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SAT members present:  Mark Carr, Steve Gaines, Doyle Hanan, Rikk Kvitek, Steven Murray, 
Mark Ohman, Jeff Paduan, Stephen Palumbi, Linwood Pendleton, Laura Rogers-Bennett, 
Susan Schlosser, Astrid Scholz, David Schwab, Rick Starr, William Sydeman, Dean Wendt 
 
SAT members not present:  Loo Botsford, Kevin Piner, Kenneth Schiff, Mary Yoklavich, 
Richard Young 
 
Others present:  Dr. Steve Barrager (chair, SAT), Heather Galindo (note taker; SAT support 
staff), Carrie Kappel (note taker; SAT support staff), John J. Kirlin (MLPA staff), Mira Park 
(DFG staff), John Ugoretz (DFG staff), Gina Wade (DFG staff), Mike Weber (MLPA staff) and 
approximately 15 members of the public 
 
Acronyms used:  California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), geographic information 
system (GIS), Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA), marine protected area (MPA), MLPA Blue 
Ribbon Task Force (BRTF), MLPA Central Coast Regional Stakeholder Group (CCRSG), 
MLPA Central Coast Science Sub-Team (CCSST), MLPA Master Plan Framework (MPF), 
MLPA Master Plan Science Advisory Team (SAT) 
 
 
Introduction 
 
SAT Chair Steve Barrager welcomed the group and introduced Carrie Kappel and Heather 
Galindo as support staff for the meeting. He then outlined the agenda and announced there 
would be updates by John Ugoretz, John Kirlin, and Mike Weber followed by discussions on 
the following topics throughout the day:  
 

• Central coast region 
• Peer review of the draft MPF 
• Balance between biology and social science on the SAT 
• The interaction between the SAT and BRTF 
• GIS presentation by Laura Rogers-Bennett 
• Critique of meeting and topics for future meetings 

 
John Kirlin thanked the SAT members for their work and Steve Barrager for his oversight of the 
SAT and his efforts to continue communication with SAT members between meetings.  John 
Kirlin  presented the following three updates: 

• The BRTF was ready to select the central coast study region at the February meeting 
but lacked a quorum. The selection will be made at the April 11-12, 2005 meeting in 
Pasadena, CA. 
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• The revised draft MPF has had two major changes due to feedback from the SAT and 
other detailed input about steps in the process. The final MPF will be developed by 
March 25, 2005 and released to the public on April 4, 2005. 

• The initial meeting of the Ocean Protection Council (established by the California Ocean 
Protection Act) was held on March 21, 2005 in Sacramento, CA. 

 
John Ugoretz announced that the SAT membership has been finalized and introduced three 
new members: 

• Susan Schlosser (Sea Grant Extension) 
• Richard Young (economist, harbormaster of Crescent City Harbor) 
• Kevin Piner (stock assessment, NOAA Fisheries) 

 
Mike Weber thanked the SAT for the help with the draft MPF and indicated that sub-team input 
from the last meeting helped with three major issues: MPA design matters, habitats, and 
baseline information. He emphasized that considerable progress has been made, but there are 
still some parts of the draft MPF that need to be revised before the next version is released to 
the public.   
 
Mike Weber then explained that a major difference between the current and earlier versions of 
the draft MPF is that the current version has a clearer description of the process for designing 
alternative MPAs in different regions. He drew attention to Figure 2 and Table 1 beginning on 
draft MPF page 15 as attempts to make clear the process of designing individual MPAs and 
the groups having responsibilities for the different aspects of the process. He pointed out that 
peer review is an important aspect not yet included in the process in great detail and 
concluded by asking for comments by March 25, 2005. 
 
Draft Master Plan Framework: Sub-Team Reports 
 
Design Principles Sub-Team:  Steve Palumbi presented the latest draft guidelines for MPA 
design as it pertains to the section of the draft MPF beginning on page 25. The sub-team 
consisted of Mark Carr, Steve Gaines, Steve Palumbi, and Astrid Scholz. In an effort to provide 
concise guidelines that would apply to a network of MPAs anywhere along the California coast, 
the team came up with the following biological guidelines and noted that they expected other 
guidelines to be added to this list. 
 

