Proposed NWHI
National Marine Sanctuary

“Advice and Recommendations on the
Development of Draft Fishing Regulations™

Presentation to the Reserve Advisory Council
October 7, 2004

Designation Purposes

 To provide long-term
protection for NWHI
marine ecosystems
under NMSA standards

 To provide
comprehensive,
coordinated,
ecosystem-based
management

= To evaluate proposed
and current activities in
the region in an
ecosystem context

= To enhance
understanding of the
region

Summary of NMSA
Section 304 (a)(5)

“The Secretary shall provide the
appropriate Regional FMC with the
opportunity to prepare draft
regulations for fishing...as the
Council may deem necessary to
implement the proposed
designation.”

NMSP will provide WPRFMC the
opportunity to draft fishing
regulations for the proposed
sanctuary

WPRFMC will have 120 days to
prepare draft regulations




Fishing Regulations

Draft regulations shall use
as guidance the national
standards of Section 301
(a) of Magnuson-Stevens
Act as consistent with the
of the purposes and
polices of the NMSA and
the goals and objectives of
the proposed designation
in the NWHI.

The NMSP will issue the L
regulations under the . |
NMSA.

Schedule for 304(a)(5) Review

304(a)(5) submitted
request to WPFMC on
September 20, 2004

Present fishing package at
WPRFMC meeting on
October 14, 2004

WPFMC has 120 days to
prepare draft regulations,
unless an extension is
granted. During this period,
WPFMC will conduct its own
review process.

Sanctuary Designation
Timeline

Summer 2004 to DEIS/Management
Summer 2005 Plan development

March 2004 (?) WPRFMC Completes 304(a)5
Request

Late Summer

2005 DEIS released/public

review

Fall/Winter 2005 Eg|s released

Early 2006 Designation decision




304(a)(5) Package:
What is it?

= Pre-EIS, pre-decisional document

= Analysis will aid in developing the
range of alternatives that will be
considered in the EIS

= Goals & Objectives are final for the
purpose of the 304(a)5 process

= Model regulations, analysis and tables
(attachments a, b & ¢) serve as
guidance for WPFMC

Guiding Framework

< National Marine Sanctuaries Act
-purposes & policies
= Goals and Objectives Statement of the
proposed sanctuary
-vision, mission, principles
-goals & objectives

= Ecosystem-Based Management
Approach

-comprehensive approach
-collaborative management

Agency & Public Involvement

Over 90 meetings held
since 2002.

Working closely with:

*NOAA Fisheries
«State of Hawaii

-US Fish & Wildlife
Service

*WPFMC
*US Coast Guard

*Reserve Advisory
Council

=Public & stakeholders




Partner agencies, Resource
scientists, fishermen, and assessment
other stakeholders based on
available
information
and data

Compilation

and review of
WPRFMC reports,
studies, and

other
documents

304(a)(5) Package

“Advice..” package to WPRFMC
consists of:

= Attachment A: Goals and
objectives of proposed
sanctuary

= Attachment B: Model
regulations

= Attachment C: Fishing
Alternatives Analysis and
associated zoning

= Attachment D: Resource
and Use Statistics

Goals & Objectives
Development

The Goals and Objectives
Statement is based on the
NMSA and was developed
and refined over one year
through input from agency
partners, Reserve Advisory
Council, stakeholder and
public participation.

The Goals and Objectives
Statement includes vision,
mission and management
principles.




Model Regulations

Model regulatory language
and definitions were
developed, consistent with
the goals and objectives and
the result of the fishing
alternatives analysis. They
serve as a guide to develop
such regulations under the
NMSA.

Such model regulations have
been provided by the NMSP
to fishery management
councils in the past at other
sites.

Fishing Alternatives Analysis

Identifies a way of managing
fishing activities that is most
consistent with the purposes
and policies of the NMSA, and
the goals and objectives of the
proposed sanctuary.

The Analysis Involved 4
Primary Steps:

. Resource Assessment

. Fishing Activity Evaluation

Development and

Evaluation of Range of

Fishing Alternatives

4. ldentification of Most
Consistent Alternative

wN P

Evaluation Tools

= Compatibility/Consistency
Screening: based on NMSA
purposes and policies and
sanctuary goals and
objectives

= Ranking: based on
ecological and
socioeconomic parameters

« Spatial Analysis: comparing
resource and use across
zoning options




Step 1: Resource Assessment

Identified the ecological and economic resources and
values of the region: (Section 4.0)

= Atolls ranked highest in ecological value
« Fishing value was highest in the southern
areas for bottomfish/pelagic fishing

area exemplifies
Representation | the undisturbed habitat types, ecological processes, | <30 m depth
biological communities, physiographic features, o

other natural aitributes associated with the region.

