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PROCEZEDTINGS

DR. BROMLEY: Perhaps I should, with great
reluctance, call us to order. All of us were so
exhilarated to finish yesterday that I really hate to
start it all over again, but maybe we are at a
different place this morning and I think we are.

I was such a monster yesterday about keep
pushing that I think we will just open the meeting and
we will just sit here and do nothing for about a half
an hour. Would you like that? And if you average out
the pace at which we worked yesterday and this morning,
it would be just about right. At any rate, here we
are.

I am going to call the meeting to order. We
have a public comment period. We have one person who
has asked to appear before us and we are a bit late,
but you deserve it. Lauren, I am going to ask you, if
you would, do you have a few logistical issues to
address to us, please.

MS. WENZEL: Just for those who are going on
the field trip, if they could give Bonnie the $10 for

lunch for tomorrow and if anyone —-- again, just if any
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plans changes, let us know because we are working out
transportation. And that will be at 8:00 tomorrow.

DR. BROMLEY: Do you want to talk about the
report or anything in particular?

MS. WENZEL: Sure. As far as other logistics,
I think you all have a copy of the version of the
report that was agreed to yesterday afternoon and I
just wanted to note that I made all the changes, but I
would like a chance to kind of go over it very
carefully and make sure that everything is correct and
also with an eye for the technical corrections that
were raised just to make sure that there aren’t any
errors.

So what I would prefer to do, if it is okay
with the group, is to e-mail it out to you all early
next week. That way you all with have a version that,
you know, is close to -- is very final and then our
intention is, obviously, to have it laid out, have our
graphic designer help us make out a really nice copy of
it and then put it up on the website and distribute it
more broadly. Okay.

DR. BROMLEY: Thank you. The press release.
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MS. WENZEL: Okay. And then I just also
wanted to mention that the Department of Commerce did
issue a press release or is going to issue a press
release today about the unanimous vote on the release
of the report.

(Applause.)

DR. BROMLEY: Thank you very much. Okay. We
have -- the public comment period is officially open
and Mr. Dennis Heinemann, please.

DR. HEINEMANN: Mr. Chairman and the
Committee, thank you again for the opportunity to speak
to you. I would like to commend this committee for its
diligent efforts over the last two years and really for
masterfully achieving a consensus yesterday. I think
it was —-—- the contrast between where you were on
Tuesday afternoon and where you were yesterday
afternoon was guite impressive.

I would like to revisit the comments that I
made on Tuesday just briefly. There I raised two
issues. One was that I felt that the raising access to
an objective of an MPA system was illogical and I also

suggested that appropriate, the modifier for access
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needed criteria to define it.

I think you did an excellent job in providing
criteria by linking appropriate to the goals and
objectives to the system, and in particular MPA, and by
defining carefully the terms; however, it does not
change the fact that by adding that language, you have
elevated access and use to an objective of an MPA
system and for MPA’s themselves.

There can be no gquestion, and The Ocean
Conservancy completely agrees, that access and
different uses are going to be completely appropriate
in some areas in some circumstances, but not
necessarily in others.

Thus, we agree for the need to provide for
appropriate access and use, but we are deeply
concerned, The Ocean Conservancy 1is deeply concerned
that the FAC is recommending that the MPA system should
exist to provide access and use among other purposes
and that that will be -- that that recommendation will
be misused and establish the wrong precedent.

That said, we hope and urge you to emphasize

the system’s goals and unique objectives. I say unique
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objectives because access and use is something that is
inherent in the open access system we have always had
and will exist outside the system.

We also urge you to promote this idea of
appropriate access and use, gated and scaled by the
goals of stewardship protection and sustainability, as
a general principal of ocean governance to be applied
across all the borders that we establish in the ocean,
not just within MPA’s. We are very supportive of the
goals to establish an MPA system and of the process
that you are engaged in.

I just want to say something about the next
phase, which we feel will be very important. Along
with grappling with the remaining knotty issues that
you have identified, TOC urges you to provide greater
vision and guidance as to when and how MPA’s should be

used and to their unique suitability to certain tasks.

10

You all know about their unique suitability to

biodiversity and preservation, habitat and ecosystem
protection and resource recovery, but you may not have
heard of recent developments that could make —-- could

create what would be the greatest benefit or potential
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benefit to fisheries from MPA’s and that is namely the
protection of age structure or what could be called
demographic integrity.