• The diversity of species and habitats to be protected prevents a single optimum network 
design in all environments.  

o The design is meant to be flexible. 
o The design criteria are to be based on biological characteristics, habitats and 

human interactions with the marine environment. The guidelines are meant to 
serve as envelopes around this more specific information. 
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• To protect adult populations, MPAs should have an extent of at least 5-10km and 
preferably 10-20km.   

o These numbers are based on adult neighborhood sizes and should be informed 
by data on the species in Appendix A of the draft MPF 

• To facilitate dispersal between MPAs for important fish and invertebrate groups, MPAs 
should be placed within 50-100km of each other.   

o The spacing criterion is based on current data on larval dispersal for these 
groups.   

o The likelihood of larval dispersal between MPAs beyond this distance quickly 
decreases.  

• Every key marine habitat should be represented in the MPA network. 
• MPAs that stretch from the coast to deeper water will better serve the needs of species 

with nursery grounds or age-related shifts in depth usage. 
o Optimum MPA shapes are less well known, but it has been suggested that a 

wedge shape will provide opportunities to move between habitats, encompass a 
bigger number of habitats, and allow for larger protected areas in deeper water.   

• For each habitat type, at least 3-5 replicate MPAs should be designed. 
o Replication will provide insurance against unpredictable environmental damage. 
o Replication allows data from networks to meet the requirements of       

experimental design and can therefore inform future processes. 
• The placement of MPAs should take into account local resource use and stakeholder 

activities to lessen impact while maintaining the value of such use. 
o Astrid Schloz is the main information source on local resource use. 

• Heterogeneous coastal habitats and variable current regimes suggest the establishment 
of additional MPAs around the five upwelling centers of the California coast. 

o Important coastal features include headlands, upwelling centers, sandy bottoms, 
and rocky outcrops. 

o Five major upwelling centers are caused by currents and are characterized by a 
dramatic increase in primary production and community composition of the area. 

 
Steve Palumbi followed up by saying these main points are meant to lead design guidelines in 
a clear fashion, but the sub-team report contains more detailed information about the biology 
and oceanography involved in creating the guidelines. The sub-team then opened the 
discussion for feedback from the rest of the SAT.  Feedback involved the following major 
points: 

• The first guideline should contain language about the heterogeneity of human users as 
a further reason why one MPA design will not work for all goals. 

• In the socioeconomic literature the term "impact" does not just imply a negative impact 
and should not be used as such. Negative versus positive impacts should be explicitly 
labeled. 
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• The idea of experimental design (including non-MPA reference sites) should be 
considered when designing the MPA networks to ensure that monitoring data collected 
from these sites is scientifically rigorous.   

• Specific language about minimum requirements and considerations for MPA replicates 
should be included. (e.g. Differential habitat diversity within each MPA will affect the 
ability of MPAs to serve as replicates.) 

• It should be made clear that emphasis on upwelling centers does not imply that areas 
between these centers are less important for MPA placement. Upwelling centers are 
important because they do have different biological community compositions and exhibit 
different larval/juvenile retention patterns than non-upwelling zones.  

• Bullet points for the guidelines are likely to serve as important reference points for the 
design of the entire state MPA network so they should be concise and accurate while 
including a few more details than at present. 

• Temporal extent of MPAs, gradation of fishing pressure, and how MPAs fit into an 
existing system of reserves, parks, and recreational areas are all missing from the 
guidelines.  

• Size of MPAs should be defined as a linear measure parallel to the coastline and an 
explanation for choosing this measurement should be included. Remember that state 
waters end three nautical miles offshore and planning beyond this distance requires 
cooperation with the federal government. 

• Concern was raised about limiting basis of habitat types to benthic or substrate types as 
this would exclude pelagic habitats. Do distinct habitats in deeper water need to be 
contiguous with habitats in shallower water?  

• Suggesting a focus on MPA placement in areas that are also high-use may cause 
conflict downstream in the process, but these areas are also most likely to show the 
most dramatic effects of MPAs. 

