal Heritage che nation's maritime history and traditional cultural
Conservation Areas connections to the sea and the uses and values they provide
to present and fucute generations through ecosystem-based
Conserve Matine Cultural MPA approaches.
Macine Heritage Areas Strongly protect cultural resources thar reflect the nartion's
Heritage Cultural Hetitage maritime history and rradirional culeural connecrions to
Reserve Areas the sea and the uses and values they provide to present
and furure generations through ecosystem-based MPA
approaches.
Management goals of marine narural herirage conservation
Natural and Cultural areas and of marine culryral heritzge conservation areas,
Heritage
Marine Natural Congervation Areas
and Cultural
Heritage Areas Management goals of marine narural heritage reserve areas
Natusal and Cultogal | 22 of marine cultural reserve areas.
Heritage Reserve Areas
Advance comprehensive conservation and management of
the nation's renewable living resources and their habitats
Sustainable Production {including, but not limited to, spawning, mating, and
Conservation Areas nursery grounds and areas established to minimize bycarch
of species) and the social, cultural, and economic values
. Marine and services they provide to present and future generations
Sustain Sustainable through ecosystem-based MPA approaches.
Marine - <
Production Production Strt.)ngl)r !::rotect the nation’s renewable living resources and
Areas their habizats (including, but not limited to, spawning,

Sustainable Production
Reserve Areas

marting, and nursery grounds and areas established o
minimize bycatch of species) and the social, cultural,
and economic values and services they provide to present
and future generations through ecosystem-based MPA
approaches.




*Conservation Areas: Multiple uses allowed; however, uses and activities may be restricted or zoned, and
access limited, as necessary to meet site management goals,

*Reserve Areas: No extractive uses allowed, except permitted scientific and educational uses; destructive or
disruptve activities limited; other uses and activities may be restricted or zoned, and access limited, as necessary
to meet site management goals,
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~IV. BUILDING THE
NATIONAL SYSTEM OF

MPAS

A. SUMMARY AND SEQUENCE

Building the national system will involve two major sets of

activities:

1. the identification, nominaton, and inclusion of existing
MPAs in the national system and on the official List of
National System MPAs, and

2. the identification of national system conservation gaps
in protection of important marine areas that meet the
national system’s conservation objectives and design
criteria, outlined in Sections 111 (B) and (D) above,
with facilitation of subsequent development by the
relevant establishing agencies of new MPAs and/
or enhancement of existing MPAs to fill those gaps,
where appropriate, outlined in Section IV (D) below.
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Given the magnitude of the task of developing

the national system, the MPA Center will follow an
iterative process to build the system gradually over
titne. The pace of this process will be determined

by the availability of resources to carry out the
process. The sequence of the iterative process for
the above two major sets of national system building
activities is as follows, and shown in Figure 3 (a more
thorough description of cach activity can be found in
subsequent subsections):

O As described in Section HI (B), the MPA
Center will periodically identify near-term
ptiority conservation objectives to guide the
phased development of the nadonal system.

O As described in Section IV (B), the MPA
Center will lead a nadon-wide nomination
process for eligible existing MPAs that
contribute to the targeted conscrvation
objectives, and include those MPAs in the
national system that are successfully nominated
and accepted.

O As described in Section IV (D), the MPA
Center will lead a collaborative region-by-
region process to identify conservation
gaps relative to the targeted conservation
objectves and national system design criteria.
Conservation gaps will be used to inform
the development of recommendations for
new MPAs through regional MPA planning
described in Section V (A}, and can also be
uscd by managing entitics and stakeholders
to guide their efforts to establish new MPAs.
It is expected that any management acdons
taken to fill these gaps will consider different
management alternatives and the impacts of
those alternatives on human uses of the areas.

0 Upon completion of the nadon-wide

nomination process and region-by-regicon
conservation gap identdficaton for the targeted
conscrvation objectives, or at such other tme
that resources and capabilities allow; the MPA
Center will publish the next iterative set of
conservation objectives to serve as targets for
building the national system.

B. NOMINATION PROCESS FOR
EXISTING MPAS

The process for nominating and including

eligible MPAs in the national system is as follows.
Nominations of existing MPAs originate with the
managing entity(ies), with the MPA Center providing
background information and analysis (see Figure 4 for
summary):

1. The MPA Center will review sites in the United

States Marine Protecred Areas Inventoty and
identfy the set of sites that meet the three (or
tour, for cultural sites) MPA eligibility criteria
outlined in Section IH (D). Information on
whether sites mccet criterion 3, supporting at
least one priority goal and conscrvaton objective
of the national system, will be provided by
the managing entity. The MPA Inventory
(sce http:/ /www.mpa.gov) is a refinement of
the earlier Marine Managed Areas Inventory,
which was a broader collection of place-based
management areas in 1S, waters.

2. The MPA Center will send the managing

catity or entities’ for those sites found to be
potentially eligible a letter of invitagon to
nominate the site, including the rationale for
cligibility.

7 In most cases, management authoriry for an MPA lics with one agency or program; however, in certain instances, such as the federal/

state National Eswarine Rescarch Reserve System and state/tribe co-management arrangerents, authority is formally shared or split

imong two or mote catities. Similarly, Regional Fishery Management Councils have a unique role with the National Marine Fisheries

Service in rthe process for establishing federal Gshery management zones and federal fisherics habitat conservation zones. Where explicic

agreements and/or fegisltion govern shated management authority or other formal relationships, the multiple managing entidies will be

consulted throughoue the nominaton pracess. Regional Fishery hlanagement Councils will be a key parener with NOAA in nominating

sites to the national system. Through a transparent process, NOAA will consult with irs Council partners and fully consider the views and

imerests of the Councils prior to nominating a site to the national system. These NOAA-Council consultations would take place at the

regional-level at key stages of the nominasing pracess, and DOC/NOAA would make final decisions on nominadons.



27

Figure 3: Building the National System of MPAs

National System
Process to Identify
Conservation
Gaps

MPA Inventory

Existing New or

MPAS strenglhened

$ ® ®
MPAs that have a
management plan . . N

o 1

SEErl
|
4
o | Other MPA Processes |
MPAs that meet a fish
L : (e.g., new fishery
priarity conservation management zones,
objective | parks, etc.) I

.. [ S SRR LA |
®e

L1

Managlp’? entity

nominates MPA,; public

comments; accepted by
MPA Center

Inclusion into
National System




<
=
-
wd
=
<
=
o
v
=
<
wn
a
L
5
Z
o
el
I
—
(=
o]
vl
<
i
=
<
Q
[ES}
J_.
U
—
g
=
ey
wd
£
e
<
=
—
o
=
wl
=
v
-
v
-
<<
Z
O
Z
=z
e
i
—
=4
@]
[~
-4
=4
@]
=
d
=
2

Figure 4: Summary of Nomination Process

3.The managing entity or entities will be asked
to consider and nominate some or all of the
identified sites for inclusion in the national
system, including additional information
required to evaluate site eligibility relative to
meeting priority conservation objectives.

The managing entity or entities may also
provide a brief justification and nomination
for: a) unsolicited sites believed to meet the
requirements for entry into the national system,
or b) other sites that do not appear to currently
meet the management plan eligibility criterion
but are deemed to be a priority for inclusion
based on their ability to fill gaps in national
system coverage of the priority conservation
objectives and design principles.

4, The MPA Center will review the set of
nominated sites to ensure that nominations are

sufficiently justified.

5. The MPA Center will notify the public, via
the Federal Register and other means, of the
set of sites nominated for inclusion in the
national system and provide the opportunity to
comment on the cligibility of nominated sites
(or sites that have not been nominated) relative
to the eligibility criteria and any additional
justificaton. The MPA Center will work with
the managing entities to ensure adequate public
involvement, including public meetings, as
appropriate.

MEA (E.‘.?nter : Entities Accepted
II' El!:rll i |F_.-ts Mana_glng Public review MPAs placed

eligible sites entities robies: arid comments; on official
and invites nominate S ' National
entities to sites ol il System List
nominate — '

6. The MPA Center will receive, evaluate,
and forward public comment to the relevant
managing entity or entities, which will reaffirm
or withdraw (in writing to the MPA Center) the
nomination based on public comment received
and any other factors deemed relevant.

7. The MPA Center will review the final
determination for each nomination, consult as
necessary with the managing entity or entities
should there be any discrepancies, and accepr
mutually agreed upon MPAs into the natonal
system.

8. MPAs that are accepted into the national
system will be listed in the official List of
National System MPAs (sce below) comprising
the national system and made available to
the public via the Federal Register, the website
http:/ /www.mpa.gov, and other means.

Where non-governmental stakeholders, including the
general public, may have an interest in the nomination
of certain MPAs, they are encouraged to contact

the respective managing entity or entities to share
their perspectives about nomination in addition

to participating in the public comment process
described in number 5 in this section. Similarly,
where government agencies have an interest in the
nomination of cligible MPAs for which they do not
have management authority, they are encouraged to
consult with the respective managing entity or entities.



29

The MPA Center will regularly publish an updated,
summary version of the List of National System
MPAs in the Federal Register, and will make it available
to the public at  http:/ /wwwmpa.gov or by request.

C. THE OFFICIAL LIST OF NATIONAL
SYSTEM MPAS

1. Adding MPAs to the List and National

System

2. Modifying MPAs on the List and in the
Pursuant to Section 4(d) of the Order, and to National System

ensure that managing entities, organizations,

and the general public are aware of the MPAs
that make up the national system, the MPA
Center will maintain a List of National System
MPAs. The List of Natonal System MPAs will
be the official inventory of all MPAs that have

Participation in the national system does not
constrain the management entity from changing
its management of the MPA. The management
entity would still have the ability, within its own
authorities and required processes, to add or

been formally included in and recognized as reduce levels of protection, change the size of

part of the National System of MPAs under the MPA, or make other changes. Management
Section IV (B), above. In addition, MPAs on

the List of National System MPAs are those

entities would be asked to provide all significant
updates to the MPA Center, but would not be
sites that are the subject of Section 5 of the required to re-nominate the site. If the MPA
Order, “Agency Responsibilities,” as described no longer meets the national system MPA
in Section V (D) of this document. This
authority does not apply to MPAs not on the

List of National System MPAs.

eligibility criteria, it would be removed from the
system (see Section 1V (C) 3).

3. Removing MPAs from the List and National

The List will include the following System

information for each national system MPA:
MPA sites or systems that have been included
a. name, on the List of National System MPAs may be
removed at any time by written request of the
b. location, managing entity(ies) or the MPA Center for
reasons including;
c. national system MPA category,
O the MPA ceases to exist (e.g., the legal authority

or regulations expire);

d. priority conservation objective(s)
contributed to,

e. boundaries,

f. key resources protected,

g. authorizing legislation,

h. levels and types of protection,
i, managing authority or program,

j. name of point of contact, and

k. relevant contact information.
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0 the MPA no longer meets the national system
MPA eligibility criteria; or

0 the managing authority requests removal.

All requests from managing entities or actions by the
MPA Center to remove an MPA from the national
system must be made in writing, will become part of
the public record, and will be published at http://
www.mpa.gov and in the Federal Register for comment.
Upon receipt by the MPA Center of a request to
remove an MPA from the national system, the
managing entity(ies) and the MPA Center will enter
into a dialogue on the proposal. Any comments
reccived from the public relating to the removal of an
MPA from the national system will be forwarded to
the managing entity(ics) for its consideration in making
its final determination to have the site removed

from the national system. Upon completion of all
obligations by the respective managing entity(ies),

the MPA will be removed from the List of National
System MPAs and all information referencing the site
will be removed from national system materials and
archived in the national system information on the
website.

D. IDENTIFYING NATIONAL SYSTEM
CONSERVATION GAPS

The nation’s suite of existing MPAs contributes
significantly to the building of a comprehensive and
representative national system. The critical next step
toward achieving the national system’s conservation

objectives is the identification of conscrvation gaps:
areas in the ocean and Great Lakes that meet priority
conscrvation objectives of the national system but
that arc currently not adequately protected to ensure
their long-term viability, as called for in Section 4 (a)
of the Order. Conservaton gaps identified herein can
be used by existing federal, state, tribal, and local MPA
managing entitics and others to guide their future
effarts to establish new or strengthen existing MPAs
using their independent authorities and processes,

or to address these gaps through other management
tools. In addition, the gaps identified through this
process will be used to facilitate regional planning and
collaboration that may ensue as described in Scction V
(A).

This section outlines the process for identifying

gaps in the national system. The process will be
comprehensive, taking into account existing MPAs
and other conservation measures currently in place.
The gap analysis process will be implemented
iteratively, relative to targeted specific national system
conservation objectives, and on region-by-region bases
as described below. Conservation gaps in the national
system may exist in a number of forms and can be
generally described as:

Representation gaps: where a particular habitat,
ecosystem, or cultural resource type is either un-
represented or underrepresented in the national

S}"S(Clﬂ.
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Ecological gaps: where important species, linkages. The cffort aims to provide government
habitats, ecosystems, or processes fundamental agencies with a program-neutral opportunity for
to the national system’s goals are not adequately collaborative assessment and planning, while ensuring

protected to ensure their lasting conservation and  that stakeholders are both informed and involved.

sustainable use,
The MPA Center will work with diverse partners,

Management gaps: where the management as appropriate, through the following processes to
regimes {management objectives or governance identify paps in fully achieving the national system’s
types} of MPAs in the national system do conservation objectives:

not fully provide for lasting conservadon or

sustainable production of a patticular species, 1. Publish, on an as-needed and sequential basis,

8

habitat, cultural resource, or ecosystem. subsets of the near-term, mid-term, and long-

term national system conservation objectives

Efforts to identify conservation gaps will include the listed in Section I1I (B) as iterative targets for
colicction and analysis of the best available scientific conservation gap identification.

information and analyses, including traditional

ecological knowledge, 1o identify important marine 2.0On a regional basis, aggregate, map, and

areas on multiple scales, coupled with an analysis of describe relevant and readily available existing
existing levels of place-based protection in those data and analyses about important species,
areas. The resulting gaps in protection will be habitats, cultural resources, and ecosystems that
identified relative to fully achieving the natdonal system could contribute to the national system goals
conservation objectives and design principles outlined and priority conservation objectives.

in Sections [II (B) and (C), respectively.

Gap identificadon efforts will be focused at the 3. Map and describe, by region, the location and
regional scale, and will be collaborative, involving management attributes of existng MPAs that
MPA-related and other entitics at various levels of contribute to achieving the targeted national
government, FMCs, and other organizations and system conservation objectives.

institutions in synthesizing and analyzing existing

scientific information, including traditional ecological 4. Integrate spatial dara on ecosystems and place-
knowledge, where available, and established based management to identify important arcas
conservation priorities. ‘The effort to idendfy where protectien is either lacking or potendally
conservation gaps will include opporwnites to review inadequate to achieve national system goals and
and comment on the process and its results by the objeciives.

public, the MPA FAC, relevant federal agencies, state

and tribal governments, and other entities, including 5.1dentify key stakeholders in the region and

the National System Management Committee provide identified paps and background
(Management Commitree) desetibed in Section V (B). information to the public for comment.

