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NCRSG = MLPA North Coast Regional Stakeholder Group




* NCRSG formed into two work groups: Ruby and
Sapphire

» Both work groups given guidance to develop two
draft proposals:
— Proposal 1 strives to meet preferred science
guidelines to address goals of the MLPA

— Proposal 2 strives to accommodate economic,
social and cultural considerations, while meeting
minimum science guidelines

* Round 2 draft MPA proposals are: Ruby 1
(RU1), Ruby 2 (RU2), Sapphire 1 (SA1) and
Sapphire 2 (SA2)

e Tribal Uses

—No state marine reserves (SMRs) propose consumptive
tribal uses

—MPAs avoided tribal use areas where possible
—Ribbon state marine conservation areas (SMCAS) created
to accommodate nearshore tribal uses, in some cases
» Special Closures
—Options developed by work group for NCRSG consideration
—NCRSG continuing discussion to prepare for Round 3
* Habitat Data
—Fine-scale substrate data completed since Round 1

—Revised nearshore habitat (0-30 m) proxy line completed
after Round 2 draft MPA proposals were submitted




| Stewarts Point SMR/SMCA

meter (, kelp, soft 30-100 m and hard 30-100 m

* Amended Stewarts Point SMR
—24.1 square miles, including 3 miles alongshore
—Total area for each protected habitat reduced
—Area of beaches reduced below minimum replicate size

* New Stewarts Point SMCA
—1.1 square miles, including 4 miles alongshore
—Open to some recreational activities

* On June 24, California Fish and Game Commission (FGC)
reviewed proposal to open portion of Stewarts Point SMR
(north central coast) to some recreational activities

* Original Stewarts Point SMR

—25.2 square miles, including 7 miles alongshore
—Included replicates of beaches, rocky intertidal, hard 0-30

' Round 2 Draft MPA Proposals

Percentage of Number of

Number of Propose Tribal | Study Region Special

MPAs (SMRs) Uses? (SMRs) Closures
5’;‘;2"9 Proposal 0 PO 5 (1) No 0.3% (0.2%) 0
NCRSG Ruby 1 RU1 23 (5) Yes, 12 MPAs | 14.3% (5.2%) 10
Draft MPA |Ruby 2 RU2 12 (4) Yes, 6 MPAs 8.4% (4.0%) 3
Proposals Sapphire 1  SA1l 20 (6) Yes, 11 MPAs | 14.2% (7.2%) 5
Sapphire 2 SA2 14 (3) Yes, 9 MPAs | 12.6% (2.8%) 3

Four Total Round 2 Draft MPA Proposals (plus Proposal 0)




Round 2 Draft MPA Proposals

Comparison of Existing MPAs (Proposal 0) and
Round 2 Draft MPA Proposals by Designation Type
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Round 2 Draft MPA Proposals

Comparison of Existing MPAs (Proposal 0) and

Round 2 Draft MPA Proposals by Level of Protection
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* In round two, MPAs that proposed to allow only tribal consumptive uses were assigned an "undetermined"”
level of protection. All other MPAs, including MPAs that proposed undefined tribal consumptive uses and
other uses, were assigned levels of protection based on defined uses.
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DFG = California Department of Fish and Game

NCRSG = North Coast Regional Stakeholder Group  SAT = Master Plan Science Advisory Team

BRTF = Blue Ribbon Task Force




» Habitat Representation

» Habitat Replication

* MPA Size

* MPA Spacing

* Bioeconomic Models

» Marine Birds and Mammals

* Potential Impacts to Fisheries
» Water Quality

Materials available online at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/mpaproposals_nc.asp

* Maps (overview, subregional, overlap, side -by-side)
» Area Comparisons by LOP and Designation Type
 Description of MPAs (and Goals and Objectives)
» Consideration of Existing MPAs

» Special Closures (table and basic information)

« Staff Summaries

 Habitat Calculations

» Goal 3 Analysis

* DFG Feasibility Analysis

* California State Parks Analysis

« Summary of Key Themes from Public Comments

Materials available online at: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/mlpa/mpaproposals_nc.asp
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' Next Steps - Timeline

July 21-22
—BRTF provides additional Round 3 guidance
July 29
—Round 2 evaluation results presented to NCRSG
August 31
—NCRSG finalizes Round 3 revised MPA proposals
October 13-14
—SAT reviews Round 3 evaluation results
October 26-28
—Round 3 evaluation materials presented to BRTF/NCRSG

—BRTF finalizes recommendation for California Fish and
Game Commission

December 15

—BRTF presents recommendation to California Fish and
Game Commission
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