 
The SAT Design Principles Sub-Team agreed to incorporate the suggestions and provide a 
new draft by the March 25, 2005 deadline. 
 
Habitat Sub-Team:  The sub-team consisted of Steve Gaines, Mark Ohman, Jeff Paduan, and 
William Sydeman. Steve Gaines presented a framework for classifying important habitats 
based on classes of fixed features with associated oceanographic characteristics and 
biological communities. The sub-team recommended these types be included along with the 
substrate-defined habitats in the MPF: 
 1.  Headlands and major points 

o Affect oceanographic climate and nutrient dynamics important for        
primary production 

o Often associated with strong offshore transport 
o Attributes are independent of substrate type 

 2.  Major watersheds 
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o Plume of water from land affects salinity, temperature, nutrients, pathogens, and 
sediments that in turn affect the physical and biological systems close to 
watershed mouths.     

 3.  Retention zones 
o Defined by movement patterns of plankton, larvae, and adults. One or more of 

these life history classes tends to remain in the local area rather than dispersing 
away. 

o Some fixed in space downstream of gyres and headlands or in embayments. 
 
The SAT Habitat Sub-Team then opened the discussion for feedback from the rest of the SAT.  
Feedback involved the following major points: 

• Variation within and between habitat categories should be taken into account. 
• Should depth zones be included in a discussion of habitat types? Is it okay to not 

encompass all depth zones in a single MPA? Current classification of depth into four 
zones should be revaluated with the latest scientific information.  

• The classes of features generally emanate from a relatively fixed point, but still vary 
greatly in time. 

• Estuaries are critically important (e.g. as nursery habitat), although they are not 
currently listed in the draft MPF section on habitat types. 

• Linkages between habitats should be included in the language about habitats due to 
their importance for different life stages of species. 

• Although birds and mammals already have a high degree of federal protection, they 
should be considered in the MLPA process because they use these environments. 

 
John Ugoretz added that information about how species use different habitat types and a list of 
major oceanographic features could be made available. It was suggested one role of the SAT 
might be to contribute to this type of information and also include information about sites of 
historical value.   
  
Draft Master Plan Framework - Biogeographic Region Definition 
 
John Ugoretz opened the discussion by emphasizing that the definition of biogeographic 
regions matters because the language in the MLPA calls for replication of MPAs within 
biogeographic regions. The MLPA specifically states there will be at least two no-take areas in 
each biogeographic region and all habitat types must be represented. The geographic 
boundaries of these regions can be changed. Currently, the biogeographic breaks are defined 
as being at Point Conception and Point Arena. John Ugoretz then asked the SAT to discuss 
these regions, a way to define them, and to select a member of the SAT to present these 
points to the BRTF at the April 11-12 meeting. 
 
The SAT discussion began with historical background on the scientific definition of 
biogeographic regions versus biogeographic provinces. Borders of biogeographic provinces 
have traditionally been determined by the number of species range edges at a particular 
location with no attention paid to the importance or abundance of the species within the 
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regions. Biogeographic provinces are also usually based on the range edges of a limited 
subset of species (e.g. mollusks). More recent work has taken into account species abundance 
and community composition along the California coast. The results from these studies suggest 
there are important shifts in community composition at places such as Monterey Bay and San 
Francisco Bay. Another group of studies have found important shifts in fish species and 
plankton around Cape Mendocino. The importance of knowing if these biogeographic regions 
are stable over time was also discussed. 
 
Concerning biogeographic regions the SAT came to consensus on the following points: 

• The regions should not just be based on a snapshot in time, but should be stable over 
longer time scales. 

• Biogeographic regions are defined as geographic areas distinguished by distinctive 
biological characteristics. This term is distinct from biogeographic provinces. 

• There are biogeographic regions along the coast of California. 
• Important breaks for some taxa indicate boundaries of these regions may fall at Point 

Conception, Monterey Bay, San Francisco Bay, and Cape Mendocino. Of these, there is 
the most consistent scientific evidence across taxa for a break at Point Conception. 
There is also some evidence that indicates that Cape Mendocino and San Francisco 
Bay are breaks between distinct biogeographic regions. All of these potential sites for 
boundaries between biogeographic regions are better supported scientifically than Point 
Arena. 