The MPA Center also will work with existing or 6. Seck input on identified gaps from federal
incipient regional marine entites and initiatives to agencies, states, and tribal leaders with
coordinate with their broad management cfforts, as management authotity in the corresponding
appropriate. Efforts to idendfy gaps will also consider region.

and include relevant international pardcipation and

8 Adapted from: Nigel Dudley and Jeffrey Patish (2006). Closing the Gap. Creating Ecologically Representative Prorected Arca Systems:
A Guide ro Conducting the Gap Assessments of Protwcted Areas Systems for the Conventon on Biological Diversity. Sceretariat of the
Convention on Biological Diversity. Montreal, Technical Series no. 24, vi + 108 pages.
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7.Seek input on identified gaps from the
Management Committee.

8. Provide identified gaps, background
information, and a summary of all public and
Management Committee comments received
to the MPA FAC for consideration and
development of priotitized recommendations
to DOC and DOL

9. Upon consideration of all input and
recommendations, the MPA Center
will publish prioritized national system
conservation gaps and corresponding
descriptive informartion for use by managing
entities and stakeholders to strengthen
existing MPAs or add new MPAs where
needed. Information about the conservation
gaps identificd will be maintained on the
http:/ /www.mpa.gov website. Gap analyses
will be updated periodically as resources
permit.

Finally, while the publication of these identified
conservation gaps is 4 major step toward building a
comprehensive national system, significant addinonal
evaluation of these gaps and other information will
likely be needed by agencies prior to any resulting
establishment of new MPAs or changes to existing
MPAs’ governance. Specifically, managing entities
will need to work with stakeholders under the
auspices of appropriate MPA aurhorities to: (i}
evaluate these gaps; (i) incorporate data on human
uses and impacts and related socieal and economic
considerations; and (iii} assess management priorites
to make an informed decision about appropriate
next steps in response to an identified conservation
gap. These steps might include the establishment
of a new MPA, changes to existing MPAs, additional
research, or some other alternative. Establishment
of new MPAs or changes to the governance of
existing MPAs must follow relevant processes under
established authorities.

The MPA Center can serve as a resource to
assist managing entitics and stakeholders with
such analyses and regional planning processes, as

described in Section V (A}, Similarly, identified
gaps will be consideted by the MPA Center and the
Management Committee in prioritizing national
system science and stewardship actions. The MPA
Center also will report on actons taken by managing
entities to address these gaps.

E. ESTABLISHING NEW NATIONAL
SYSTEM MPAS

The Framework lays out the processes for identifying
conservation paps in the national system (see

Section IV (I))) and developing recommendations
for new or enhanced MPAs through collaborative
ecosystem-based MPA planning (see Section V (A)
{2)). However, neither the Order nor the Framework
provides authority to designate or establish new
MPAs or alter protections afforded by existing MPAs.
Section 4(g) of the Order states:




The goal of the MPA Center shall be, in cosperation with

the Department of the Interior, to develop a framework for

a national systemr of MPAs, and te provede Federal, State,
lersitorial, fribal, and local governments with the information,
technologies, and sirategies 1o support the system. This
national system framework and the work of the M2 Center
i5 intended to support, not inferfere with, agencies' independent
exercise of their own existing anthorities.

These national system processes are intended to offer
a more collaborative, systematic and comprehensive
approach to MPA planning than currently exists.
Recommendations for new or enhanced MPAs that
stem from these processes offet entitics with MPA
management authority valuable guidance for taking
independent or cooperative action o ¢stablish and/
or manage MPAs that meet program mandates while
also enhancing regional and national conservation
priorides. Moreover, such processes and
recommendations offer stakeholders opportunitics
and information with which to meaningfully engage
in MPA decision making efforts.

New MPAs that may eventually be established

based on these national system recommendations
would subsequently be considered for inclusion

in the national system pursuant to the eligibilicy
criteria and nomination process outlined above.
Stakeholder participation in the designation process
for new MPAs is unchanged by the national system
and occurs as specified through the required public
consultation processes associated with the authorized
designation process.
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~V. IMPLEMENTING THE
NATIONAL SYSTEM OF
MPAS

Over time, as MPA sites, programs, and systems are

added to the national system, efforts to implement the
national system — both regionally and nationally — will

be initiated. A major emphasis of the MPA Center will

be to facilitate and support collaborative implementation
efforts with participating MPA sites and programs, subject
to available resources. The timing of the implementation
elements, described below, may be sequential, simultancous,
or otherwise, depending on resources available and the
priorities of national system partners. Significant additional
resources will be needed to realize the full potental of each
element. In addition, monetary and nonmonetary incentives
would greatly enhance state, tribal, and local participation
in the national system, thereby increasing its conservation
impact. National system implementation components,
guided by the national system’s design planning and
implementation principles described in Section 111 (C),

include:
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O Enbancing regional coordination and collaboration —

formalizing new and/or supporting existing
regional mechanisms to provide for effective,
efficient coordination and collaboration among
partcipating MPA sites, systems, and programs.

O Improving MEA stewardship and effectiveness
— identifying and prioritizing shared
needs for improvemnents in MPA science,
management, and stewardship at regional
and national levels and catalyzing
partnerships and action to address
identified priorities for existing MPAs.

©  Regional MPA planning — developing and
applying the natural and social scienice
information, decision making tools, and
stakeholder engagement processes to
evaluate collaboratively the conservation
gaps identified in the nadonal system and
make recommendations about the need for
new and/or enhanced MPAs.

National and international coordination —
establishing and implementing a National
System Management Committee to serve

to link across regions where resource
conscrvation and MPA planning and
management issues span regional boundaries
and to identify and pursue international MPA
linkages to the national system.

Evaliiating natonal sysiem effectiveness — providing
technical and scientific support for fostering
sound monitoring and evaluation programs at
the participating MPA site or system level, as
well as development of a set of standards and
protocols for assessing broader national system
effectiveness.

Federal agency responsibilities to aveid barni —
providing guidance regarding Section 5 of

the Order, which requires federal agencies

to “avoid harm™ to the natural and culrural
tesources protected by MPAs that become part
of the national system.

Tracking and reporting — maintaining the hep://
www.mpa.gov website and produciag a biennial

State of the National System report and other
mechanisms for communicating natonal
systern activities, progress, and plans.

A. ENHANCING REGIONAL
COORDINATION AND
COLLABORATION

Within the national system, effective regional
coordination and collaboraton are critical for sharing
information and experiences, identfying comtmon
ptiorities and collaborative soludons for enhancing
the effectiveness of existing sites, and improving
planning and decision making for new MPAs. In

the same way, effective regional collaboration must
also include making necessary linkages to other
marine management initiatives and collaboraton
mechanisms. For example, the federal Seamless
Nerwork initiative, the developing US. Integrated
Ocean Observing System, coordination with the
Regional Fishery Management Councils and Inter-State
Fishery Management Commissions, and ongoing or
planned regional ocean or Great Lakes initiatives by
state governors may offer opportunities for efficiently
strengthening MPA collaboration, in addition to
working with individual states.

The national system will use U.S, large marine
ecosystems (LME) as the broadest framework for
regional scientifically-based planning and collaboration,
recognizing that certain of these regions do not
efficiently or fully encompass the political regions of
the United States that would be necessary for effective
collaboration (Figure 3). For example, the three
LMEs associated with the state and federal waters off
Alaska can be combined for the purposes of regional
MPA collaboration, as could the United States waters
of the Caribbean and Gulf of Mexico. Nonetheless,
these regions are intended to serve as the broadest
framework for regional collaboration, recognizing that
other established regions, whether biophysical (e.g.,
biogeographic regions) or political {e.g,, FMC regions),
may be nested within LMEs and may serve as more
appropriate scales for MPA planning and collaboration.
In addition, some issues, such as those pertaining

to endangered and threatened species, may require
regional collaboration across two or more LMEs.
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Figure 5. NOAA Regional Ecosystems of the United States

The national system’s regional collaboration

framework will be built at the broadest level around

the following regions, each encompassing state and

federal waters, as relevant:

o

Alaska: Gulf of Alaska, Bast Bering Sea, and

Arctic Seas

West Coast: California, Oregon, and
Washington

Great Lakes: Minnesota, Wisconsin,
Michigan, lllinois, Indiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania

and New York

Gulf of Mexico: Texas, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Alabama, and Florida

Caribbean: US, Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico,
and Navassa Island

0 Northeast: Virginia, Maryland, Delaware,
New Jersey, New York, Connecticut, Rhode
[sland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and
Maine

0 Pacific Islands: Hawai'i, American Samoa,
Guam, the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands, and the Pacific Remorte
Insular Areas (Baker Island, Howland Island,
Jarvis Island, Johnston Atoll, Kingman Reef,
Wake Island, and Palmyra Atoll)

0 Southeast: Florida, Georgia, South Carolina,
and North Carolina

A variety of approaches exist for enhancing regional
MPA coordination and collaboration. The appropriate
mechanism for any particular region depends in large
part on its biophysical and political characteristics and
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on the specific goals for which the coordinaton and
collaboration are initiated. The MPA Center will work
with all participating state, ttibal, and federal MPA sites
and programs and existing regional entities in each
region to establish and/or formalize an appropriate
regional MPA coordination and collaboration
mechanism, such as a regional MPA working group,
forum, or dialogue.

The MPA Center will consult with partcipating
managing entities in the region to determine the most
suitable type (e.g., informal, formal) of coordinadon
and collaboration and the appropriate regional

scale. This task includes identifying existing regional
MPA and related marine coordination inidatives and
determining efficient ways to complement, support
or integrate with those efforts, while ensuring
opportunities for all national system pariners to be
represented and for the public to participate.

The facilitation of formalized regional coordination
and collaboration mechanisms for the national system
is intended to provide a forum for MPA managing
entities to work together in an open, transparent
manner to:

O develop regional MPA effectivencss and
stewardship strategies that identify and
ptiotitize shared needs for improving the
effectiveness of existing MPAs in the region

(see Section V (A)(1));

O catalyze collaborative initiatives and projects
to address identified science and stewardship
needs;

O further evaluate identified national system
conservation gaps, undertake collaborative,
ecosystem-based MPPA planning, solicit
stakeholder input, and make specific
recommendatdons about the need for the
establishmeat of new MPAs (see Secdon V (A)

)

0 facilitate continued and new managerial
collaboration among MPAs across regional,
national, and international boundaries, o

promote consistent approaches to monitoring,
enforcement, emergency response, threat
abatement, and coordination with other
countries and international organizations (such
as through transhoundary MPAs) and ensure
compliance with international law;

D coordinate ecosystem and/or regional input
to the national system and recommend anmual
and longer-term regional science and other
priorities based on shared MPA needs across
the region;

O develop informal and formal partnerships
to achieve economies of scale. For instance,
arrange for the sharing of technical and
financial resources for monitoring, surveillance,
enforcement, staff training, etc; and

O develop and implement strategies for engaging
and informing stakeholders about regional
MPA planning, effeciveness, and stewardship
actvides,

L. Improving MPA Stewardship, Science,
and Effectiveness

A significant purpose of the Order is to “strengthen
the management, protection, and conservation of
existing [MPAs]...” (Secton 1 (a)}. As such, a major
emphasis of the national system is to provide support
for the shared science, technical, education, and other
priority stewardship needs of partner MPA programs
to enhance the national system’s effectiveness, With
this in mind, collaborative efforts should wotk to
enhance the effectiveness of and provide benefits to
existing efforts of MPA programs without creating
additional responsibilities that detract from the
important work of partners in meeting their existing
programmatic authorities,

Formalizing regional coordination mechanisms

via the natonal systemn offers a unique forum for
collaboration to itnprove the effectiveness and
stewardship of existing MPAs by identifying common
needs across MPA programs. To this end, the MPA



Center will consult with pardcipating federal, state,
and tribal managing entities through formalized
regional MPA coordination and collaboration forums
to develop regional MPA Stewardship, Science, and
Effectiveness Strategies (Strategies). These Strategies
will identify, inventory, and prioritize shared science,
education, research, management, and other needs
for improving MPA stewardship, science, and
cffectiveness. Wherever possible, these Strategies will
incorporate or build upon relevant prioritics previously
identified through other mechanisms to avoid
duplicative efforts.

The development of Strategies is intended to provide
an efficient mechanism for the MPA Center to wotk
with participating MPA sites and programs to gather
informadon that will serve as the basis for catalyzing
collaborative actions to address shared pricrities. The
MPA Center will also aggregate the priorities identified
in the regional Strategies into a national set of
priorities and use these priorities to catalyze large-scale
projects and initiagves.

The following are examples of the types of priority
science and stewardship issues that may be identified
and addressed through the development of regional
Strategies and subsequent collaborative actions among
MPA programs to improve MPA effectiveness:

0 Enhancing MPA management capacity
© management plan development and review;
© managing visitor and user impacts;
o enforcement and compliance practices;

O best practices for meaningful stakeholder
involvement; and

0 sustainable financing mechanisms.
o Improving MPA science and research

© developing scicnce-based tools to identify
and measure regional, ecosystern, and site
connectivity;

¢ building collaborative strategies for
establishing biophysical, social, and
economic baselines for MPAs and
menitoring trends in these conditions; and

o examining the effects of invasive species
on MPAs.

0 Promoting cutreach and education
0 developing educational programs;

© improving awareness and understanding of
the importance of marine resources and
the role of MPAs in matine managemen;
and

0 improving public stewardship of marine
resources through volunteer programs and
ather efforts.

O Improving the evaluation of MPA
effectiveness

0  training and technical assistance on
developing relevant indicators and
protocols for monitoring and evaluatng
management effectiveness for individual
MPAs and networks of MPAs;

© identfying consistent indicators for
examining marine habirat and resource
recovery and social and ecottomic
conditions associated with MPAs; and

© synthesizing recovery trajectores for
marine resources to aid managers,
stakeholders, and the public in interpreting
monitoring results and understanding
habitat and resource restoration.

The Strategies will reflect shared needs, and will be
implemented, subject to the availability of funds
and other resources, through partnerships among
MPA programs and others. Possible mechanisms to
implement the Strategies could include:
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O  training and workshops;

0  direct technical assistance and tools;

O contractual or grant funding;

O  best practices or techniczl publications;

0 sharing of knowledge and experience across
MPA sites and programs;

O clearinghouse for rescarch on MPA issues;
O  targeted research;

DO facilication of linkages with internatonal MPA
programs and activities; and

O other mechanisms as identfied.

2. Regional MPA Planning

The establishment or enhancement of regional
MPA coordination forums via the national system
offers an opportunity for managing entities and
stakcholders to look beyond their individual
jurisdictions, mandates, programs, and interests
and consider tegional and/or ecosystem-based
approaches to MPA planning,

The MPA Center will work with regional, national,
and international partners, where appropriate, to
develop and apply the natural and sociai science
information, decision making tools, and stakeholder
engagement processes to collaboratively evaluate
conservation gaps identified in the national system
and make recommendations about the need for new
and/or enhanced MPAs,

Such an ecosystem-based MPA planning effort could
include, but is not limited to, the following critcal
planning steps or components:

O An evaluation and synthesis of national
system design principles and conservation
gaps and other regional and/or programmatic
marine conservation targets, in order w
more comprehensively establish regional
conservation objectives to guide ecosystem-
based planning,

O The characterization of marine natural
resources (natural resoutces, habitats,
ecosystems, ecological processes) and marine
cultural resources in the region.