Area encompassing 100 fm
bathymetric contour

Ecological Supporss ecologically limited or endemic species, Reef fish endemism
Significance | ecologically important species, unique species R —
associations or biological assemblages, or unigue, B At
rare, or fragile ecosystems. Applies 1o marine habigay | H45Hn monk sl
areas upon which ecologically limited species (c.z. Foraging area for endangered or

threatened, endangered. rare, depleted, endemic, or | threatened sea birds
peripheral species) are dependent during all or pars
of heir lives

Ecosystem Characterizes high level of primary and/or secondary | Apex-predator biomass
Integrity production and atiendant higher trophic level

Living coral cover

Area of potential lobster habitat
Biodiversity | Contains a represeniative variety of species or an Ree fish specis diversity
important sample of the diversity of ecosystems,
commanities, species, populations, and gene pools
found within the prescribed region or habita,

Coral species diversity

Critical e history functions, including feeding, Monk seal colony size
Maintenance :’(;v’r;:;l’vx:.«[vv:«'(lﬂm. iingsery, restngAGSIN, | Nt e e nesting st
Habitat Characterizes unique, rare, or unusual chemical, Geomorphology (tolls, islands,
Structure physical, geological, and/or oceanographic features, | pinnacles, reefs, banks)

structures, or conditions
‘Special Refers to the protection of special, atypical elements | Most northern coral reefsin the
Resource within the marine waters of a coastal state, such as | world (c.g. Kure and Midway
Elements species at risk, unique biological assemblages, or Auolls)

special habitat, oceanographic, geologic, physical or
L

Reewable | Charaere o and el pecis peter | Poun of boomllge T
el I

Suuinale | el o o which oo amd | Y2l o boomaiplgcfsing
Uses management are in the public interest. =iy

Notes: 1~ Adapted from the U.S. Coral Reef Task Force (1999) and Crosby ef al. 1997 2
Representative parameters bascd on available information and data for the NWHI coral reef ecosystem

Resource Map (Map 1)

a1
Firsinsice




Table 2. Comparison of Coral Reef Ecosystem Parameters By Location
C

Area’
Coral Coral (Square

Species | Cover’ | kilimoter)

Richness’ | (% | hardbottom

(No. of Living | with >10% (N

Spe Cover) | live coral) | individuals)
Atoll
Midway 54 163 033 16 96 14 64 0
Atoll
Pearl and 62 174 1.89 33 12.8 203 203 <25
Hermes

oll

Lisianski E] 124 44 2 593 164 78] <25
Island
Laysan a1 131 102 27 217 58 72| <25
Island
Maro 50 142 0.80 37 64.1 14.8 0 0
Reef
Gardner 36 124 0.96 27 73 <0.1 0 0
Pinnacles
French 46 178 0.84 41 147 483 290 400
Frigate
Shoals
Necker 35 125 052 18 44 <0.1 457 0
Island
Nihoa 20 127 043 17 15 <01 543 0
Island
Notes: | - DeMartini and Friedlander 2004; 2 - Friedlander and DeMartini 2002; 3 - Maragos e al 2004; 4

2
- NOAA 2003; 5 ~ Necker and Nihoa; NOAA Fisheries 2003; Al other islands; Stewart 2004; 6 —
NOAA/FWS 1998; Numbers in bold represent highest values for each parameter.

Ran kl n g Fish Rank = (Apex Predator

Biomass Rank + Reef Fish
Endemism Rank + Reef Fish
Species Richness Rank)/3

Coral Rank = (Coral Species
Richness Rank + Coral Cover
Rank + Coral Reef Area
Rank)/3

Endangered Species Rank =
(Monk Seal Breeding Colony
Size + Green Sea Turtle
Nesting Sites)/2

Ecological Rank = (Fish Rank +
Coral Rank + Endangered
Species Rank)/3

Bottomfish Rank = Rank of %
total Ibs landed by island,
atoll, bank

Table 3. Bottomfish Catch® by Location in the NWHI
from 1996 to 2002

slands/Atolls

Cure Atoll 0 0

Aidway Atoll 0 0

earl and Hermes Atoll 11388 0

sianski Island 84859

Zaysan Island 625 0.19

Aaro Reef 244,044 17.9¢

Sardner Pinnacles 160,709 1189

rench Frigate Shoals (includes 1" bank. 168.667 12.49

astof FFS)