Recent research by Stephen Berkeley and
colleagues, including Dr. Hixon on your committee, have
identified the critical importance of large old
spawners in fish populations, what are known now as -—--
have been dubbed the BOFFs, the big, old, fat, fecund
females, the importance of these individuals in a
population, to that population’s productivity and to its
viability.

The idea is, and this has been supported by
the research done by Berkeley and colleagues, is that
what has been found for a couple species of rockfish is
that the BOFFs produce the majority of recruits in
these populations. They do so because they produce
geometrically more eggs. Those eggs are larger. They
survive better, they grow faster as larvae and they
also have a protracted spawning period, which means
that it is much more likely that the offspring they
produce are going to encounter just the right

oceanographic conditions for survival and growth.
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If generalized, if we find in the coming years
that this is a general situation with fish populations,
this could change, in a fundamental way, the way we do
fisheries management from focusing on actually fishing
down the BOFFs to increased productivity, as theory
tells us, to trying to protect the BOFFs.

The traditional measures, however, that we
have at hand are ill-suited to protect the oldest,
largest individuals in a population because fishing
inherently removes the largest individuals first and it
is very difficult to get around that. There is
virtually no way to do it except in a few special
cases.

However, MPA’s are ideally suited to
protecting these old individuals. And it turns out
that these o0ld individuals are as important in these -—-
in all fish populations, or many fish populations, as
they are in this rockfish -- as indicated in these
rockfish species. Then MPA'’s will have a unique and
important role in protecting those individuals and
therefore in achieving sustainable fisheries. So I

would urge you to keep an eye out for BOFFs to be
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coming to your neighborhood and be ready to great them
with an MPA. Thank vyou.

DR. BROMLEY: Thank vyou. I am always on the
lookout for new stuff and BOFFs is now on my list.
Thank vyou.

Are there questions for Mr. Heinemann? Yes,
Mark.

DR. HIXON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, thank you
Dr. Heinemann. Rather than a question, I guess I
request permission, at this point, to follow up on
Dr. Heinemann’'s comments. This is an issue I wanted to
broach at some time during our deliberations and I
didn’t want to do it when we were doing our most
important work. Just a couple of minutes.

DR. BROMLEY: Sure.

DR. HIXON: Actually, I had the idea of doing
this after we heard from Dr. Ed Hood at the University
of Maryland who testified before us in Washington last
time about the natural science of sustainable
production MPA’s. And Dr. Hood mentioned, in passing,
this issue of old growth age structure and the

importance of large, old spawners. And I didn’t believe
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at that time that it really came across particularly
effectively.

So I requested, after the D.C. meeting, that
our packet include two peer reviewed scientific
overviews of this issue. This is becoming an
increasingly important area of focus in scientific
research. So I call your attention to somewhere in our
packet a review paper published by Stephen Berkeley, et
al. —— I was one of the coauthors of that -- published
in The Journal Fisheries, which is a publication of the
American Fisheries’ Society peer review journal, and
also a preprint of an up and coming paper in a journal
trends in ecology and evolution, which is also a peer

reviewed paper.

The increasing evidence -- it has been known
for many, many -- forever, basically, that larger
females produce more eggs. There is no surprise there.

That has always been known, but the new information
suggests that these large, old females not only produce
superior eggs, but recent studies are showing actually
that because of their more protracted spawning season,

that they act as sort of I would call it recruitment
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insurance.

That is, because they spawn over a longer
period each year, there are actually year —-- it has
been shown, now, with new genetic studies and other
studies that there are years when it is only the big,
old, fat females that produce young for that particular
cohort of that year. So retaining these fish some way
in a fishery is becoming -- it is becoming more clear
that that is very important.

So this is now an area of active research. I
would encourage the members of the panel to be aware of
this work as we come up for a second iteration,
especially those members who are involved in the
recreational and commercial fishing community, because
I believe this is an issue that will not go away and if
it is examined closely, it may help to alleviate some
of the fear of MPA'’s as a fisheries management tool.
Thank vyou.

DR. BROMLEY: Thanks, Mark. I —— we will have
a discussion later today on next steps, tranche, and it
would be good if you would make sure that we get this

on our list. Our capacity to exactly determine what we
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will address in our next two-year period is a bit
limited, but we can certainly make suggestions to the
secretaries about issues, not only the things that we
left unresolved, which we will insist that we have a
chance to revisit, but these new issues. And so this
would be one that certainly would fit into some sort of
science-based work that we might do the next time
around. Go ahead, please.