O An assessment of human uses and their
impacts, including the documentation and
characterization of the patterns, intensity,
and significance of human uses; existing
governance frameworks; and assessments of
conflicts, compatibilities, and potential impacts
of human uses on matine ecosystems.

O The development and use of decision tools
to identify and recommend areas in need of
additional or enhanced protection,

O Facilication of stakeholder outreach and
engagement processes to ensure the public
and other stakeholders are informed of
planning activities and have an opportunity
to provide input into decision making
processes.

0O Development of recommendations for new
or strengthened MPAs to meet regional and
national priotity conservation objectives
and mechanisms and processes for relevant
MPA authorities in establishing new MPAs
or otherwise implementing recommended
actions.

B. NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL
COORDINATION

National Coordination

In addition to enhancing regional coordination
among MPAs, a corresponding national level effore
is needed. Such an effort will represent and promote
the pricrities and issues of the various ecosystems
and regions that make up the nadon, as well as look
more broadly at important nadonal and internatonal
trends, developments, priorities, and legal obligations.
National coordination also will serve to link across
regions where resource conservation issues and MPA
planning and management span regional boundaries.
As required by the Order, the MPA Center will



facilitate coordination at the national level. The
Management Committee, described below, will be
established as part of this coordination,

The Management Committee should, where

possible, be composed of one representative each
from a federal, state, tribal, and local government
and Regional Fishery Management Council within
the region, as well as the members of the Federal
Interagency MPA Working Group. The committee
will provide operational guidance to the national
system from the perspective of MPA managers. The
MPA FAC will continue to provide recommendations
to DOC and DOI on the implementation of the
Order and on national system implementation from a
stakeholder perspective.

The Management Committee will:

0 provide advice to the MPA Center on annual
and long-term priorities and plans for national
system support to sites and regions, based on
regional stewardship and other priorities and
the recommendations of the MPA FAC;

O identify management issues and
other priorities that require inter-
regional, national, and/ or international
coordination or efforts; and

O review and provide comment on
conservation gaps identified at the
ecosystem, regional, and/or national
levels.

Regional representatives to the Management
Committee will be selected by the participating MPA
managing entitics in the region. Fach federal agency
will maintain an appointed ex officio member of the
Federal Interagency MPA Working Group, who also
will serve on the Management Committee. Finally,
two MPA FAC members, representing different
stakeholder interests, will serve as ex officio members
of the Management Committee.

International Coordination

In addition to U.S. MPA programs and authorities,
there are numerous international MPA efforts and

linkages that can contribute to and benefit from the
national system. The United States shares a number
of common resources with both neighboring and
distant countries, and technical capabilitics reside

in many countries, organizations, and institutions
around the world. In recognition of these important
international connections, Section 4(a)(8) of the Order
calls on federal agencies to identify opportunitics to
improve “linkages with, and technical assistance to,
international [MPA] programs.”

For instance, migratory species (e.g,, whales, sea
turtles, pelagic fishes, and birds) rely on the marine
and coastal waters of multiple countries during
various stages of their lives. In addition, there are

also a number of international law and policy issues
regarding our underwater cultural heritage. For
example, certain cultural resources that rest in the
scabed of US. MPAs, such as sunken military craft and
associated contents that have not been abandoned,
have a protected sovereign status and permanent right,
title, and interest may be vested in the flag counrry.

To strengthen international coordination on MPA

issues, the MPA Center, representing the National
System of MPAs, and the Management Committee, in
coordination with the US. Department of State and
internationally relevant regional forums, can seck to
enhance existing or establish new linkages with efforts
in other countries, in accordance with international
law. Such linkages should be focused on issues

of mutual benefit to US. and international MPAs

and MPA programs, such as policy coordination,
collaborative activities, information and capacity
sharing, capacity building, and technical assistance.
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C. EVALUATING NATIONAL SYSTEM
EFFECTIVENESS

Monitoring and evaluating management effectiveness
is a key component of an effective, adaptively
managed national system. To this end, the Order calls
for “practical, science-based criteria and protocols for
monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of MPAs”
(Section 4(a)(5)). Monitoring and evaluation cfforts
of the national system are focused on measuring the
effectiveness of the national system in achieving its
priority conservation objectives and management
objectives and the contributions of participating
national system MPAs and MPA programs in achieving
those objectives. It is not a function of the national
system to monitor or evaluate individual MPAs or
MPA programs, although the national system can
provide assistance to MPA programs to
assist them in better evaluating their own
efforts. Stakeholders with an interest

in participating in the monitoring of
individual MPAs or MPA programs
should consult with the managing entity
or entities,

The national system’s approach
to evaluating effectiveness will
include:

O technical and scientific support
for fostering sound monitoring,
and evaluation programs at the
participating MPA site or system
level;

0 development and implementation of a set of
standards and protocols for assessing broader
national system effectiveness. In order to
be efficient and effective, the development
of such standards and protocols requires
significant input and advice from participating
national system MPA sites and systems; and

O cooperation with existing or developing
observation, monitoring and evaluation
programs.

The natural and social science data currently collected
and used by MPA sites and systems to monitor and
evaluate their own effectiveness will not only help

in their adaptive management efforts, but also will
contribute to the analysis of the national system’s
success in meeting its goals. The national system

will aim to support the tools and technical assistance
needed by partner MPA sites and systems to effectively
monitor and evaluate their own effectiveness. It will
not create new requirements for sites or systems to
undertake new or expanded monitoring and evaluation
activities.

With advice from the MPA FAC, the Management
Committee, nadonal system MPA partners in the
regions, and science and management experts, the MPA
Center will develop and publish guidance for monitoring

and evaluating the effectiveness of the national system.

These guidelines will provide an integrated approach
for monitoring the effectiveness of the national system,
including the degree to which the priority conservation
objectives are met and the benefits are provided to
participating MPA sites and systems.

[n additon, if identified as stewardship priorities by
participating MPA sites and systems, training and
technical assistance efforts targered at monitoring
and evaluation can be developed, such as establishing
relevant sets of natural and social science indicators

and protocols.



The results of monitoring and evaluating the national
system will be used to manage the system adaptively
and identify future focus areas fot stewardship

and other initiatives, including but not limited to:
conservation gaps; technical and other forms of
assistance in support of MPA sites and programs;
and necessary changes to the national system’s goals,
objectives, or other components.

D. FEDERAL AGENCY
RESPONSIBILITIES TO AVOID HARM

Secton 5 of the Order calls for federal agencies o
“avoid harm” to the natural and cultural resources
protected by MPAs that become part of the natonal
system. Each federal agency is responsible for its own
implementation of its responsibilities under Section 5.

The Order states:

Each Federal agency whose actions affect the natural or cultral
resaurces that are protected by an MPA shall identify such
actions. Ta the extent permitied by law and to the maximum
extent practicable, each Federal agency, in taking such actions,
shall avoid barm to the natral and cultural resources that

are prolected by an M. In implementing this seciton,

each Federal agency shall refer to the MPAs identified snder
sithsection 4{d} of this order.

Implementation

To implement Section 5 of the Order:

0 The MPA Center will collect, maintain, and
make publicly available via the MPA Center’s
website, http:/ /www.mpa.gov, and Federal
Register notices, all relevant regulatory and
resource information for MPAs that are
subject to agency requirements under Section
5, in the form of a List of Natonal System
MPAs, National system MPAs included
in the List are those that have satisfied the
requirements outlined in Sections I1I (B)

and (D} of the Framework and are officially

a part of the National System of MPAs.
Information maintained for each national
system MPA on the List will include: site
name, location, national sysiem MPA category,
priority conservation objective(s) contributed
to, boundaries, key resources protected,
authorizing legislaton, level and types of
protection, managing authority/ program,
name of point of contact, and relevant contact

information.

Federal agencies shall: (1) identify their
activities that affect the natural or cultural
resources protected by individual national
system MPAs, and (2) to the extent permitted
by law and to the maximum extent practicable,
avoid harm to those resources. Both of

these activitics shouid be accomplished
through existing natural or cultural resource
management or review authoritics and
procedures, including, but not limited to those
under:

© Nadenal Envirenmental Policy Act;
0 Coastal Zone Management Act;

o  Nadonal Historic Preservation Act;
o Endangered Species Act;

¢ Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean
Warer Act);

©  Marine Mammal Protection Acr;

& Nadonal Wildlife Refuge System
Administration Act;

o Natonal Park Service Qrganic Act;
o Rivers and Harbors Act;

o Sunken Military Craft Act;
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0 Natonal Marine Sancruaries Act (Tite I11
of the Marine Protection, Reseatch, and
Sanctuaries Act);

o Magnuson-Swevens Fishery Conservaton
and Management Act;

©  Outer Contnental Shelf Lands Act;
o Coral Reef Consetvation Act;
o Energy Policy Act of 2005; and

o Other periinent statutes and Presidential
Executive Orders.

O Upon receipt of a federal agency’s request
for assistance, the MPA Center will work to
facilicate support for policy and coordination
assistance through existing agency review
processes.

O As needed, the MPA Center, working with
federal agencies, will produce voluntary
technical guidance and best practices on
priority issues to assist federal agencies in their
determination of impacts to marine resources
protected by national system MPAs and
options for avoiding harm. The MPA Center
also will work with federal agencies to provide
clear public outreach matenals to educate and
inform the public on the requirements of
Section 5.

0 Federal agencies will reporc their actions to
implement Section 5, any comments received,
and responses to such comments on an
annual basis as part of the agency report
required by Section 6 of the Order, The
MPA Center, as required by the Order, wili
post these reports on the hitp://www.mpa.
gov website.

Activities to Be Considered

The implementation of Section 5 is governed by
existing authoritics, each with its own threshold and/
or trigger for requiring individual federal agencies

1o identify, review, midgate, or otherwise alter their
activities based on impacts to natural or cultural
resources. The Order does not provide any new
authority for any federal agency or the MPA Cencer to
review activities of any other federal agency or alier
standards for existing review. The thresholds and/

or triggers for agency acton under Section 5 are the
same as those listed under any existing authority or
authorities that normally require agency review of a
proposed activity. Section 5 does, however, require
agencies to ensure that their activitdes avoid harm

to the natural and culeural resources as protected by
the MPAs included in the national system (1o the
extent permitted by law and to the maximum extent
practicable) when fulfilling their existing requirements
for identifying, reviewing and implementing activities.

Furthermore, there is no single definition for key terms
used to describe the requirements under Section 5,
including but not limited to: “avoid harm,” “affect,” or
“to the extent permitted by law and to the maximum
extent practicable.”” Instead, the meaning of any of
these terms, as applied to an agency’s requirements
under Section 3, is dependent on the agency’s
interpretation, consistent with any requirements of

the legal framework used to protect the resources

of the MPA and any other applicable natural or
cultural resource review or protection authorities or
procedures,

Pursuaat to Section 5 of the Order, agency
requirements apply only to the natwral or cultural
resources specifically afforded protection by the site
as described on the List of National System MPAs.
For example, within national system MPAs established
for sustainable production, other resources not
specifically protected by the MPA would not be subject
to the “avoid harm” provision. For sites that have
both a terrestrial (i.e., an area that falls ourtside of the
definitional boundaries of ‘marine’} and marine area,
only the marine portion and its associated protected
resources will be included on the List of National
System MPAs and subject to Section 5 of the Order.
To implement Section 5, cach federal agency shall
identify its activities that affect the natural or cultural
resources protected by a national system MPA
through the existing natural and cultueal resource
review processes normally required for these activities.
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Similarly, the determinadon of whether an agency

in taking such actions is avoiding harm to those
resources, to the extent permitted by law and to the
maximum extent practicable, will be made by the
individual agency using its existing natural and cultural
resource review processes and/or authorities,

Comment and Response on Agency Actions

Comments from any person, organization, or
government entity concerning federal agency
compliance with Section 5 should be directed to the
relevant lead federal agency for the action or actions
that are the subject of the comments. Each agency
shall make a determinadon on the response and
take appropriate action. Similarly, any requests for
information regarding
compliance with Section
5, including those

under the Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA),
should be diteeted to

the lead agency for

the action or actions

that are the subject

of the request. Any
comments Or requests
for information received
by the MPA Center

or any federal agency

in regard to another
agency’s compliance

with this Section shall, pursuant to FOIA procedures,
be forwarded in 2 imely manner to the relevant
responsible agency for its consideration, with due
notice given to the sender.

Reporting and Periodic Review

As required under Section 6. Accountability of the
Order, “[e]ach Federal agency that is required to take
actions under the order shall prepare and make public
annually a concise description of actions taken by it
in the previous year to implement the order, including
a description of written comments by any person or
organization stating that the agency has not complied
with this order and a response to comments by the

agency.” These annual reports, including a poine

of contact fot each federal agency, will be posted

at htep:/ /wwwmpa.gov. In addition, on a biennial
basis, the MPA Center will consolidate agency annual
reports into a biennial “State of the National System
of MPAs” report. The biennial report will include an
assessment of overall progress to develop the National
System of MPAs and the effectiveness of meeting ics
stated goals and objectives, including those related

to Section 5 of the Order. More information on the
bietinial report can be found below in Section V (E)
of this document.

E. TRACKING AND REPORTING

Tracking and reporting of the natonal system ate
important activities for
communicating regional and
national accomplishments
and priority future efforts in
need of support. In order
to track and report progress,
the MPA Center will
coordinate a biennial “State
of the Natonal Systern of
MPAs” progress report and
post all available data and

vl e
M assessmenits on the heep://

www.mpa.gov website, In
addition, the MPA Center will
work with the Management
Committee and participating
MPA sites and programs to determine how best

to comprehensively track overall national system
ptiorities once efforts to establish the sytem have been
initiated. Additional information on these efforts is
provided below.

Biennial “State of the National System of
MPAs” Progress Report

On a biennial basis, the MPA Center, working with
its national system partners, will develop and publish
on the http:/ /wwwmpa.gov website 2 consolidated
“State of the National System” progress report, in
accordance with Section 6 of the Order. The report
will consolidate and summarize che annual reports
submitted by federal agencies for the period and
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also will include information from states and other
management endties. It will include:

D  alist of exisdng National System MPAs and
newly added or removed sites;

O asummary of federal activitics taken in
support of the national system;

O asummary of regional, natonal, and
international planning efforts;

O asummary of assistance provided to national
system MPAs;

0 an evaluation of the effectiveness of the
nadonal system in meeting its goals and
objectives at the national and regional levels;

O asummary of actions taken to implement
Secton 5 of the Order;

0 any recommendations developed by the MPA
FAC during the period;

O adescription of public comments received and
responses sent duting the petiod; and

D regional, national, 2nd international pricrities
for furure coordination, planning, technical,
and other types of support {see Sections V (A)
and (B} of this document).