Secker Island 248363 18.3%

Sihoa Island 33434 2.5%

jub d

ieamounts north of Kure Atoll 0 05

Sero Seamount 0

“add Seamount 0

falmon Bank 3112 239

Jnnamed Bank North of Lisianski Island 09

oneer Bank 67.86 4

Sorth Hampton Seamount a4 0.0:

aita Bank 9954 [0
atien Bank (includes 1° bank west 174,053 B

f St. Rogatien)

$rooks Banks (includes Southeast Brooks, 18745 4%

sank)

“wo banks between Necker and Nihoa 104813 77%

slands

“Total NWHI 139,088 100%
Notes: 1 - Catch is reported as a total aggregate over the 7-year period (0 represent long-term trends,
between location: gate cateh, calculated from annual grid totals, exclude data from grids outside the
study area and from those protected by confidentiality requirements.




Rank

Step 2: Evaluation of Fishing

Evaluated the compatibility of
fishing activities by screening
proposed activities against
criteria developed that were
based on the purposes and
policies of the NMSA and Goal
7 for the proposed sanctuary.

Activities

National Marine Sanctuaries Act
Purpose i

(1) Identify and designate as national
marine sanctuaries areas o

marine environment that are of
special national significance and
manage these areas as the National
Marine Sanctuary System.

(3) Maintain the natural biological
‘communities in the national marine
sanctuaries, and protect, and, where
appropriate, restore and enhance
natural habitats, populations, and
ccological processes.

(6) Facilitate to the extent
compatible with the primary
objective of resource protection, all
public and private uses of the
resources of these marine areas not
prohibited pursuant to other
authorities.

(8) Create models of, and incentives
for, ways to conserve and manage
these areas, including the application
of innovative management
techniques.

Table 6. Screening Criteria Used to Evaluate Fishing Activities Based on
Relevant Provisions of the NMSA and Sanctuary Management Goal 7

anctuary Management Goal
Related to Fishi

Goal 7: Maintain ecosystem
integrity by limiting and controlling
fishing activities using an ecosystem-
based management approach.
Maximize ecosystem protection
while minimizing advers
socioeconomic impacts. Limit

fishing activities to areas that
minimize or prevent interactions
with corals, seabirds, endangered

Hawaiian monk seals, and other
protected wildlife, or that do not
threaten the natural character or
biological integrity of any ecosystem
of the region.

Screening Criteria for Fish
Activities

Does the proposed activity
currently provide
socioeconomic benefit

Is proposed activity based
on the knowledge of life history
and ecological characteristics of
target species?

Does proposed activity
protect prey species of and
minimize interactions with
endangered specie

Does the proposed activity
maintain existing range of
social, cultural, and/or
historical benefits?

Does the proposed activity
target species resilient to
natural and anthropogenic
perturbations (e.g. climate
change, invasive species,
marine debris)?




Guiding
Framework
<NMSA
purposes and
polices

Screening

| activity/alternative

! Does fishing |
| meet purposes, |

Fishing activities

[ i
i policies, goals, and == and alternatives
= Goals and :> objectives of i scored (+) (-)
Objectives of | proposed ]
proposed :sanctuar ? i
sanctuary ! !
= Ecosystem- ﬁ
based Review of available information
Management and data in reports, studies,
Approach and other documents

Table 7. Evaluation of Fishing Acti

ies Using Sereening Criteria

vl
populaion (1)
Mo

ey lkly 0
‘ceurin shallow
bt

labsicrin monk
Sealder(1)

species
@

pre——

Compatibility of Fishing
Activities

Compatible:

1. Commercial
Bottomfish/pelagic
Commercial Pelagic Trolling
Recreational Fishing (both
types)

Sustenance

Native Hawaiian Subsistence

wN

4.
5

Incompatible:

Commercial Pelagic Longlining
Precious Coral

Coral Reef Species

Crustacean

P

PON




Step 3: Development and
Evaluation of Range of Fishing
Alternatives

7 fishing alternatives were
identified or developed. They
included alternatives identified
by both WPFMC and the RAC.

All were screened against the
goals of the proposed sanctuary.
A second screening evaluated
the alternatives against the goal
7 objectives.

Only alternatives 3 & 4 met all
the objectives.