DR. HIXON: Just one quick follow-up. The
recent studies are not just rockfish on the west coast.

There is a very definitive study that was done on
haddock here in the Atlantic. There is also evidence
from cod, striped bass and salmon at least. So these
are quite diverse species of fish. They actually are
in different orders, not just different generate
families of fish. So there is good evidence that this
may be a general phenomenon. Thank you.

DR. BROMLEY: Thank vyou. Okay. We have, as I
recall, two issues to revisit today. One would be the
specification and the elaboration of the language on
unresolved issues. Perhaps more importantly is the

overview language that we had a special subcommittee
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craft this morning over breakfast. I think we ought to
start with the most important one of those, which is
the overview document of the Peterson subcommittee.
Max.

MR. PETERSON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We
are indebted to Lauren and Jonathan for helping us get
the computer system going so we could present it on
overhead. Tundi was on that -- worked with that group,
Mike Nussman, who had to leave, worked on that group.

What we decided to do in this overview is not
try to restate everything that is in the report and so
on, but purely do an overview. So it doesn’t present
any new ideas. And this would go in the report. The
way we see it, you would have your letter of
transmittal, we would have a table of contents, which
would contain the details of the report, and then we
would have this overview.

And then we would just point out -- I will let
you read it -- that “The Committee met to provide the
30 people a diverse experience and background,
appointees provided by the executive order, met over

the course of the last two years at locations
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throughout the U.S., visited several marine areas and
received detailed presentations by representative of
local, state, tribal and national organization
agencies, produced several drafts of a report and
unanimously adopted this final report at its meeting on
May 18th,” yesterday.

And the report includes -- “The report
presents a statement of purpose for a national system,
outlines the benefits of such a system describes goals
and objectives, defines key terms, sets forth guiding
principles, outlines the importance of and mechanism
for promoting the stewardship and enhancing management
effectiveness, articulates a process for assessing
existing MPA’s as well as proposing new sites for
inclusion in the national system and sets out key
facets of implementation.”

And then we say, “The report recognizes that
incentives, including adequate funding, will be
essential to the success of this effort.” That is the
only specific thing that we pulled out because that was
something we felt was important. And finally, the

report highlights some unresolved gquestions and
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concerns that will need to be addressed by future FAC’s
or by the agencies.

Now that is the one-page overview. And then
we go into the table of contents, which is taken
directly from the document, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry
we don’t have a handout because we didn’t have a
printer, but that is the report of the committee and
you can thank Tundi for being our, not just our scribe,
but she wrote gquite a bit of this because she had the
right words at the right times.

DR. AGARDY: And I wrote and I —-

MR. PETERSON: She wrote and edited. She
multitasked and she said a woman is quite able to do
that. Mr. Chairman, that is our report and --

DR. BROMLEY: No comment, Max, thank you.

(Laughter.)

MR. PETERSON: I am simply quoting her.

DR. BROMLEY: Yes, I see.

MR. PETERSON: And I agree with her.

DR. BROMLEY: I still have no comment.

MR. PETERSON: Mr. Chairman, that is our

report and I don’t know how you want to handle it.
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DR. BROMLEY: I would like to just let people
look at it for a minute.

MR. PETERSON: Okay.

DR. BROMLEY: I see a hand up, Gil, and
others. Let’s just look at it and think about it. Gil
and then Rod.

MR. RADONSKI: I think it is great. I mean,
you know, it is wvery concise and my hat is off to the
subcommittee for the quick turnaround. The only
comment I would make is if you can scroll down a little
to the “Finally,” that is sort of a mea culpa statement
and I would like to put a more positive spin on it,
that, you know, not -- we are almost saying we are
sorry for not covering everything. I think we
identified issues that we didn’t have time to cover and
it is just a spin thing, but I would like to have it be
a little more positive than as a mea culpa. Just an
observation.

MR. PETERSON: I think that is fine if you --

DR. BROMLEY: That is a good observation.

MR. PETERSON: Yes.

DR. BROMLEY: Let’s get some other comments
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and then we will see how to do this because I have a
bit of that same thing. Rod and then I have Terry and
John.