MPA.gov Website

As required by the Order, the website http:/ /www.
mpa.gov will be maintained ro communicate and
archive all information about the development and
implementation of the national system. The website
will house information abour a variety of technical,
scientific, governance, and other MPA topics relevane
to the breadth of MPA stakeholders, including

the MPA FAC. In addition, the website will house
information on national systemn progress, prioritics,
and plans, including:

O MPAs found to be eligible for nomination to
the national system;

0 MPAs and MPA systems that have been
included in the naticnal system;

O areas and resources identified as national
system conservation gaps;

O recommendations for new or enhanced MPAs
resulting from regional MPA planning;

O regional MPA science, stewardship, and
effectiveness strategies and national and other
priotities for improving stewardship and
effectveness;

O international actvites and commitments;

o information on the nomination process and
supporting analyses;

O information related to the evaluation of
national systern cffectiveness;

O agency and MPA Center reports;

O public comments received on MIPA
nominations to and removals from the nadonal
systern; and

O the official List of National Systern MPAs.

F. MPA FEDERAL ADVISQRY
COMMITTEE

The MPA FAC is authorized by the Order to provide
expert advice and recommendations to DOC and
DOl on the development and implementation of the
National System of MPAs and implementation of the
Order. The MPA FAC is comprised of 30 non-federal
members representing regionally diverse perspectives
and areas of expertise from all regions of the country,
including natural and social science, commercial and
recreational hshing, tribal and state governments, oil
and gas, tourism, environmental organizations, and
others, [t also includes ex officio members from
pertinent federal agencies. A full description of the
MPA FAC can be found in Appendix B and a list of
the MPA FAC members, past and present, can be
found in Appendix E of this document.
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Throughout the development and implemeniation of
the national system, the MPA FAC will continue to
advise DOC and DOI on priority topics and issues
as identified by the agencies. The MPA FAC also
will provide recommendations to the MPA Center
concerning natdonal system conservation gaps, as
described in Secdon [V (D) above.

G. ROLE OF THE NATIONAL MPA
CENTER IN THE NATIONAL SYSTEM

The specific roles of the MPA Center in
coordinating the national system ate to:

O provide coordinadon and facilitadon of the
national system as a whole (individual MPA
programs and managing entties remain
responsible for administering their sites and
systems);

D coordinate processes to identify, nominate, and
include eligible MPAs in the national system,
remove MPAs from the national system, and
maintain the List of National System MPAg;

0 build public and private partnerships and
catalyze action to support the identified
science, stewardship, and effectiveness
prioritics of participating MPA programs;

O facilitate the development and maintenance
of regionally appropriate MPA coordination
mechanisms among participating programs,
and, where possible, maintain a Regional
MPA Coordinator in the field to support such
efforts;

0 develop, in consuleation with participating
programs, regional MPA Science, Stewardship,
and Effectiveness Strategies;

O lead collaborative efforts to identify
conservation gaps in the national system;

O  build and catalyze partnerships and actons
to provide technical or scientific information,
staff, or other support for collaborative
ecosystem-based MPA planning in ordet to
identify and recommend new or enhanced
MPAs;

promote stewardship of the national system
through effective outreach and education;

support the operadon of the MPA FAC

and the coordination of the MPA Federal
Interagency Working Group and Management
Commitiee;

track, communicate, integrate, and recommend
suggested MPA science and other national
system priorides, needs, and commitments
across the regional, national, and international
levels;

develop a biennial “State of the National
Systern of MPAs” report and maintain
comprehensive information about the national
systern’s priorities and progress on the http://
www.mpa.gov websitc;

monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of
the national system and implement adapdve
management strategies based on results: and

maintain the http:/ /www.mpa.gov website as
a mechanism for communicating information
about the national system.
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~VI. GLOSSARY OF KEY
TERMS

The following are definitions of key terms as used in this
Framework document. See Table 2 for the full definition
of key terms used in the definidon of an MPA.

Adaptive management — “A systematic process

for continually improving management policies and
yiamy g g I

practices by learning from the outcomes of operational

programs.” (British Columbia Forest Service, http://

www.for.gov.be.ca/hfp/amhome/Amdefs.htm).

Area = Must have legally defined geographical
boundaries and may be of any size, except that the site
must be a subset of the United States federal, state, local,

or tribal marine environment in which it is located.

Biodiversity = The variety of living organisms in all
their forms, Technically, biodiversity includes variety at
three levels of biological organization: genetic variation
within species, the variety of species, and the variety of
ecological communities.
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Conservation area = Multiple uses allowed; however,
uses and activitics may be restrcted or zoned and access
limited, as necessary to meet site management goals.

Culwuzral heritage — The cultural resources thac reflect
the nation’s maritime history and traditional cultural
connectons to the sea, and the uses and values they
provide to present and future generations.

[Marine] Cultural resource - A tangible entty that is
valued by or significantly representative of a culture, or
that contains significant information about a culture.
Cultural resources for purposes of the MPA Executive
Order are tangible entities at least 50 years in age that
reflect the nation’s maritime history and traditional
cultural connectons to the sea, such as archaeological
sites, historic structures, shipwrecks, artifacts, and
traditional cultural properties. Cultural resources are
categorized as districts, sites, buildings, structures, and
objects for the National Register of Historic Places,
and as archaeological resources, cultural landscapes,
structures, and ethnographic resources for MPA
management purposes. Ethnographic resources
include natural resources and sites with tribal or
traditional cultural meaning, value and use.

Ecological network = A set of discrete MPAs

within a region that are connected through dispersal
of reproductive stages (eggs, latvae, spores, etc.)

or movement of juveniles and adults. The effective
management of certain marine species may requirc
networks of discrete MPAs encomipassing regional
collections of local populations linked by dispersal
and movement, which may be essential for some local
populations to persist. The creation of MPA networks
must take into consideration other non-MPA ateas that
provide similar linkages, which does not necessanly
umply addidonal management measures outside MPAs
or the creation of a “super MPA” with boundaries
encompassing all MPAs in the network.”

Ecosystem — A geographically specified system of
organisms, including humans and the environment and
the processes that control its dynamics,

Ecosystem approaches to management (or
Ecosystem-based management) = A management
approach that “looks at all the links among living

and nonliving resources, rather than considering
single species in isolation.” This approach “reflects
the relationships among all ecosystem components,
including humans and nonhuman species, and the
environments in which they live. This system of
management considers human activities, their benefits,
and their potential impacts within the context of the

broader biclogical and physical environment.>!°

Extractive — Activities that remove or are intended to
remove living or nonliving resources from an MPA.

Large Marine Ecosystems = Regions of ocean space
encompassing coastal areas from river basins and
estuaries out to the seaward boundary and continental
shelves and the seaward margins of coastal current
systems. They are relatively large regions on the order
of 200,000 square kilometers or greater, characterized
by distinct bathymetry, hydrography, productivity, and
trophically dependent populations.

Lasting — For natural heritage and cultural heritage
MPAs, the site’s authority must clearly state its intent
to provide permanent protection. For sustainable
production MPAs, the site must be established with
the intent ac the time of designation to provide, at

a minimum, the duration of protection necessary

to achieve the mandated long-term sustainable
production objectives for which the site was
established.

Local government — A legally established unit
of government at a level below state government,
including but not limited to county, city, town, or
village.

Management [managing] entity or entities — The
federal, state, local, or tribal entity or entides with
legal authority to designate, promulgate regulations
for, and/or manage an MPA. In many cases,
authotity lies with one entity or program; however, in
certain instances, such as the federal/stare Natonal

9 MPA FAC, 2005.
10

US. Commission on Ocean Policy {(USCOP). 2004, An Ocean Bluepring for the 21st Century, Washingten, D.C.

“



Estuarine Research Reserve System and state/tribe
co-management arrangements, authority is formally
shared or split among two or more entities.

Marine environment — Must be: (a) ocean or coastal
waters (note: coastal waters may include interudal
areas, bays, or estuaries); (b) an area of the Great
Lakes or their connecting waters; () an area of lands
under ocean or coastal waters or the Great Lakes or
their connecting waters; or (d) a combination of the
above.

Marine Protected Area — Any arca of the marine
environment that has been reserved by federal,
state, territorial, tribal, or local laws or regulations
to provide lasting protection for part or all of the

atural and cultural resources
therein. See also Area, Marine
environment, Reserved, Lasting,
and Protection.

Marine Reserve — A type of
MPA where extractive uses are
prohibited (also referred to as

“no-take” reserve).

National System of MPAs

— The group of MPA sites,
networks, and systems established
and managed by federal, state,
tribal, and/or local governments
that collectively enhance
conservation of the nadon’s
natural and cultural marine
heritage and represent its diverse
ecosystems and resources.
National system MPAs work together at the regional
and national levels to achieve common objectives for
conserving the nation’s important natural and cultural
rESOUrCes,

Natural heritage = The nation’s biological
communities, habitats, ccosystems, and processes and
the ecological services, uses, and values they provide to
present and future generations.

[Marine] Natural resource — Any biological or
physical component of the marine environment
that contributes to the structure, functon, goods, or
services provided by a marine ecosystem.

Network = A set of discrete MPAs within a region or
ccosystem that are connected through complementary
purposes and synergistic protections. A network of
MPAs could focus on ccosystem processes, certain
individual marine species, or cultural resources. For
example, an ecological network of MPAs could be
connected through dispersal of reproductive stages
or movement of juveniles and adults (see “Ecological
network”).

Precautionary design — Decisions are based on

the best information currently available from natural
science, social science, customary and local knowledge,
and other sources. Where information is limited,
decisions should reflect a precautionary approach.

Protection — Must have
existing laws or regulations
that are designed and
applied to afford the site
with increased protection
for part or all of the natural
and submerged cultural
resources therein for the
purpose of maintaining or
enhancing the long-term
conservation of these
resources, beyond any
general protections that
apply outside the site.

Region or Regional —

An area inclusive of and
determined by participating
national system sites and
systems that is based on
common management interests, similar or linked
ccological characteristics, and/or other factors that
provide a foundation for meaningful coordination.

Reserve area — No extractive uses allowed, except
permitted scientific and educational uses; destructive
or disruptive activitics are limited; other uses and
activities may be restricted or zoned; and access is
limited, as necessary to meet site management goals.

Reserved — Must be established by and currently
subject to federal, state, local, or wibal law or
regulation,

51
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Stakeholder - Individuals, groups of individuals,
organizations, or political entitics interested in and/

or affected by the outcome of management decisions.
Stakeholders may also be individuals, groups, or other
entities that are likely to have an effect on the outecome
of management decisions, Members of the public also
may be considered stakeholders.

State — See United States.

Stewardship - Carcful and responsible management
to ensure goals and objectives are being achieved for
the benefit of current and future generations.

Sustainable production resources — The nation’s
renewable living resources and their habitats (including,
but not limited to, spawning, mating, and nursery
grounds and areas established to minimize bycatch

of species) and the social, cultural, and economic
values and services they provide to present and future
geacrations.

System — A set of MPAs connected by shared
programmatic, administrative, or other organizing
principles or purposes. A system of MPAs is not
necessarily confined to a specific geographic area such
as a region or ecosystem.

Tribe = A federally recognized American Indian or
Alaska Native government.

United States — Includes the several states, the
District of Columbia, the Commeonwealth of Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands of the United States, American
Satnoa, the Commeonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands, and Guam.



1. Nothing in Executive Order 13158 or this
Framework shall be construed as altering
existing authorities regarding the establishment
of federal MPAs in areas of the marine
environment subject to the jurisdiction and
control of states, the District of Columbia,
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the US.
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands.

2. Neither Excecutive Order 13138 nor this

Framework creates any right or benefit,
substantive or procedural, enforeeable in law or
equity by a party against the United States, its

agencies, its officers, or any person.

_VII. ADMINISTRATIVE
AND NATIONAL POLICY
REQUIREMENTS

3. Neither Executive Order 13158 nor this

Framework diminishes, affects, or abrogates
Indian treaty rights or U.S. trust responsibility
to Indian tribes.

4. ederal agencies taking actions pursuant to
Executve Order 13158 or under this Framework
must act in accordance with international law
and with Presidential Proclamation 5928 of
December 27, 1988, on the Territorial Sea of
the United States of America; Presidental
Proclamadon 5030 of March 10, 1983, on the
Fixclusive Economic Zone of the United States
of America; and Presidential Proclamation 7219
of September 2, 1999, on the Contiguous Zone
of the United States.
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~VIII. APPENDICES

APPENDIX A. ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS USED

Acmnyms

COP — Commission on Ocean Policy

DOC — Department of Commerce

DOI = Department of the Interior

EPA — Environmental Protection Agency

FOIA — Freedom of Information Act

FMC — Federal Fishery Management Council

FWS — US. Fish and Wildlife Service

LME — Large Marine Ecosystem

MLCD — Mancle-Hulopoe Marine Life Conservation District
MPA — Marine protected area

MPA FAC — Marine Protected Areas Federal Advisory Committee
NEPA — Natonal Environmental Policy Act

NRCE — Natonal Register Criteria for Evaluation

NRHP — National Register of Historic Places

NERRS — National Estuarine Research Reserve System
NMES — National Marine Fisheries Service

NOAA — National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NRCE — National Register Criteria for Evaluation

NRHP — National Register of Historic Places

SIMOR — Subcommittee on Integrared Management of Ocean Resources
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US. — United States of America

USOAP — US. Ocean Action Plan (USOAP)

USGS — US Geological Survey

WCPA/IUCN — World Commission on Protected Areas/Internadonal Union for
Conservation of Nature

Abbreviations

Framework — Framework for Developing the Natonal System of MPAs
MPA Center — Nadonal Marine Protected Areas Center

Natonal System — Nationat System of Marine Protected Arcas

NOAA Fisheries Service — NOAA’s Nadonal Marine Fisheries Service
Order — Executive Order 13158 of May 26, 2000

Management Committee — Natonal System Management Commiteee
Strategy — MPA Stewardship, Science and Effectiveness Strategy

APPENDIX B. EXISTING U.S. MPA PROGRAMS, FEDERAL MPA
INITIATIVES, AND TRIBAL AND INTERNATIONAL EFFORTS

The nation’s exisdng suite of MPA sites, programs, authorities, and systems at all levels of
government are the fundamental components of the national system. The recognition of and

full participation by these federal, state, tribal, and local government programs are critical to the
national system’s success. Working together, these existing programs and authorities, federal

MPA coordination initiatives, and linkages to international MPA initiatives will make important
contributions to and receive benefits from the development of an effective national system. This
section provides an overview of these major efforts and gencrally describes their respective roles in
the national system.

A. U.S. MPA Programs and Authorities

MPAs in the United States are managed by a number of entities and programs at federal, state,
tribal, and local government levels. This section provides a brief summary of these programs
and describes the nature of their role in the development of the national system.

Federal and Federal/State MPA Programs

Currently, there arc several federal MPA programs and one federal/state partnership MPA
program in the United States. Each has one or more specific legal mandates that it is required
to fulfill. Many of these programs have established and actively manage systems of MPAs
designed to fulfill their responsibilities to the nation. As described below, the federal MPA
programs include DOY’s National Park System and National Wildlife Refuge System and
NOAA’s Natonal Marine Sanctuary System, National MPA. Center, and National Marine
Fisheries Service programs. The National Estuarine Research Reserve System is composed of
NOAA/state partnerships.

National Park System: The National Park System is administered by DOI’s National Park
Service with a mission to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and wildlife



therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means
as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. The National Park
System preserves unimpaired natural and cultural resources and values representative of the
nation’s ocean heritage in superlative natural, historic, and recreation areas in every region.
The National Park System currently contains 72 ocean and Great Lakes parks.