Table 9. Refined Range of Fishing Alternatives

C
C

«

¥
5

2
c

P
c

5

c

G
B
c
2
R
R
R
R
s
N
a
s

Zoning Options

78 a
fm S fathom

Spatial Analysis: Zoning Options

| Mo 2
Saatus Quo
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Map3
Ansmatve |

Mag 4
-]
Western Pacitc Rlegeral Fishery bans Counci
i Prooposed Marine Procent Acsas
Map 5
Ansmatve 3
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Percent of Various Habitats
Protected by Fishing Alternative

B Shallow Water Coral Reef Habitat ‘
o0 | mHabitat within 100 fm
TMonk Seal Foraging Ranges ‘ M
HLobster Habitat (less than 35fm)
£ 0w
g oon
H
$ aow
g
2 won
o
1w
o
No Action Fishing Fishing Fishing Fishing Fishing Fishin
Fishing Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 Alternative 6

Alternative
(Status Quo)

Does the proposed altemaive protet, preserye,

Jad
hich e of pial nationa significmce md communites, Jations, nati flow)?
manage these Marine.

Sanctuary System, and Doesthe uncert

favor oflong-term resource protecton”
(3) Mainain the natural Biological communities in

, Docs e proposedallative ety rstostion mesres o
endangered or damaged ccosystem component

e approy
habitats, populations, nd ecological processes.
Does the propsed altemaive idenify mechanisms t enhance
caoperation with slobal iniiaives and programs to encouraze:
conservation of

 Tor compr Does the

9) Caoperate with global programs encoursging
conservation of marine resources.

suthori communities

P Doveop s impint o it
protecion ind management of these aeas with
approprate federal agencie, State and local
governments, Native American tibes and
oraniations. ol rgnzaions
other public and pri oncerned with
i e b i il mcsotices

Fishin
incinde s atvites bocd on oo (0) rttis | of s o e Chtenstcs | chartemtcs
Knowidee of b hisory and Ko@) | v ol i o koo (0 koown (0,
ecolgical harxterii of et Sonlee , i
Noderae Tigh potecion | Tigh protecion | Fall protecion |l ptecion
prtee ey species o and o protcction o trough zoamg | through zonin e o
minimize meracton: with hroueh raing o e
endagred specis” w
T e e Mianains cxing | Mainiins | M ciing | Maimains cusing | Some beneis oo | Some benei E
i e Ofsocial | benelit fom (1) | cxstin beneis | beneft (1) ey | o eing 0 | rough g ) | bnctnton 1
i from (1)
Do e popd e Fomnies | Eomia | Pt | Gownir | ot | e e Tihing
pelgic speciesfurly | pelagicspecies | coral et speies, | peagispecics iy reulient | probibacd, o
py Ty relent Ty reslient | farly esent @ ot spcics
perturatons (e chmate change ) @ o © o
. T Comderetr | G Comdereaiar | Comidersdbur | Comidersdbur | Consderd b
o | nedeuican | c | notdemid tthis | ot dewiled atthis | nosdesiled athis | e et o tis
publc awarenes nd © hissiage © g wage e
Understanding withoutncrcasing o o © Iy o
o Aceews provided Aesevs provided | Aceersprovided | Aceewsprovided | Noeeess
it Gxiing rane of scil, o for(o1) o for (1) for 01) o 11) provided (1)
T T Comderetr | G Repner | Fewren e | Conetin | Coia
o | nedemican . and echond | st | s
Hong-erm moniorng o improve © hissiage © manioring g
managemens decision-making? «H suppo o
=
o Consiered bt Comderediur | Comidersdbut | Comvderdbut | Gomsdered bt
e | nodeuiedan e | et | s | s dicd s | ot
cconysem mpacts of rescrch snd o his e © g Sage s
monioring? Ity I © Ity ©
) 2 E [0 0 s '
cning. NMSA, EO, and goals of Table 10

2= Scoring RM I=negative response; =neutral response: +1=positve fespanse
3= Toral Scor ot mect posiive totl sore.




Table 12. Comparison of the Percentage of Habitat Protected and Impacts
to Commercial Bottomfish and Pelagic Catch by Alternative'

Resource | Shallow Waer Monk Seal | Lobser Habitat| Reduction of
Coral Reef | Habitat within | Foraging | (essthan | Bouomfish
Habitat 100 fm Ranges 356m) Cach

Toul 3687km' | 13548km' | 48156kn? | 9475km' | 1937521 Ibs [ 580641 Ibs
Status Quo. 1% 70% 7% 76% 28% 13%
Altemative | 39% 48% 18% 60% 28% 13%
Altemative 2 n% 6% E 4% 0.4% 0%
O N I e
Alternative 4 90% 3% 7% 87% €% 10%
Aliemative 5 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Alemative 6 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Notes
1~ Refer to Attachment D for more detiled comparisons alematives

2- Pelagie fish cach associated with bottomfishipelage trol

Identification of Most

Consistent Fishing Alternative

Using the outcomes of the
various tools (ranking,
screening criteria and
spatial analysis) fishing
alternative #3 was
determined to be the
alternative most consistent
with NMSA and goals and
objectives for the proposed
sanctuary.