DR. FUJITA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Yes, I
like the overview too. Just a couple of things that T
think might help a little bit. One is it is great to
say we have diverse backgrounds and experience, but I
think it would punch it up a little bit if we could
just briefly describe the nature of the diversity. You
know, we had representatives of the sportfishing
groups, we had commercial fisheries interests here, we
had environmental groups, scientists. I think that
adds some human detail.

Another one is that, you know, and it is in
consulting with all those organizations and counsels
and stuff, we took a good deal of public comment, from
which I learned qguite a bit, and I think we should
acknowledge that.

And I agree that, you know, the issues of
incentives and funding is a terribly important
recommendation of ours and essential to success, but I

would argue that a good deal of work and the consensus



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

22

that we built around the importance of participatory
processes and inclusions and good faith deliberations
is also one of those, you know, kind of above the line
recommendations. So I would suggest that we might want
to work that in somehow.

DR. BROMLEY: Lauren, are you scribing these

down?

MS. WENZEL: I am making notes, yes.

MR. PETERSON: Thank vyou. Those are good
comments.

DR. BROMLEY: That is real nice.

Terry.

MR. O’HALLORAN: Thank you. Rod had one of my
comments about the public input that we received. I

think that is an important component of it.

The other thing that might add a little punch
to this, too, is something -- some wording that says
about the analyst consensus that we achieved with this
that I think strengthens the fact that we are
diversified. And maybe that is in there. It is in the
second sentence.

DR. BROMLEY: Yes, the second sentence,
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unanimously adopted.

MR. O’HALLORAN: Okay. Great. Good. Thank
you.

DR. BROMLEY: John Halsey.

DR. HALSEY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
wonder if it would also be advisable to point out that
we did have, at least in ex officio capacities,
representatives from major federal agencies whose
advice and counsel was quite useful occasionally.

DR. BROMLEY: Yes. That is great. Yes.

MR. PETERSON: Mr. Chairman, if you would -- I
would suggest we put a whole new paragraph, following
that first paragraph, and explain the diversity of the
groups and include the federal ex officio people.

DR. BROMLEY: Yes.

MR. PETERSON: And we did have public in there
at one time and we somehow lost it. We will put that
back in --

DR. BROMLEY: Okay.

MR. PETERSON: -- that we did listen to the
public.

DR. BROMLEY: Right. Good.
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MR. PETERSON: Thank you. Appreciate those

comments.

DR. BROMLEY: Kay.

Did you want to add a short comment?

MR. PETERSON: Whenever.

DR. BROMLEY: Let me call on Kay and then you
can —-- okay.

MS. WILLIAMS: To the statement, we have do
have diverse backgrounds as far as the member sitting
around the table, but it was my understanding that we
did not have any commercial panelists come before us.
Am I mistaken on that?

DR. BROMLEY: We did not have a panel of
commercial fisherman, that is correct.

MS. WILLIAMS: All right. We had a panel of
recreational. So I would hate to say that we did when
we didn’t.

DR. BROMLEY: Well, we heard from all of the
councils and perhaps a number of people -- yes, Wally.

DR. PEREYRA: Mr Chairman, I believe that one
of the keys to our success was the way in which we

organized our deliberations through three subcommittees
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and I think in the second paragraph, that that might be
noted in some ways. I think that is an important part
of our success.

DR. BROMLEY: I do too. I absolutely agree
that -- we don’t want to go into too much detail, but
putting small groups of people together in a room
repeatedly and seriously, we didn’t lock the door on
you, but that is where the energy and that is where the
respect and the give and take occurred, isn’t it, which
set the foundation for yesterday I think.

MR. PETERSON: Good comment. Very good
comment.

DR. BROMLEY: Somehow. Again, we don’t want
all the gory details, but I think Wally is right, this
was a very important thing. Okay. I have now Gil,
Tundi.

MR. RADONSKI: Just a brief follow-up on that.

The thing I think that made those subcommittees work
was Joe found the money that we could have individual
meetings and I think that really cemented it. I know
our subcommittee three when we met in California,

was —- really made it. We just couldn’'t have done it
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over the telephone. We had to have a face to face.
And a lot of trouble went into getting those face to
face meetings, but that was the key thing.