National Witdlife Refuge System: The US. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) mandate is to
provide the federal leadership to conserve, protect, and enhance fish and wildlife and their
habitats for the continuing benefit of people. The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge
System, a program within the DO1 FWS, is to administer a national network of lands and
waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish,
wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within the United States fot the benefit of
present and future generations of Americans. There are 177 ocean and Great Lakes refuges.

National Marine Sanctuary System: Under the Narional Marine Sanctuaries Act, NOAA
establishes areas of the marine environment that have special conservation, recrezrional,
ecological, historical, cuitural, archacological, scientific, educational, or sesthetic qualities as
national marine sanctuaries to: (A} improve the conservation, understanding, management,
and wise and sustainable use of marine resources; (B) enhance public awareness,
understanding, and appreciation of the marine environment; and (C) maintain for future
generations the habitat and ecological services of the natural assemblage of living resources
that inhabit these areas. There are currendy 13 sanctuaries and one marine national
monument in the national marine sanctuaries system.

National Marine Protecied Areas Center (MBA Center): The mission of the MPA Center is to
facilitate the effective use of science, technology, training, and information in the planning,
management, and evaluation of the nation’s systetn of marine protected areas. The MPA
Center is housed within NOAA and coordinates across NOAA programs, as well as with
pertinent federal, state, tribal, and local MPA and MPA-support entities. At the federal level,
the MPA Center coordinares closely with DOI. The MPA Center’s specific naticnal system
roles are described in detail in Section V (G) of this document.

National Marine Fisheries Service Programs and Federal Firbery Management Conncils (FMC): Under

a number of statutory authorities, the National Marine Fisheries Service establishes and
manages MPAs to rebuild and maintain sustainable fisheries, conserve and restore healthy
marine habitars, and promote the recovery of protected species, including marine mammals
and anadromous fish. These sites fall under four major categories: Federal Fisheries
Management Zones, Federal Fisheries Habitat Conservation Zones, Federal Threatened and
Endangered Species Protected Areas, and Federal Marine Mammal Protected Areas. FMCs
have been established for the stewardship of fishery resources through the preparation,
monitaring, and revision of fishery management plans. These FMCs enable stares, the

fishing industry, consumer and environmental organizations, and other interested persons to
participate in and advise on the management of marine fisheries and to take into account the
social and economic needs of the states. FMC-recommended actions are subject to review
and approval by the Secretary of Commerce through a delegation of authority to the National
Matine Fisheries Service. The National Marine Fisheries Service is responsible for the
promulgation of site-specific reguladions to delineate MPA boundaries and establish associated
protective measures.
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Nattonal Estwarine Research Reserve System (NERRS): The mission of the NERRS is to promote
stewardship of the nation’s estuaries through science and education using a system of protected
areas. The NERRS, which is currently made up of 27 sites, is a unique partnership program
between NOAA and the coastal states to protect estuarine land and water, which provides essendal
habitar for wildlife, and offers educational opportunities for students, teachers, and the public. The
NERRS sites serve as living laboratories for scientists.  With its unique state/federal partnership,
the NERRS participation with the national system will requite close consultation and coordination
with the NOAA Estuarine Reserves Division and state agency or university staff of NERRS sites.

National Monuments: In June 2006, President Bush established the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands
Marine National Monument under Presidential Proclamation 8031 (71 FR 36443, June 26, 2006)
under the authority of the Antiquites Act (16 US.C. 431). This was the nation’s first marine
nadonal monument. The Monument — renamed the Papahanaumokuikea Marine National
Monument in March 2007 to reflect Hawaiian language and culture — is approximately 100 nautical
miles wide and extends approximately 1,200 miles from northwest to southeast around the
Northwestern Hawailan Islands. In December 2006, the Secretaries of Commerce and the Interior
and the Governor of Hawaif signed a Memorandum of Agreement to jointly manage federal and
state lands and waters within the Monument as Co-Trustees, to collectively conserve and manage
Monument natural and cultural resources.

State and Local Government MPA Programs

Each US. coastal state also has a variety of MPA programs and authorities, often at both the state
and local government levels. State MPA programs can include: Historic Preservation offices; Fish
and Wildlife agencies; Coastal Zone Management programs; Fishery Management agencies; Parks
and Recreation agencies, and other authorities. MPAs are used by states for a variety of purposes
ranging from managing fisheries, recreation, tourism, and other uses to protecting ecological
functions, preserving shipwrecks, and maintaining traditional or cultural connections to the marine
environment. In addition, local governments within coastal states, such as counties and other
municipalities, have programs that establish and manage MPAs for protecting marine species,
nursery grounds, shelifish beds, and other important natural and cultural resources. Similar o
theit federal analogs, some state MPA programs have also developed and continue to manage their

existing sites as systems of MPAs.

Given the significant coastal and marine resources under state jurisdiction, the large number
of state MPAs — roughly 83 percent of the national total — compared to federal sites,

and the potential impacts and benefits to states from MPAs located in federal waters, full

state participation in the development of the national system is critical to its success. Icis
important 1o note, however, that state and local government participation in the national
system is voluntary under the Order. The MPA Center will work closely with states to
determine their interest in participating, State government agencies, programs, and authorities
that elcet to participate in the national system will be full partners and will have an equal voice
in decision making to set priorities for collaborative efforts at the regional and national levels.

Tribal MPA Authorities, Programs, and Linkages

Tribal governments have an integral role to play in resource management—Ilegally, culturally
and economically. ‘The Order “does not diminish, affect, or abrogate Indian treaty rights or
United States trust responsibilities to Indian wibes,” and calis on NOAA and DOI to “consult



with...trbes...and other entities to promote coordination of federal, state, territorial, and
tribal actions to establish and manage MPAs.” Because the federal government has a trust
responsibility to all federally recognized tribes, conservation goals and management practices
for MPAs should be established ehrough government-to-government consultations.

In addition, several Indian tribes in Western Washington and the Great Lakes have treaty-
reserved fishing rights. These tribes shate co-management authority and responsibility for
marine resources in their usual and customary fishing areas with the federal government
and/or states, depending on the specific resource and atea identified. Tribes that have sole
management authority may choose 1o cstablish MPAs as a tool to meet conservation goals
for areas where they have management responsibilities. For atcas where tribes shate co-
management authority with the federal government and/or states, any enticy wishing to
establish MPAs must do so through government-to-government consultations. The MPA
Center will work closely with tribes to determine their interest in participatng in the natonal
system. Tribal governments that elect to pardcipate in the national systerm will be full partnets
and will have an cqual voice in decision making to set prioritics for collaborative efforts at the
regional and national levels,

Numerous opportunities to enhance coordination and collaboration with tribes on issues
related to MPAs are possible through the development of the national system. Some of

these opportunities could include a range of potential partnerships aimed at the sharing

of information; enhancing technical, scientific, and management capacity; and developing
conservation strategies for marine resources of mutual concern. The MPA Center and nadonal
system partners, many of whom have ongoing relationships with tribes, will consult with tribal
governments to determine their interest in participating in the national system and will work
with them to develop appropriate mechanisms and protocols.

B. Linkages to Related Federal MPA Initiatives

There are several other significant federal MPA inidatives that arc cither directly or indirecty
linked to the development of the national systemn. These efforts make important contributions
to and can benefit from the development of the national system. This section provides an
overview of each of these efforts and further describes their relationship and role in the
development of the national systern.

MPA Federal Advisory Committee

The MPA FAC is authorized by the Order to provide expert advice and recommendations
to DOC and DOL. The MPA FAC is comprised of 30 non-federal members representing
diverse perspectives and areas of expertise, including natural and social science, commercial
and recreational fishing, tribal and state governments, oil and gas, tourism, environmental
organizations, and others. The MPA FAC also includes ten federal ex officic members

to provide information and support from endties managing, supporting, or potentially
affecting MPAs. The MPA FAC completed its first report in June 2005, which provided
recommendations on the goals, objectives, principles, and structure of the national system,
and its second report in October 2007, which provided recommendations regarding the
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development of the national system. The MPA FAC will continue to advise DOC and DOL
on aspects of developing and implementing the national system. Information on MPA FAC
members and its work products are posted at htep://mpa.gov/mpafac/fac.html.

The Federal Interagency MPA Working Group

The Order directs DOC and DOI to work closely with the other federal agencies to develop the
national system. To provide a mechanism for this coordination, the MPA Center established the
Federal Interagency MPA Working Group, which includes representatives from the Departments
of Commerce, the Interior, Defense, Homeland Security, State, Agriculture, Environmental
Protection Agency, National Science Foundation, and the US. Agency for International
Development. The Federal Interagency MPA Working Group meets several times a year to
provide input on policy issues related to national system development, coordinate activities related
to the Order, and support the work of the MPA FAC. In addition, members of the Federal
Interagency MPA Working Group will serve as members of the National System Management
Committee (sce Section V (B)).

U.S. Ocean Action Plan

The US. Ocean Action Plan (USOAP}) outlines a variety of actions for promoting the responsible
use and stewardship of ocean and coastal resources for the bencfit of all Americans. A Cabinet-
level “Committee on Ocean Policy” (COP) was established by Executive Order 13366 (December
17, 2004) to coordinate the activities of exceutive branch departments and agencies regarding
ocean-related matters in an integrated and effectve manner to advance the environmental and
cconomic interests of present and future generations of Americans. The President further
directs the executive branch agencies to facilitate, as appropriate, coordination and consultation
regarding ocean-related matters among federal, state, tribal, and local governments; the private
sector; foreign governments; and international organizations. Subcommitrees of the COP also
have been formed as part of the ocean governance structure described in the USOAP, including
the Subcommittee on Integrated Management of Ocean Resources (SEIMOR) and che Joint
Subcommittee on Ocean Science and Technology. Many of the actvities oudlined in the USOAP
and the subsequent work plans of the COP’s subcommittees complement efforts to develop

the national system. Similarly, many of the collaborative actions under the nadonal system may
offer opportunities to help advance the USOAP. As these efforts proceed, the MPA Center will
wotk closely with SIMOR to evaluate progress and plans for developing the nadonal system in
order to ensure coordination and consistency with the USOAP's governance structure and overall
approach.

In support of this effort, the USOAP calls on National Parks, National Wildlife Refuges, National
Marine Sancmaries, and Natonal Estearine Research Reserves to, “coordinate and better
integraic the existing network of marine managed areas.” Many of these sites overlap or lie
adjacent to each other and a history of collaboration between patks, marine sanctuaries, refuges,
and reserves provides a model for this expanded network. Although these sites were created
under separate agency authoritics and statutory mandates, they are united by their proximity

and similar science and management priorities. These actions to coordinate and better integrate
efforts have been aptly named and are referred to as the “Scamless Network” inidative. The



vii

Searnless Network concept reflects the Administration’s emphasis on greater scientific and
programmatic coordination between ocean agencies, and complements efforts to implement
the MPA Executive Order. In addition, the USOAP calls on the National Park Service to
adopt an Ocean Parks Stewardship Action Plan, Both the Seamless Network and Ocean Parks
Stewardship Acton Plan are described below.

Seamless Network Initiative

The USOAP calls on the four above mentioned MPA systems to work together, “to
promote cootdination of research, public education, and management activities at
neighboring parks, refuges, sanctuarics, and estuarine reserves.,” Two federal interagency
agreements are called for under this cfforc. ‘The first is a general agreement that

enables site-based, regional, and national collaborations among the partner agencies,

and is currently under development. The second is a separate cooperative enforcement
agreement signed in August 2005 among the Nattonal Wildlife Refuge System, National
Park Service, National Marine Sanctuary Program, and National Marine Fisherics Scrvice.
When implemented, these agreements will ultimately contribute to several important
elements of the national system, such as the identification of science and stewardship
priorities for enhancing MPA effectiveness through enhanced interagency cooperation
and information sharing. Known as the Seamiess Network initiative, this effort will
provide a coordination mechanism for these MPA systems in the development of the
national system and will build on existing collaborative efforts. In many cases these MPAs
have ongoing collaborations and the Searless Network will expand and enhance those
relationships. The wider set of eventual national system pariners such as other federal
programs and state, tribal, and local government MPA sites and systems may benefit from
this model. An active dialogue exists and will be maintained between the developing
national system and the Seatnless Network Initiative efforts in order to ensure that they
complement one another.

Ocean Parks Stewardship Action Plan

The USOAP calls for the adoption of an Ocean Parks Strategy by the National Park Service.
Key elements of this strategy include: characterizing marine species and habitats; evaluating
and monitoring their condition; increasing the scientific understanding of how marine
ecosystems function; and developing cooperative science-based fishery management plans
berween parks and state agencies. This plan was issued in December 2006 and can be viewed
at htep/ fovrwnps.gov/pub_aff/oceans/Ocean_Park_Ac gonPlan.pdf. This important
effort offers opportunities for collaborative approaches between the National Park Service,
the Seamless Nerwork initiative, and the national system to address shared science and
management priorities.

C. International MPA Programs and Authorities

In addition to U.S. MPA programs and authorities, there are numerous international MPA
efforts and linkages that can contribute to and benefit from the national system. Marine
ecosystems and their associated natural resources rarely align with the political boundaties
of sovercign countries. Moreover, ecosystems ofter: overlap with adjacent countries and
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Table 4. Examples of Existing U.S. MPAs

South Carolina

Administration and
South Carnlina
Department of
Natural Resources

Name of Managing
MPA Narne and .
Location Entity and Type of MPA Description*
Management
Fedetal /State
Ashepoo-Combahec- Fh’;r;ncrshp .
- - . anagement: . -
Edisto (ACE) Basin JABEIe . ACE Basin is one of the largest undeveloped estuacies on the East
. . National Oceanic . . . .
National Estuatine and Atmoseheric Coast, Diverse eswarine wetlands provide an extensive complex
Research Reserve P of wildlife habitat types; the region contains 91,000 acres of tidal

marshes, 26,000 acres of managed impoundments, and 12,000 acres
of maritime islands.

Manele-Hulopoe
Marine Life
Conservation District

(MLCD)

Hawaii

Seate Management:
Hawaii Department
of Land and Natural

Resources

The Mznele-Hulopoe Matine Life Conservation Distict (MLCD)
is located in the waters offshore of Palawai and Kamao on the
southwestern coast of Lanal, Within Manele Bay corals are most
abundant along the sides of the bay near the cliffs, where the bottom
slopes off quickly to about 40 feet. The middle of the bay is a sand
channel, Just outside the western edge of the bay near Pu'e Pehe
vock, is “First Cathedrals,” a popular SCUBA destination. Hulopo's
Bay has large ridepools at its left point. A shallow reef is just
offshote, providing excellent sporkeling opportunites. Pu‘u Pehe
Cove has clear water and considerable marine life. Coral growth is
interspetsed with sand patches, and most cotal is found away from
the narrow beach in about 10 to 15 feet of water

North Fork, St. Lucie
Aquatic Preserve

State Management:

The North Fork, St. Lucic Aquatic Preserve contains various aquatic
habitats such as sivering, blackwater stream, tidal marsh, slough,

Wildlife Service

Florida Department | and floodplain forest communities. The headwaters of the North
Florida of Environmental Fork are composed of freshwater from Ten Mile and Five Mile
Protection Creeks. Downstreamn, brackish conditions support tidal marshes with
mangroves, leatherfern, and sawgrass.
Monomoy is comptised of 7,604 actes of bardet beach, sand dunes,
Monomoy National freshwater ponds, and saltwater marshes. Monomoy provides habitat
- Federal Management: . . - ) ;
Wildlife Refuge Department of the for hundreds of species of resting, feeding, and migratory birds.
Interior. US. Fish and The refuge supports the largest nesting colony of common terns in
Massachusetts T the Gulf of Maine and second largest on the Atlantic Seaboard with

close to 8,000 nestng pairs in 2001. Monomoy is the Yargest haul-out
site of gray seals on the Adantic Seaboard as well.