• Information about community composition can potentially be more informative than 
individual species range boundaries. 

 
Steve Murray and Steve Gaines offered to write up a description of the biogeographic regions 
for the draft MPF and submit it by March 30. Steve Murray will potentially present this 
information to the BRTF at the April 11-12 meeting. 
 
Central Coast Science Sub-Team Selection 
 
John Kirlin and others outlined the duties of the CCSST as follows: 

• The sub-team will meet on a monthly basis until the final product is complete and 
delivered to the Fish and Game Commission in March 2006. 

• At least one sub-team member should attend the monthly stakeholder group meetings 
although interaction between the two groups can occur outside of these meetings. 

• At least one sub-team member should attend meetings of the BRTF and be prepared to 
answer questions or give briefings. 

• The CCSST will serve as a link between the CCRSG and the entire SAT. A protocol for 
this will be developed by John Kirlin, John Ugoretz, Steve Barrager and Steve Murray. 

• Both the SAT and CCSST will provide information and criteria to aid in the development 
of a list of MPA alternatives. 
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The following SAT members indicated an interest in participating in the CCSST:  Mark Carr, 
Loo Botsford, Steve Gaines, Doyle Hanan, Steve Murray, Steve Palumbi, Linwood Pendleton, 
Laura Rogers-Bennett, Rick Starr, Dean Wendt, and Mary Yoklavich. 
 
Steve Murray will potentially represent the CCSST at the April 11-12, 2005 BRTF meeting. 
 
John Kirlin also reviewed the three options for the extent of the central coast study region that 
the BRTF will choose among at the April 11-12, 2005 meeting: 

1. Bodega Head to Point Conception: 
PROS 

• Anchored by federal MPAs (Cordell Bank, Gulf of the Farallones and Channel 
Islands) and includes MBNMS  

• Large enough for flexibility and replicates 
CONS 

• Inconsistent with biogeographical and human use boundaries 
• Stakeholder involvement difficult (distance, variety and across SF Bay 

metropolis) 
• Splits Bodega Bay port activity area 

2. Pigeon Point to Point Conception: 
PROS 

• Wide variety of habitats and uses 
• Includes areas of high value, high use and high knowledge 
• Point Conception is a major boundary, biogeographically and is listed as a 

biogeographical region boundary within the  MLPA 
• A workable scale to complete implementation of MLPA by 2011 

CONS 
• Stakeholder participation over longer distance 
• Fishing uses more diverse south of Point Sur 
• Could rekindle Channel Islands antagonisms 

3. Pigeon Point to Point Sur:   
PROS 

• High value, high knowledge, high use 
• Many available science institutions and stakeholders 
• Allows comparison to Point Lobos, already a reserve 
• One of seven study regions in earlier process 

CONS 
• Small area poses problems 

o May intensify conflict at next stage 
o Finding replicates could be difficult 

• Does not include pristine areas to south 
• Leaves the portion to Point Conception for later 
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Peer Review of Technical Portions of the Master Plan Framework 
 
John Kirlin opened the discussion by referring to a memorandum by the U.S. Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) concerning peer review. He then asked the SAT members to 
discuss which of the major sections in the draft MPF should be subject to peer review. The 
response is summarized as follows: 

1. Section One: Introduction - Should not be subject to peer review. 
2. Section Two: Design of MPAs and the MPA network - Should be subject to peer review. 
3. Section Three: Management and Section Four: Enforcement - Should be subject to peer 

review by a panel with different expertise than that reviewing Section Two. 
4. Section Five: Monitoring and Evaluation - Should be subject to peer review and 

potentially by the same panel reviewing Section Two. 
5. Appendices A: Glossary, B: Master List of Species Likely to Benefit from MPAs, and H: 

Strategy for Stakeholder and Interested Public Participation should all be subject to peer 
review. 

 
It was made clear that the SAT would not be doing the peer review themselves and that the 
peer reviews would be a highly public process. It was also suggested that some references be 
included in the draft MPF in anticipation of it being peer reviewed downstream. 
 