MMM LT

Fishing Alternative 3

Map 5
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Why SPAs and ERs?

Sanctuary Preservation Areas

— Provides for maximum protection shallow, coral reef
ecosystems harboring unique and endemic marine life and
used by threatened and endangered species

— Take would only be allowed for Native Hawaiian subsistence
use and for permitted research or educational take.
Ecological Reserves

— Incorporates protection for poorly understood pelagic and
deep water resource areas

— Provides insurance for fisheries management errors and
uncertainties

— Provides higher level of enforceability and ease of
management

— No commercial fishing allowed

Alternative 3 Highlights

*« Zoning maximizes resource protection by placing 47%
of high value areas in protected status

*« 88% of shallow water habitat protected, compared to
41% by status quo

< 43% of monk seal foraging ranges protected,
compared to 27% by status quo

« Prohibits fishing activities deemed incompatible; does
not allow compatible activities to occur in areas where
they did not previously take place

*« Minimizes adverse socio-economic impacts by allowing
4% more bottomfishing than the status quo (76%
compared to 72%)

. Provides high degree of enforceability

Opportunity for Innovative
Ecosystem Fishery Management

Development of an ecosystem based management
strategy.

Would require the adoption of an ecosystem-based
approach that would focus beyond target species to
address impacts on non-target species, trophic
interactions and other ecosystem parameters.

Complementary to
ecosystem based fishery
management approaches
contemplated under
MSFCMA.

15



Development of Ecosystem-
Based Fishery Management Plan

= Multi-sectoral task Force co-led by NOS/NMFS

= Commercial bottomfish/pelagic trolling fishery
would be allowed to continue in certain areas, but
only under an ecosystem-based management
strategy

= Task force to develop strategy and research
priorities within 1 year of sanctuary designation

= Change goal of fishery management from MSY to
long term conservation and protection of coral
reef ecosystems

Focus on Bottomfish

< Life history characteristics (long-lived, slow growing,
low reproductive capacities) suggest highly
vulnerable to overfishing

= Substantial but fragmented information exists on the
biological, distribution, and abundance of bottomfish
stocks, not being used to effectively manage the
resource

< Implementation of Bottomfish Stock Assessment
Workshop Panel recommendations would serve as a
starting point to improve the scientific basis for
bottomfish management

16



Comparison Between
Alternatives 3 & 5

Similarities:
Prohibited Activities:

1. All Coral Harvest

2. Coral Reef Species
Harvest

3. Crustacean Fishing
4. Pelagic Longlining

5. All other activities not
specifically allowed

Similarities Cont’d:
Allowed Activities:
1. Recreational
fishing
2. Sustenance

fishing

3. Native Hawaiian
Subsistence Use

4. Commercial
pelagic trolling
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Similarities Cont’d:

Other provisions:

1. No-take SPAs
inclusive of State
waters

2. Large,
contiguous no
commercial
fishing areas
(although in
different places)

Activities More Restricted by
Alternative 3:

Activities:

1. Areas where commercial
pelagic trolling can occur
(Mau Zone only, outside
SPAs)

2. Areas where recreational
fishing can occur (Mau
Zone, outside SPAs & at
Midway, consistent with
FWS regs)

Additional Protections
Provided by Alternative 3:

1. Establishment of large-scale Ecological
Reserves (47% of total area compared to 29%
limited entry zone)

2. Increased outer boundary to include precious
coral bed North of Kure

3. Increase in SPA areas around FFS “complex”
and at Maro and Laysan

4. Required development of an ecosystem-based
fishery management plan to be completed
within 1 year for commercial fisheries,
beginning with bottomfish
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Activities Less Restricted by
Alternative 3:

1. Alternative 5 phases out bottomfishing
within one year, Alternative 3 restricts
areas where bottomfishing can occur

2. RPAs at Necker, Gardner Pinnacles and
Nihoa are reduced to 3 miles

3. Recreational catch and keep fishing
allowed in Mau zone and conditionally
at Midway, consistent with FWS regs

Goals and Objectives
Comparison

RAC Version (July 2004)
compared to
Final Version (Sept 2004)

What’s Next?

1. This document initiates the 304(a)5
process and will not change

2. WPFMC is in 120-day review period

3. They have initiated their own Council
process to determine how to respond.
They will take initial action at their
meeting next week.

4. Our focus now is on the continued
development of the management plan
and DEIS.
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