* Only the marine portion of the described areas are considered to be a part of the MPA; the
terrestrial components, while a part of the larger management unit, are not considered to be part

of the MPA.




some natural resources may move back and forth between distant countries. In recognition of
these important internatdonal connections, section 4(a) of the Order calls on federal agencies
to identify opportunities to improve “linkages with, and technical assistance to, international
[MPA] programs.”

The United States shares a number of common resources with both neighboring and distant
countries. For instance, migratory species (e.g, whales, sea turtles, pelagic fishes, and some
birds) rely on the marine and coastal waters of multiple countries during various stages of their
life. There are also a number of international law and policy issues regarding our underwater
cultural heritage. For example, certain cultural resources that rest int the seabed of US. MPAs,
such as sunken military craft and associated contents that have not been abandoned, retain

their protected sovereign status and permanent right, title, and interest may be vested in the flag
country.

Enhaacing existing or establishing new linkages among systems in other countries can mutuaily
benefit the United States and international MPAs through coordination of efforts, information
and capacity sharing, and technical assistance. Along with sharing common resources, the
United States aiso shares the consequences of potentially harmful activities occurring outside
of US. waters, including pollution, over-harvesting of marine resources, and degradation of
associated habitats. By coordinating with international MPA programs, the United States can
minimize the harmful impacts of external activities and maximize the benefits of MPAs.

For US. MPAs, important international linkages include, but are not limited to, those relating
to Canada, Mexico, and Russia, 4 well as those amongst multiple countries in the Arcric,
Pacific Islands, and Caribbean. Several legal mechanisms, such as bi-fateral and multi-lateral
agreements and treaties, exist to address many of these resource management issues. For
example, the International Maritime Organization’s Particularly Sensitive Sea Areas program
and the Wider Caribbean Protocol Concerning Specially Protected Areas and Wildlife are two
MPA-related international efforts of significance. The MPA Center and/or its federal partnets
are actively involved in a number of such efforts, including the Commission on Environmental
Cooperations development of a North American MPA Network (NAMPAN) and the exchange
of training and technical assistance with other nations. The national system can facilitate a
dialogue and develop coliaborative efforts between the United States and other countries to
complement and support the work of MPA programs.

APPENDIX C. PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Lead Agency:
Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National
Ocean Service

Cooperating Agency:

Department of the Interior, National Park Service



For further Information Contact:
Lauren Wenzel

National Marine Protected Areas Center
1305 East West Hwy, Room 9143

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Phone: (301) 563-1136; Fax: (301) 713-3110
E-mail: Lauren. Wenzel@noaa.gov

Purpose and Need for this Programmatic Environmental Assessment

The purpose of this Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) is to fulfill the requircments
of Executive Order {(EG) 13158, which are to develop, design and build a National System of
Marine Protected Areas (MPAs).

Executive Order 13158 on MPAs

Executive Order 13158 on Marine Protected Areas (2000} calls on the Department of Commerce
and the Department of the Intedor (DCI), in consultation with other federal agencies and
stakeholders, to develop a nadonal system of marine protected areas (MPASs) to enhance the
conservation of the nation’s natural and cultural marine hetitage.  The Executive Order created
the National Marine Protected Arcas Center (MPA Center) within the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) to coordinate this effort. The mission of the MPA Center
is to facilitate the effective usc of science, technology, training, and information in the planning,
management, and evaluation of the naton’s system of marine protected areas.

The National System of MPAs

Cutrently, neatly 1,700 marine areas have been identified in the United States (US). These

areas are managed under the authority of hundreds of federal, state and territorial (state), tribal,
and local laws and regulations. Familiar examples of MPAs include national and state marine
sanctuaries, parks, wildlife refuges, and some fishery management areas. ‘This patchwork of
protected areas is an important component of the nation’s marine conservation mission, but would
be greatly enhanced by the improved coordinaton and integration across sites and MPA programs
that a national system will provide.

The National System of MPAs (national system) will be built collaboratively by existing MPA sites
and systems through partnerships at the ecosystem, regional, and national levels. The national
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system will focus on supporting shared priorites for enhancing coordinadon and stewardship

of partner MPA sites and systems in order to improve effectiveness. The national system may
uldmately include some new areas viral to the conservation of significant natural and cultural
marine resources. These may be identified by national system partners through regional planning
or other processes, and will be based on the best available science and stakeholder involvement.

Any new MPAs would need to be designated through an existing federai, state, tribal, or local
authority, a5 the Executive Order provides no authority to create new MPAs.

Need for Action
The Exccutive Crder calls on the MPA Center to develop a Framework for the natonal system
(Framework). The first draft was published for public comment in September 20006, and was
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revised after due consideration of comments and recommendations received. A second draft was
published for an additonal round of public comment during March-May 2008, and again has been
revised with consideration of input received. This PEA has also been revised based on comments
received during the 2006-2008 comment period,

The purpose of the Framework is to serve as a “road map” for developing the nadonal system that
will specify a common vision, and common goals, objectives, and critetia for the national system,
as well as the process for partnierships among federal, state, tribal, and local government agencies
and stakeholders to develop it. While the Executive Order and the Framework document are non-
regulatory, the MPA Center developed this PEA to provide federal and state agencies, tribes, and
other stakeholders with the best available information on the potential impacts of the Framework
document during its two public comment periods.

Scope of this Analysis

This PEA considers the programmatic environmental consequences of proposing the Framework.
As previously described, the Framework itself only lays out a strategic process to achieve 2 national
systemn of MPAs. The Framework itself does not propose any new MPAs, nor does it create or
recommend any new authority under which they may be designated.

The consideration of designating additional MPAs or expanding existing MPAs will occur solely
at the discretion of the state, federal, tribal, and local agencies which have the authority to develop
different MPAs to fulfill their own missions and implement the natonal system. As such, any
potential site-specific environmental, economic, 2nd social impacts cannot be meaningfully
analyzed until these agencies consider individual MPA proposals under their own authorities.
Therefore, the potential effects of any detailed regional, state, or local MPA alternatives proposed
by a federal agency under this Framework would be further analyzed under NEPA at the time they
are proposed, including in environmental assessments tiered from this PEA as appropriate.

Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives

Alternatives Considered, but Rejected

In considering alternatives for proposing the Framework, the following three were selected as
constituting a reasonable range of alternatives for this PEA: “Alternative A: Take No Action,”
“Alternative B: Propose the Draft Framework for Developing the National System of Marine
Protected Areas” and “Alternative C: Propose the Framework for the National System of Marine
Protected Areas of the United States of America,” Numerous other possible alternatives were,
however, considered by NOAA for analysis, but ultimately rejected. For example, a wide range of
alternatives would have resulted from ali the possible permutations of changes in the Framework’s
approach to meeting the various requirements of the MPA Exccutive Order. Several factors led
to the determination that the approach of analyzing a wide range of many potential alternatives
should be rejected.

First, the Framework lays out a series of processes for US. MPA programs, managing entities,
authorities, and other stakeholders around the country to work together to determine eligible
MPAs and the most appropriate, specific approaches for developing the national system. Because
the Framework is focused on managing eatity and stakeholder processes to determine specific
approaches and actions, the environmental consequences of these permutations cannot be
predicted to be significantly different than Alternative C.
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Second, and most important, the processes outlined in the clements of the Framework are based
on input received from consultatons with and recommendations from MPA stakeholders around
the country, including the MPA Federal Advisory Committee, as required by the Executive Order.
Creating a range of alternartives that are cither independent of these consultations or consider

only some of the recommendations received would not meet the requirements of the Executive
Order.

Therefore, having considered addidonal alternatives for proposing the Framework for the national
system, NOAA has determined that the three aiternadves described below constitute a reasonable
and practical range of alternatives for assessing the anticipated environmental consequences of
fulflling the need to develop the Framework.

Alternative A: Take No Action

Under this alternative, NOAA would not propose a Framework as required by the MPA Executive
Order. The MPA Executive Qrder would stand alone without any further detail of the processes
necessary for developing the nadonal system. There would be no description of processes for
identifying and including existing MPAs in the national system, working with MPA programs to
collaboratively identify and address common stewardship needs, or identifying place-based gaps in
protection,

Alternative B: Propose the Draft Framework for Developing the National System of
Marine Protected Areas

NOAA proposed the first draft of the Framework published in September 2006. As noted by
the MPA Federal Advisory Commirtee and many public comments, this draft document lacked 2
strategic focus to describe how the national system would target prioxity conservation objecdves;
lacked design and implementadion principles to guide development of the system; and provided
only a minimal description of how the national system would be coordinated and conduct gap
analyses on a regional basis.

Alternative C: Propose the Framework for the National System of Marine Protected
Areas of the United States of America (Preferred)

This alternative would fulfill the directive of the MPA Executive Order o develop a Frameworks.
The Framework provides guidance for developing the national system and therein implementing
key elements of the Executive Order. The full descriptions of the proposed national system
elements and associated processes are contained in the Framework and summatized here as:

O Summary of aucherity for developing the Framework and nadonal system.
O Overview of key ULS. MPA programs and related initatives.

O Key definitions for developing the national system.

O Goals and objectives for the nadonal system.

0 Sequence and steps for implementing the Framework.

0 Process for identifying, nominating, and including MPAs in the national system,



0 Options for building collaborative efforts to enhance stewardship and regional
coordination of MPAs.

O Process for identifying conservation gaps in the natonal system.
O Maintenance of the official List of Natonal Systerm MPAs.

O Process for implementing the “avoid harm™ provision.

O Options for evaluating effectiveness of the national system.

D Mechanisms for tracking and reporting national system progress and priorities,

Description of Affected Environment

The geographic extent of the Framework and the nation’s existing MPAs that it aims to support
span the United States’ territorial waters and Exclusive Economic Zone waters of the Pacific
Ocean, including the Bering Sea; Adantic Ocean, including the Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean

Sea; Arctic Ocean; and the Great Lakes. This environment encompasses the entire range of the
nation’s marine ecosystems, including their natural heritage, cultural heritage, and sustainable
production resources and functions, goods, and services. The following are general descriptions of
five valued environmental components that may be affected programmatically by the Framework.
More detailed descriptions of specific affected environments will be given in future tiered analyses
based on future consideration of MPAs which may occur under the authority of individual stare,
federal, tribal, and local agencies.

Natural Heritage Resources

The nation’s existing MPAs, whether managed by federal, state, tribal, or an inter-governmental
collaboration of entities help to conserve and restote the wealth of U.S, natural marine
environments, including but not limited to, kelp forests, warm and cold water coral reefs, rocky
interddal areas, offshore banks and seamounts, estuarine areas, the Great Lakes waters, deep sea
vents, and sand and mud flats. In these marine environments, MPAs play an important role in
protecting the significant natura! biological communities, endangeted and threatened species,
habitats, ecosystems, processes, and the ecological services, uses, and values they provide to this
and future generadons, These various components of the nation’s marine environment are critical
to maintaining the integrity and health of marine and coastal ecosystems. Oftentimes managing
for one of these elements means protecting the others. For example, to effectively manage
endangered or threatened species, the habitat they rely upon must also be protected.

Sustainable Production Resources

Existing U.S. MPAs are also designed and established with the intent to help ensure the
sustainability of the renewabie living resources and their habitats, including, but not limited to,
spawning, mating, and nursery grounds, and areas established to minimize bycatch of species that
are important to the nation’s economy and the livelthoods and subsistence needs of its citizens.
MPAs can help to sustain commercial and recreational fisheries by controlling fishing effort,
proteciing critical stages in the life history of fishery species, conserving genetic diversity of
exploited species, reducing secondary impacts of fishing on essential fish habitat and other species,
and ensuring against fisheries collapse (Murray et al. 1999; NRC, 2001). MPAs may allow site-

xiii
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specific regulation of selected species, selected gear types, or fishing methods. Cerrain MPAs
ot zones within MPAs may be fishery reserves chat protect all or nearly all species from fishing,
Many studies indicate that abundance and size of target species increase in marine protected
arcas that limit extractdve use (Dugan and Davis, 1993; Crowder et al., 2000; Halpern, 2003).

Cultural Heritage Resources

The nation’s existing MPAs pteserve and protect important cultural resources. These cultural
resources reflect the natton’s maritime history and craditional cultural connections to the sea,

as well as the uses and values they provide to this and future generations. Examples include
archeological sites that contain significant cultural artifacts; sunken histotic ships, aircraft, or
other vessels; and arcas important to specific cultures. Protecting cultural resources in MPAs
reduces the chance that artifaces will be removed or damaged from modern-day commercial or
recreatonal activities. Unlike many biological communitics that have some level of resilience
to recover from degradation, once cultural sites are damaged, the information and value of
these non-renewable resources may be lost forever. MPAs are an important tool for conserving
cultural resources by monitoring the environment for change and stabilizing deteriorating
structurcs. MPAs also encourage actions to find, preserve, and interpret the associated artifacts
that may otherwise be inaccessible to the public. By protecting marine sites that are important
to the nation’s diverse cultures, existing US. MPAs preserve a part of history for future
generations.

Current Governmental Management Structure

The past several decades have witnessed a dramatic increase in the use of MPAs asa
conservation and management tool to protect the nation’s most important natural and cultural
marine resources and areas. Over 90 percent of US. MPAs were established after 1970
(National MPA Center Marine Protected Area Inveatory, 2008). The growth in MPAs has
not only resulted in increased protections to certain natural and cultural marine resources, but
also brought about a significant number of new MPA programs and authortities at all levels of
government, each with their own requirements, levels of protection, and associated terms.

These programs and the MPA sites that they manage are components of 1 complex
sociopolitical landscape that features diverse institutions, governance structures, and processes.
They include, for example, federal programs such as the National Marine Sanctuaries and
National Parks; tribal MPA authorites and co-management arrangements with states; state
programs such as fish and wildlife, coastal zone management, and historic preservation; and
other governmental approaches to MPAs.

Each of these programs has its own mandate it is required to fulfill. These mandates often
overlap in both geographic scope and the conservation purposes for which they were
established. In addition, while many exisdng MPA programs comprise a system of MPAs,
there are a limited number of mechanisms in place to coordinate MPA efforts across
ecosystemn, regional, national, or international levels among MPA programs and levels of
government. This is not to say that no such coordination is happening, In facr, there are

a nutnber of good examples of existing MPA sites and programs in a common geography
working together, which serve as excellent models. However, there is no overarching MPA
framework for facilitating and promoting such coordinadon across levels of government and
at an ecosystem or regional scale around the naton. Similarly, the effectiveness of the existing
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suite of MPAs in conttibuting to the long-term sustainability of important resources, habitats and
ecosystemns, and the services and values they provide, is largely yet to be determined.