Science Team Organizational Issues 
 
Astrid Scholz gave a brief overview of the role and elements of socioeconomic research for 
marine resource management. She discussed some common misconceptions, noting that 
socioeconomic analysis is properly understood as a separate realm of data and information to 
support stakeholder processes and related decision-making mechanisms, rather than a form of 
policy-making itself. She presented an overview of economic concepts pertinent to the 
designation of MPAs, notably the concept of total economic value. 
 
Typically, fishery and marine resource management, including many discussions about the 
MPAs to date, are focused on the most immediate and tangible values associated with the 
marine resources. These are the consumptive and non-consumptive direct use values that 
accrue to fishermen and recreationists. In addition, however, there are important indirect use 
values, notably the biological and ecological support functions fulfilled by marine ecosystems, 
which are also associated with economic value. In addition, there are various less tangible, but 
socially important values associated with the option and existence value of marine resources 
that should all be considered in public policy processes to manage the marine environment. 
 
Astrid Scholz finished her presentation with an overview of various methods available to bring 
information about use patterns, their value, and other socioeconomic data to bear on the 
MLPA process within the time and resource constraints present. She concluded with summary 
statistics from the National Survey of Recreation and the Environment that suggest that 
several non-consumptive recreational activities such as bird watching and wildlife photography 
may be of considerable importance in California's ocean. 
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Astrid Scholz, Linwood Pendleton, and Richard Young will draft some language about 
socioeconomic research techniques for the draft MPF by March 25, 2005.  This language will 
help clarify the current section on page 38 of the draft MPF. 
 
Information Needs and Data Organization 
 
Laura Rogers-Bennett and Gina Wade gave a presentation from the SAT Information Needs 
and Data Organization Sub-Team with input from Rikk Kvitek, Mira Park, and Paulo Serpa.  
Major points of the discussion included: 

• Data collection should be at a scale relevant to the process being informed. 
• It is important to identify data and data gaps in each area of specialization. 
• What is the best way to store these data and make them accessible? 
• Data should be easy to interpret (benthic topography image was given as an example). 
• If the SAT decides to use a geodatabase, it will have to decide what data layers to 

include. The New Enterprise Geodatabase at UCSB could serve as an example. 
• Discussion of data quality in decision support tools is critical. 
• MPA design tools such as MARXAN, OCEANMAP, and Habitat Suitability Modeling 

require different amounts of effort to get them ready to use in a particular process. 
 
It was decided the SAT should come up with a list of datasets that are available or desirable 
along with a list of key decisions for which these datasets would be useful by the next SAT 
meeting in May 2005.  It was suggested the MPA design guidelines be used when forming this 
list of data sets. John Ugoretz and Astrid Scholz will come up with a list of data tools 
concerning fishing. Mark Ohman will lead a sub-team on important/rare habitats, ecosystems, 
and archaeological sites. 
 
Team Challenges 
 
Steve Barrager will send out an email to solicit feedback on how the process was going. A 
suggestion was made to streamline the process for sending documents to the SAT and be 
more explicit about which sections of the documents are most critical to review. 
 
Public Comments 
 
The public was asked to limit their comments to those appropriate for the SAT. Comments 
made from several members of the public included: 

• Section of draft MPF describing types of MPAs should be more explicit about what is 
and is not allowed in each type. 

• Concern about lack of discussion of alternatives to MPAs as a management strategy. 
• Importance of considering the effect of MPAs on species interactions (e.g. predator-prey 

interactions) especially as they affects fisheries species. 
• The idea of a network and connectivity between MPAs is unclear. 
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• Caution against setting an optimum reserve size that may not meet the different 
objectives of MPAs in various regions. 

 
Upcoming Meetings 
 
The next SAT meeting will be in Oakland at the Elihu Harris State Building, from 10:00 a.m. to 
4:30 p.m. on Wednesday, May 11, 2005. 


	 To protect adult populations, MPAs should have an extent of at least 5-10km and preferably 10-20km.   
	o These numbers are based on adult neighborhood sizes and should be informed by data on the species in Appendix A of the draft MPF 
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