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Meeting 8.5 Summary 

Welcome & Meeting Overview 

The Kelp Restoration and Management Plan (KRMP) Science Advisory Committee (SAC) met 

virtually on August 5, 2025, for an interim meeting (Meeting 8.5) with SAC members who were 

unable to attend the in-person meeting on May 20, 2025. Eleven KRMP SAC members, and the 

KRMP Project Team (i.e., California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW), Ocean Protection 

Council (OPC), and California Sea Grant (CASG)) were in attendance. The goals of the meeting 

were to recap the outcomes of Meeting 8, as well as continue to develop the Kelp State 

categories (i.e., thriving (“green”), fine (“yellow”), compromised (“orange”), depleted (“red”)) 

within the draft Management Framework. Discussions spanned topics including quantitative 

approaches to delineating Kelp States, spatial and temporal considerations, and integration of 

other data sources for additional context. 

 

Kelp State Delineation Discussion  

The SAC discussed ways to reconcile ecological thresholds with the existing spatial scales of kelp 

management (e.g., Administrative Kelp Beds). The Administrative Kelp Bed (AKB) boundaries 

currently used in kelp management were originally created to manage commercial Macrocystis 

and Nereocystis harvest activities, and thus, may not perfectly align with ecological 

considerations or suit current needs including harvest and/or restoration activities. Other 

spatial units (i.e., fishing blocks, counties, ecological/oceanographic regions) may also inform 

additional considerations for the spatial scale(s) used to manage kelp into the future. 

The group discussed different spatial scales at which to quantitatively delineate each of the four 

Kelp States (i.e., thriving (“green”), fine (“yellow”), compromised (“orange”), depleted (“red”)) 

using canopy data derived from Landsat. Spatial scales as fine as 1 km² and as coarse as the 

existing AKBs (up to 700 km²), were considered. Finer spatial scales align well with ecological 

processes as well as the Landsat data resolution. Averaging across the existing AKBs posed a 

challenge, given uneven sizing across the different AKB units. A proposal was made to analyze 

both spatial scales (1 km² units and current AKBs) and compare outputs. Additional suggestions 

for analyses included: mean and variance of Landsat kelp canopy data across both spatial 

scales, tracking proportion of 1 km² units characterized by a particular Kelp State within a given 

AKB, and considering patchiness vs. contiguous decline. The group also identified a need to 

redraw the AKB units for the purpose of creating more consistent sizing. 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=241329&inline


The SAC discussed temporal considerations in the analysis for determining Kelp State, including 

how to account for year-to-year variability in kelp cover.  Suggestions included incorporating 

trends or trajectories over multiple years and extending assessment windows to reduce 

sensitivity to short-term fluctuations. Additional ideas included applying temporal decision 

trees to distinguish between thriving “green” and depleted “red” Kelp States. It was noted that 

the extreme kelp canopy cover conditions (i.e. “green” and “red” Kelp States) are relatively easy 

to classify, intermediate cases (i.e. yellow “fine” and compromised “orange”) are more complex 

and require a more nuanced approach.  

In addition to Tier 1 data, which is intended to provide a broad remote-sensing-based 

classification, the SAC also discussed incorporation of Tier 2 data into the Kelp State 

determination. Tier 2 data include other contextual data (outside of Landsat data) that may be 

used to inform kelp condition and recovery potential (e.g. oceanographic data, subtidal data, 

etc.). The SAC noted that some metrics for Tier 2 data may remain qualitative due to data 

limitations and emphasized the importance of considering and to the extent possible, 

incorporating environmental and oceanographic data (including forecasting/predictive models) 

when interpreting Kelp State. The potential role of kelp harvest data as a supplementary 

indicator was also discussed. 