Sacial, Economic and Cultural Benefits

MPAs in the United States and its territories provide social, economic, and cultural benefies by
protecting resources and environments. These benefits come in many forms, both tangible

and intangible and direct and indirect. Direct, tangible benefits may include supporting the
socioeconomic well-being of communities tied to our nadon’s fisheries by enhancing stocks

for sustainable harvest and recreational opportunities. These communities provide significant
inputs to the US. economy and many have long and storied historical connections to the marine
environment. MPAs that ensure sustainable production have the intangible benefic of promoting
cultural continuity and identity, which is instrumental in maintaining healthy communities.

By protecting key resources and habitats, MPAs can also promote greater economic returns from
tourism through enhanced visitor experiences. These direct economic benefits are inextricably
linked with the intangible quality of visitor experience. Good water quality, abundant living
resources, and scenic, aesthetic ocean environments attract visitors to coastal areas around the
globe. These visitors engage in diverse actvitdes that include non-extractive uses of the marine
environment, such as scuba diving, snorkeling, wildlife watching, boating, and surfing, as well as
extractive uses such as fishing. All of these activitics rely on healthy marine environments. US,
MPAs help ensure that marine environments will continue to draw the visitors that have become
critical to many coastal economies. For example, in Monroc County, Florida, location of the
Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary and other marine-related parks and wildlife refuges, the
estimated total tourist contribution ro the economy (1995-1996) is over 60 percent (English et al.,
1996).

MPAs also provide direct, tangible benefits by providing opportunities for research and education.
Certain MPAs feature academic and applied monitoting of shott-term events and long-term
environmental trends, as well as biomedical research (Salm et al, 2000).

MPAs can provide hands-on experience and outdoor lzboratories for bringing classtoom studies
to life. MPA educational programs have the potential to promote public awareness of the
importance of marine ecosystems and their many benefits.

MPAs also protect historic connections to our nation’s heritage that are critical to social and
cultural continuity. People and communities are connected to marine resources, including both
natural and cultural features. ‘These connections are affirmed through direct practice, oral and
written narrative, and everyday discourse. MPAs can enhance cultural connectvity to places by
ensuring their protection for future generations, allowing traditional cultural practices, promoting
awareness of our nation’s heritage, and acknowledging existence and bequest values inherent in
marine resources.

Environmental Consequences of Proposed Action and Alternatives

As previously noted, the Framework only provides a strategic process for establishing the National
System of MPAs, rather than proposing any specific action itself. Therefore, at a programmatic
level, the environmental consequences of the proposed action and alternatives are negligible.
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FRAMEWORK FOR THE NATIONAL SYSTEM OF MARINE PROTECTED AREAS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

The specific environmental, economic, social, and cumulative impacts of proposed new or
expanded MPAs later proposed by a federal agency under this Framework would be further
anatyzed under NEPA ar the time they are proposed, including in environmental assessments
tiered from this PEA as appropriate.

Abternative A: Take No Acrion

Environmental bmpacts

Taking no action would result in no predictable direct or indirect environmental impacts, cither
positive or negrtive. The “Take No Action’ alternative would not allow for the realization of
the benefits expected from the proposed Framework’s greater integration and coordination of
conservation efforts among existing authorities and sites.

Socioeconomic Impacts

Taking no action would result in no predictable direct socioeconomic impacts, either positive or
negative. The “Take No Action’ alternative would not allow for the realization of the benefits
expected from the proposed Framework’s greater integration and coordination of conservation
cfforts among existing authoritics and sites.

Alternative B: Propose the Draft Framework for Developing the National System of
Marine Protected Areas

Environmental Impacts

‘The Draft Framework would not be expected to result in adverse impacts on the environment.
The Draft Framework proposed to coordinate the activities among federal, state, tribal, and
local MPA sites and systems to reduce administrative costs and promote efficiency and the
efective use of existing management infrastructure for marine resource protection. However,
because of the lack of a strategic focus within this alternative, the expected beneficial long-term
environmental impacts and improved quality of the nation’s marine resources would not be as
great as those under Alternadve C,

Socioeconomic Impacts

Similar to Alternative C, the proposed Draft Framework would not be expected to result

in adverse sociocconomic impacts. However, because of the lack of focused design and
impiementation principles, and a clear vision for regional coordination, there is less potential,
relative to Alternative C, for long-term positive socioeconomic impacts from promoting
integration among government authorities, enhancing knowledge and awareness of MPAs as a
tool of ecosystem-based management, and supporting processes for incorporating stakeholders
and communitics in ccosystem management.

Alternative C: Propose the Framework for the National System of Marine Protected
Areas of the United States of America (Preferred)

Environmental Impacts
The Framework is not expected to result in adverse impacts on the environment. The
Framework proposes to coordinate the activides among federal, state, tribal, and local MPA



sites and systems to reduce administrative costs and promote efficiency and the effective use of
existing management infrastructure for marine resource protection.

Implementation of the Framework provides opportunities for shared information, resources,
scientific expertise, and lessons learned for individual MPAs. The proposed Framework mostly
involves a number of low or no impact activities that will positively affect the stewardship and
management of individual MPAs and uldmately lead to beneficial long-term environmental
impacts and improved quality of the nation’s marine resources relative to Alternative

A, Additional environmental analysis of future actvities, as requited under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and cther acts and executive orders, would be prepared as
necessary by the relevant entity or entites taking any such actions.

The Framework also promotes activities over time to identify gaps in protection of important
tnarine resources and subsequent area-based conservadon priorities that would be needed to
manage and protect those resources. This component of the Framework is similarly comprised

of 2 number of low or no impact activities that ultimately could lead to benefcial long-term
cnvironmental impacts relative to Alternative A, In order to realize these benefits, however,
actions to implement new or increased protections would be needed. Activities taken by individual
entities in the furure, such as changes in MPA regulations or the establishment of new MPAs as a
tesult of the implementation of the proposed Framework will undergo separate NEPA analysis by
entities taking such actions as required and appropriate.

Socioeconomic Impacts

The proposed Framework is not expected to result in adverse socioeconomic impacts. The
Framework provides guidance for the implementation of the natonal system. It does not
establish new MPAs or directly affect the stewardship and management, including human uscs and
values, associated with existing MPAs. The socioeconomic impacts of, for example, the long-
term cumulative effects of developing the national system will be assessed as necessary under
NEPA and other federal mandates for specific actions taken by those entities ot programs with the
authority to establish and manage MPAs and/or alter MPA regulations.

In proposing to integrate the activities and conservation objectives among the various authorities,
the Framework will have its most immediatc effects upon the communication and organizational
structures across the various levels of MPA governance. As a result, there is great potendal,
relative to Alternative A, for long-term positive socioeconomic impacts from promoting
integration among government authorities, enhancing knowledge and awareness of MPAs as a tool
of ecosystem-based management, and supporting processes for incorporating stakeholders and
communities in ecosystem management.

Furthermore, the implementation of the national system as proposed by the Framework will have
long-term positive impacts, relative to Alternative A, for participating MPA sites, their associated
marine resources, and the wider ecosystems of which they are a part. The national system will
seck to integrate natural heritage, cultural heritage, and sustainable production objectives in order
to minimize adverse socioeconomic impacts and promote comprehensive MPA conservation and
management. It will focus on improving the effectiveness of MPA design, management, and
evaluation through dissemination and use of the best available science and tools.
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Additional socioeconomic analysis as required under NEPA and other acts and executive
orders, would be prepared by the relevant entity or entitics as necessary for future specific
actions.

Cumularive Effects

The Council on Envitonmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1508.8) define cumulative effects
as “impacts on the environment that result from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what
agency or person undertakes such actions,” At a programmatic level, the integration and
coordination of federal, state, local and tribal agencies to improve MPA consetvation and
management are anticipated to have no significant adverse cumulative impact to environmental
or socioeconomic resources. Relatve to Alternative A, the proposed action has beneficial
cumulative impacts to the resources that the National System of MPAs will protect. Ata
programmatic level, socioeconomic impacts are antcipated to be negligible (see above). Future
tiered analyses on specific alternatives and resources will occur as entities consider furure
actions which fall under this Framework,
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Finding of No Significant Impact
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations state that the determination



of significance using an analysis of effects requires examination of both context and intensity,

and lists ten criteria for intensity (40 CFR 1508.27). In addition, the National Oceanic and
Armospheric Administration Administrative Order (NAO) 216-6 Secdon 6.01b. 1 - 11 provides
eleven criteria, including the same ten as the CEQ Regulations and one additional, for determining
whether the impacts of a proposed action are significant. Each criterion is discussed below with
respect to the proposed acdon and considered individually as well as in combination with the
others,

1. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to cause both beneficial and adverse
impacts that overall may result in a significant effect, even if the effect will be beneficial?
NOAA expects the implementadon of the proposed Framework will result in a number of
activities that will positively affect the stewardship and management of individual MPAs and
ultimately lead to beneficial long-term environmental impacts and improved quality of the nation’s
matine resources. The specific environmental, economic, social, and cumulative impacts of any
proposed new or expanded MPAs later proposed by a federal agency under this Framework would
be further analyzed as required by NEPA at the time they are proposed.

2. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to significantly affect public health or
safety?
No negative impacts to public health or safety are associated with these activities.

3. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to result in significant impacts to
unique characteristics of the geopraphic area, such as proximity to historic or cultural
resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically
critical areas? '
The Framework for the national syseem will not have significant adverse impacts on the areas
listed above. It will provide a mechanism for coordination among existing marine protected areas,
including those that protect significant natural and cultural marine resources. The Framework

is expected to enhance the effectiveness of participating MPAs in contributing to national
conservation objectives, such as the protection of spawning and nursery areas or the conservation
of resources listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

4. Are the proposed action’s effects on the quality of the human environment likely to be
highly controversial?

While individual MPAs are often a contentious subject, the effects of the proposed Framework

on the human environment are not tikely to be controversial. The actions and activities associated
with the various components of the Framework focus on promoting coordination, collabotation,
opportunities for stakeholder input, and enhancing scientific understandiag in support of the
effective use of MPAs. These activiies largely have little or no impact on the human environment,
but are eavisioned to positively affect the stewardship and management of individual MPAs and
ultimately lead to beneficial long-term impacts on the human environment and improved quality of
the nation’s marine resources.

5. Are the proposed action’s effects on the human environment likely to be highly
uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks?

The Framework’s effects are not expected 1o involve unique or unknown risks. Work will focus
on enhancing coordination; sharing best management practices, technologies and science; and
establishing conservation partnerships across all levels of government and with stakeholders.

Kix
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6. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to establish a precedent for future
actions with significant effects or represent a decision in principle about a future
consideration?

The Framework does not establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects.
Regional conservation gap analyses will identify ecologically and culurally significant areas that
may require additional protection. However, the Framework does not have any authority 1o
establish a2 new MPA or another type of protecdon for these areas. Any additional protection
would be provided under existing federal, state, local or tribal laws, and would be subject to the
required review processes under the respective authority.

7. Is the proposed action related to other actions that when considered together will have
individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts?

The activities associated with the proposed Framework largely have lictle or 0o impact on the
hutan environment, but are envisioned to positively affect the stewardship and management of
individual MPAs and ultimately lead to beneficial long-term impacts on the human environment
and improved quality of the nation’s marine resources. By providing the first national geospatial
database of MPAs across all levels of government, the national system will provide an
opportunity to better understand the cumulative effectiveness of existing MPAs and to identify
opportunities for collaboration. The cumulatve effects of specific MPAs that may be proposed
under the Framework will be analyzed in the NEPA analysis prepared for that proposed acton.

8. Can the proposed action teasonably be expected to adversely affect districts, sites,
highways, structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultusal, or
historical resources?

The Framework will not adversely affect any of the aforementioned arcas. It will benefit
significant scientific, cultural and historical resources and areas listed in or eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places, as the protection of these areas is included in the goals
and objectives of the nadonal system.

9. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to have a significant impact

on endangered or threatened species, or their critical habitat as defined under the
Endangered Species Act of 19737

The Framework will not adversely affect endangered or threatened species or their critical
habitat. The conservation of critical habitat for threatened and endangered species is an
objective of the national system. The national system will provide tools for analyzing and
mapping existing protected areas that contribute to the conservation of threatened and
endangered species, as well as gaps in the protection of critical habitar where new MPAs may be
needed.

10, Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to threaten a violation of Federal,
state, ot local law or requirements imposed for environmental protection?

The Framework will not threaten any violation of Federal, state, or local law or requirements for
environmental protection.



11. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to result in the inttoduction or spread of
a nonindigenous species?

The Framework will not result in the introduction or spread of any nonindigenous species. By
providing a2 mechanism for regional coordination, it will help MPAs develop shared strategies and
partnerships to prevent and contain the impacts of aonindigenous species.

List of Preparers and Agencies Consulted
Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Department of the Interior, National Park Service

APPENDIX D. EXECUTIVE ORDER 13158

Executive Order 13158
Presidential Documents
Executive Order 13158 of May 26, 2000

Marine Protected Areas

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the laws of the United States of
America and in furtherance of the purposes of the Nadonal Marine Sanctuaries Ace (16 US.C. 1431
et seq.), National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 US.C. 668dd-ee), National
Park Service Organic Act (16 US.C. 1 erseq.), National Historic Preservation Act (16 US.C. 470

et seq.), Wilderness Act (16 US.C. 1131 et seq.), Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act {16 US.C. 1801 et scq.), Coastal Zone Management Act (16 US.C. 1451 et seq)),
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 US.C. 1531 et seq.), Marine Mammal Protection Act {16 US.C.
1362 et seq.), Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 US.C. 1251 et seq.), National Environmental Policy Act,
as amended (42 US.C. 4321 et seq.), Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (42 US.C. 1331 et seq.}, and
other pertinent statutes, it is ordered as follows:

Section 1. Purpose. This Executive Order will help protect the significant natural and cultural
resources within the marine environment for the benefit of present and future generadons by
strengthening and expanding the Nation’s system of marine protected areas (MPAs). An expanded
and strengthened comprehensive system of marine protected arcas throughout the marine
environment would enhaace the consetvation of our Nation's natural and cultural marine heritage
and the ecologically and economically sustainable use of the marine environment for furure
generations. To this end, the purpose of this order is to, consistent with domestic and international
law: (a) stengthen the management, protection, and conservaton of existing marine protected areas
and establish new or expanded MPAs; (b) develop a scientifically based, comprehensive national
systemn of MPAs tepresenting diverse U.S. marine ecosystemns, and the Nation’s natural and cultural
resources; and (¢) avoid causing harm to MPAs through federally conducted, approved, or funded
activides.

Xxi
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Sece. 2. Definitions. For the purposes of this order:

a, “Marine protected arca” means any arca of the marine environment that has been
reserved by Federal, State, territorial, tribal, or local laws or reguladons to provide lasting
protection for part or all of the natural and cultural resources therein.

b."Marne environment” means those areas of coastal and ocean waters, the Great Lakes
and their connecting waters, and submerged lands thereunder, over which the United
States exercises jurisdiction, consistent with international law.

c. The term “United States™ includes the several States, the Disttict of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands of the United States, American
Samoa, Guam, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana [slands.

Sec. 3. MPA Establishment, Protection, and Management. Each Federal agency whose authorities
provide for the establishment or management of MPAs shall take appropriate actions to enhance
or expand protection of existing MPAs and establish or recommend, as appropriate, new MPAs.
Agencies impiementing this section shall consult with the agencies identified in subsection 4(a)
of this order, consistent with existing requirements.

Sec. 4. National System of MPAs. (a) To the extent permitted by law and subject to the
availability of appropriations, the Department of Commerce and the Department of the
Interior, in consultation with the Department of Defense, the Department of State, the

United States Agency for International Development, the Department of Transportation, the
Environmental Protection Agency, the Nadonal Science Foundation, and other pertinent Federal
agencics shall develop a national system of MPAs, They shall coordinate and share information,
tools, and strategies, and provide guidance to enable and encourage the use of the following in
the exercise of each agency's respective authoritics to further enhance and expand protection of
existing MPAs and to establish or recommend new MPAs, as appropriate:

1. science-based identification and prioritization of natutal and cultural resources for
additional protection;

2. integrated assessmenis of ccological linkages among MPAs, including ecological reserves
in which consumptive uses of resources are prohibited, to provide synergistic benefits;

3.2 biological assessment of the minimum area where consumptive uses would be
prohibited thar is necessary to preserve representative habitats in different geographic
areas of the marine envitonment;

4. an assessment of threats and gaps in levels of protection currently afforded to naturai
and cultural resources, as appropriate;

5. practical, science-based criteria and protocols for monitoring and evaluating the
effecdvencss of MPAs;

6. identification of emesging threats and user conflicts affecting MPAs and appropriate,
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practical, and equitable management solutions, including effective enforcement stracegies,
to eliminate or reduce such threats and conflicts;

7. assessment of the economic effects of the preferred management solutions; and

8. identification of opportunities to improve linkages with, and technical assistance to,
international marine protected area programs.

b. In carrying out the requirements of secdon 4 of this order, the Department of Commerce
and the Department of the Interior shall consult with those States that contain portions
of the marine environment, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands of the
United States, American Samoa, Guam, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands, tribes, Regional Fishery Management Councils, and other entitics, as appropriate,
to promote coordination of Federal, State, territorial, and tribal actions to establish and
manage MPAs.

¢. In carrying out the requirements of this section, the Department of Commerce and the
Department of the Interior shall seck the expert advice and recommendations of non-
Federal scientists, resource managers, and other interested persons and organizations
through a Marine Protected Areas Federal Advisory Committee. The Committee shall be
established by the Department of Commerce.

d. The Secretary of Commerce and the Secretary of the Interior shall establish and jointly
manage a website for information on MPAs and Federal agency reports required by chis
order. They shall also publish and maineain a list of MPAs that meet the definitdon of MPA
for the purposes of this order.

¢. The Department of Commerce’s National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration shall
establish a Marine Protected Area Center to carry out, in cooperadon with the Department
of the Interior, the requirements of subsection 4(a) of this order, coordinate the website
established pursuant to subsection 4(d) of this order, and partner with governmental and
nongovernmental entities to conduct necessary reseatch, analysis, and exploraton. The
goal of the MPA Center shall be, in cooperation with the Department of the Interior,
to develop a framewotk for a national system of MPAs, and to provide Federal, State,
territorial, tribal, and local governments with the information, technologies, and strategies
to support the system. This national system framework and the work of the MPA Center is
intended to support, not interfere with, agencies’ independent exetcise of their own existing
authorides.

f. To better protect beaches, coasts, and the marine environment from pollution, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), relying upon existng Clean Water Act
authorides, shall expeditiously propose new scicnce-based reguladons, as necessary, 10
ensure appropriate levels of protection for the marine environment. Such regulations may
include the identification of areas that warrant additional pollution protections and the
enhancement of marine water quality standards. The EPA shall consult with the Federal
agencies identfied in subsection 4(a} of this ordet, States, tetritofies, tribes, and the public
in the development of such new regulations,
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Sec. 5. Agency Responsibilides. Each Federal agency whose actions affect the natural or cultural
resources that are protected by an MPA shail identify such actions. ‘To the extent permitted by
law and to the masimum extent practicable, each Federal agency, in taking such actions, shall
avoid hatm to the natural and cultural resources that are protected by an MPA. In implementing
this section, cach Federal agency shall refer to the MPAs identified under subsection 4(d) of this
order.

Sec. 6. Accountability. Each Federal agency that is required to take actons under this order shall
prepare and make public annually a concise description of actions taken by it in the previous
year to implement the order, including a description of written comments by any person or
organization stating that the agency has not complied with this order and 2 response to such
comments by the agency.

Sec. 7. Internadonal Law. Federal agencies raking actions putsuant to this Executive Order must
act in accordance with international law and with Presidential Proclamation 5928 of December
27, 1988, on the Territotial Sea of the United States of America, Presidential Proclamation 5030
of March 10, 1983, on the Exclusive Economic Zone of the United States of Ametica, and
Presidential Proclamation 7219 of September 2, 1999, on the Contiguous Zone of the United
Suates.

Sec. 8. General.

a.Nothing in this order shall be construed as altering existing authorities regarding the
establishment of Federal MPAs in areas of the matine environment subject to the
jurisdiction and control of States, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands of the United States, American Samoa, Guam, the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, and Indian tribes.

b.This order docs not diminish, affect, or abrogate Indian treaty rights or United States
trust responsibilities to Indian tribes.

c. This order daes not create any right or benefit, substantive or procedural, enforceable in
law or equity by a party against the United States, its agencies, its officers, or any person.

{(Presidental Sig) William J. Clinton
THE WHITE HOUSE,
May 26, 2000.
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APPENDIX E. MPA FAC AND EX OFFICIO MEMBERS, AND THE
FEDERAL MPA INTERAGENCY WORKING GROUP

CURRENT MEMBERS OF THE MPA FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
CHAIR

Dr. Mark Hixon, Professor, Department of Zoology, Oregon Seate University

VICE-CHAIR

Mr. Robert Zales, II, Owner, Bob Zales Charters

MEMBERS

Ms. Lori Arguelles, President and CEO, National Marine Sanctuaries Foundation

Mr. Charles D. Beeker, Director, Office of Underwater Science, School of Health, Physical
Education and Recreation, Indiana University

Mr. David Benton, Benton & Associates

Dr. Daniel Bromley, Professor, Department of Agricultural and Applied Economics, University
of Wisconsin

Dr. Anthony Chatwin, Marine Conservation Planner, The Nature Conservancy
Mr. Rick Gaffney, Pacific Boats and Yachts

Dr. Steve Gaines, Professor, Ecology, Evelution and Marine Biology, University of California,
Santa Barbara

Ms. Ellen Goethel, Co-Owner, “Ellen Diane” / Ocean Educator
Dr. Dennis Heinemann, Senior Scientist, The Ocean Conservancy
Mr. George Lapointe, Commissioner, Maine Department of Marine Resources

Mr. Vietor T. Mastong, Ditector and Chief Archeologist, Massachusetts Board of Underwater
Archaeological Resources

Ms. Melissa Miller-Henson, Program Manager, California Marine Life Protection Act Initiative

Dr. Russell Moll, Dircetor, California Sea Grant College Program, University of California, San
Diego

Dr. Elliott Norse, President, Marine Conservation Biology Institute
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Dr. John Ogden, Director and Professor, Florida Institute of Oceanography, University of
South Florida

Mr. Terry O’Halloran, Hawaii Superferry, Tourism Business Solutions, LLC

Mr. Alvin D). Osterback, Port Director, City of Unalaska/Port of Dutch Harbor
Dr. Walter Pcrcyra, Chatrman, Arctic Storm Management Group, Inc.

Mr. Eugenio Pificiro-Soler, Chairman, Caribbean Fishery Management Council

Dr. Robert S. Pomeroy, Sea Grant Fisheries Specialist, Connecticut Sea Grant Office, University
of Connecticut at Avery Point

Mr. Gilbert Radonski, Fisheries Consultant, Former President, Sport Fishing Institute
Mr. James P. Ray, President, Oceanic Environmentat Solutions, LLC

Captain Philip G. Renaud, USN (Ret.), Executive Director, Living Oceans Foundation
Mzr. Jesis C. Ruiz, President, California Divers

Mr. Bruce A. Tacketr, Manager, Legislative and Regulatory Issues, ExxonMobil Biomedical
Sciences, Inc.

Me. David H. Wallace, Cwner, Wailace and Associates

Mr, Robert Wargo, President, North American Submarine Cable Association, Marine Liaison
Manager, AT&T

EX OFFICIO FEDERAL REPRESENTATIVES

Department of Commerce
Ms. Laura Furgione, Assistant Administrator for Program Planning and Integration, NOAA

Department of the Interior
Dr. Kaush Arha, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, U.S, Department
of the Intetior

Designee: Mr. Randal Bowman, Office of the Assistant Secretary, Fish and Wildlife and Parks,
U.S. Department of the Interior

Department of Defense/Navy
Mr. Donald Schregardus, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Environment)

Designee: Capt. Robin Brake, Director, Marine Science, Office of the Assistant Secretary of the
Navy (Installations and Environment)
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Department of DefenselArmy Corps
Mr. Joseph Wilson, U.S. Army Corps of Engincers, South Atlantic Division

Departiment of Homeland Security

Rear Admirat Wayne Justice, Assistant Commandant for Response, US. Coast Guard

Designee: LCDR Chris Barrows, Commandant (CG-3RPL-4), Chief, Fisheries and Marine
Protected Species Law Enforcement, US Coast Guard

U.S. Agency for International Development
Ms. Jacqueline Schafer, Deputy Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Economic Growth,
Agriculeure and Trade

Designee: Dr. Barbara Best, Coastal Resources and Policy Advisor, Office of Natural
Resources Management, Bureau for Economic Growth, Agriculture and Trade

National Science Foundation

Ms. Roxanne Nikolaus, Ocean Sciences Division
Department of Agriculture
Mr. Merlin Bartz, Office of the Under Secretary for Conservation, Natural Resources and the

Environment

Department of State

Ms. Margaret E Hayes, Director of the Office of Oceans Affairs, Bureau of Oceans and
International Environmental and Scientific Affairs

Environmental Protection Agency

Dr. Brian Melzian, Oceanographer/Project Officer, US. Environmental Protection Agency,
National Health and Environmental Effects Research Laboratory, Atlantic Ecology Division

Designated Federal Official
Ms, Lauren Wenzel, NOAA Ocean Service, National Marine Protected Area Center

PAST MEMBERS OF THE MPA FAC

MEMBERS

Dr. Tundi Agardy, Executve Directot, Sound Seas

Mr. Robert Bendick, Jr., Vice President, Southeast Division, The Nature Conservancy
Dr. Michael Cruickshank, President, Marine Minerals Technology Center Associates
Ms. Carol Dhnkins, Partner, Vinson and Elkins Attorneys at Law

D1, Rodney Fujita, Senior Sciendst, Environmental Defensc
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Dr. Delores Garza, Professor, School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences, University of Alaska
Mr, Eric Gilman, Marine Ecology and Fisheries Specialist, Blue Ocean Institute

Dr. John Halsey, State Archeologist, Michigan Historical Center, Michigan Department of
History, Arts and Libraries

Dr. Bonnie McCay, Professor, Department of Human Ecology, Rutgers University
Mr. Melvin Moon, Jr., Director, Quileute Natural Resources Department
Mr. Robere Moran, Washington Representative, American Petroleum Institute

Dr. Steven Murray, Dean, College of Narural Sciences and Mathematics and Professor of
Biological Science, California State University at Fullerton

Mr. Michael Nussman, President and CEOG, American Sportfishing Association
Mr. Lelei Peau, Deputy Director, Department of Commerce of American Sameoa

Mr. R. Max Peterson, Former Executive Vice President, International Association of Fish and
Wildlife Agencies

Ms. Barbara Stevenson, Sellers Representative, Portland Fish Pier

Dr. Daniel Suman, Associate Professor, University of Miami

Mr. Thomas Thompson, Executive Vice President, International Council of Cruise Lines
Ms. H. Kay Williams, Member, Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council

Mr. fim Woods, Sustainable Resources, Makah Fisheries Management

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS

Department of Commerce
Ms. Mary M. Glackin, Deputy Under Secretaty for Oceans and Atmosphere, NOAA

Dr. Paul Doremus, Acting Assistant Administrator, Program Planning and Integradon, NOAA

Departnent of the Interior
Ms, Kameran Onley, Assistant Deputy Secretary, Office of the Deputy Secretary, US.
Department of the Interior
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Department of Defense/Navy
Designee: Mr. Thomas A. Egeland, Director, Environmental Planning and Conservation Policy, Office of
the Assistant Secrerary of the Navy (Installations and Environment)

Department af Homeland Security
Designee: LT Jeff Pearson, Deputy Chief, Marine Protected Species, Commandant (CG-3RPL-4), U.S,
Coast Guard

INTERAGENCY MARINE PROTECTED AREAS WORKING GROUP

Department of Commerce/ NOAA

Mr. Joseph Uravitch (Chair), Director, National Marine Protected Arcas Center

Dr. Mimi I>X’lorio, Geographic Information System and Database Manager, Natonal Marine Protected
Areas Center

Ms. Rondi Robiscn, Conscrvation Planner, National Marine Protected Areas Center

Ms, Kara Schwenke, Communications Coordinator, Nadonal Marine Protected Areas Center

Dr. Charles Wahle, Senior Scientist, National Marine Protected Areas Center

Ms. Lauren Wenzel, Federal Agency Coordinator, Nadonal Marine Protected Areas Center

Ms. Heather Sagar, NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service

Ms. Laurie McGilvray, Director, Estuarine Reserves Division (Natdonal Estuarine Research Reserves)
Mt. Brad Barr, Senior Policy Advisor, National Marine Sanctuaries Program

Mr. Mitchell Tarer, National Marine Sanctuaries Program

Department of Defense
Capt. Robin Brake, Director, Marine Science, Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations
and Environment)

Mr. Thomas A. Egeland, Director, Environmental Planning and Conservation Policy, Office of the
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations end Environment)

Ms. Elizabeth Phelps, Marine Scientist, Chief of Naval Operations, Operational Environmental Readiness
and Planning

Ms. Lynn R. Martin, US. Army Corps of Engincers, lastitute for Water Resources

Mr, Joseph Wilson, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, South Adande Division
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Environmental Protection Agency
D1. Brian Melzian, U.S. Eavironmental Protection Agency, National Health and Environmental
Effects Research laborarory, Adantic Ecology Division

Department of Flomeland Security
LCDR Chris Barrows, US, Coast Guard, Chief, Fisheries and Marine Protected Species Law
Enforcement, US. Coast Guard Headquarters (CG-3RPL-4)

LCDR Chris German, US. Coast Guard, US Coast Guard Liaison, NOAA, Office for Law
Eaforcement

Department of the Interior
Mr. Randal Bowman, Office of the Assistant Secretary, Parks and Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Department
of the Interior
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