DR. BROMLEY: Let me ask this, just by way of
comment, and then I will turn to Joe because he had a
comment too. We want to think about whether this point
that Gil just brought up, the funding for us, is
important as we go forward because if we —-- this point
that Wally made about that and then Gil’s point about us
having chances to meet was very important, in terms of
the progress that we made, and under the budgetary
situation that I think we are going to be operating on
in the future, we may be hampered in that.

And so in a sense, you guys -- I would like
your thoughts. I am going to ask whether we want to
say something about the future success of this
operation is dependant upon that as well.

MR. RADONSKTI: So the record is correct, Tony
reminded it was subcommittee two and it was in Seattle.

(Laughter.)

DR. BROMLEY: In light of this, I want to go

back and look at all the things that Gil proposed that
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we adopt yesterday and reconsider. Wrong town, wrong
committee, Gil.

DR. MURRAY: So Gil, what is that other
subcommittee?

MR. PETERSON: Mr. Chairman, if I could
suggest what we didn’t write and what we intended to was
a sentence that said we had very fine staff support.

DR. BROMLEY: Yes.

MR. PETERSON: As well as participation of ex
officio members. And that staff support including
funding for the Committee was essential to its success
or something like that.

DR. BROMLEY: Yes.

MR. PETERSON: Because we really should say
something about the staff support and participation by
the other agencies. I think we can do that and not
look like we are just worried about our own funding.

DR. BROMLEY: That is correct.

MR. PETERSON: Okay.

DR. BROMLEY: That is right. Okay. I have
Tundi, Eric, Dolly and David Benton. Tundi.

DR. AGARDY: I am glad we are making progress
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and I apologize for missing the -- it was my fault that
the public comment didn’t get in there because we did
discuss it.

But these issues, I think, bring up the
question of whether the overview is meant to capture
what is in the report or introduce -- be a kind of
user-friendly way of introducing the reader to what is
coming in the report or whether it is meant to
introduce other things. And as far as I know, there is
no mention of subcommittees in the report; is that
right?

DR. BROMLEY: That is correct. There is no
mention.

DR. AGARDY: ©Nor is there any mention of
future funding for FAC or --

DR. BROMLEY: No, that is right.

DR. AGARDY: So I am wondering if that
belongs, actually, in the transmittal letter.

DR. BROMLEY: Maybe, yes.

DR. AGARDY: And just for the record --

MR. PETERSON: I think she is right. I think

that belongs in your transmittal letter.
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DR. BROMLEY: Yes, I do too. The funding
part. Now back to the subcommittee part --

MR. PETERSON: I think maybe the staff support
would be in your letter.

DR. BROMLEY: The staff support could be in
the letter of transmittal. That is right. But back to
the subcommittee thing. It is important and
interesting, but maybe irrelevant? I don’t know.

DR. AGARDY: I mean, I don’t —— I am not
objecting to mentioning the good work that we did in
the subcommittees.

DR. BROMLEY: Right. I am not either.

DR. AGARDY: It is just that I think it might
be confusing to the reader if we introduce things that
the reader can’t, then, go to the report and find out
more about it.

MR. PETERSON: That could also be in the
letter of transmittal.

DR. BROMLEY: That could be in the letter of
transmittal. Gil or Wally.

DR. AGARDY: I am sorry. Can I just finish

because I meant to register —--
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DR. BROMLEY: Yes. I am getting their sense
about this.

DR. AGARDY: Okay. Yes.

DR. BROMLEY: I didn’t mean to --

DR. AGARDY: No, that is okay. No, that is
all right. I am trying to be friendly, continue to be
friendly.

DR. BROMLEY: Trying to be friendly. So am I,
but I have a harder time than you do.

DR. AGARDY: I just wanted to register what
are my strong feelings that actually the document does
need an executive summary and I know that Max disagrees
and many, many —-- probably the majority of people here
disagree, but as the report is written now, it is a
very, very difficult read. It is very poorly
organized.

I mean, I am not trying to criticize you guys
at all because I think you did a remarkable Jjob in
pulling together the reports of the three
subcommittees, but it is very illogical and so I think
it needs, at a -- if we are not going to have an

executive summary, which we would hope that any
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important decision-maker would, at a minimum, read,
then I think we have to give serious attention to
editing that report, changing the layout and creating a
document that is imminently more readable than it
currently is. Sorry.

DR. BROMLEY: We will excuse you for adding an
editorial intervention.

Eric.

MR. GILMAN: Just to make a comment. In order
to garner political support for implementing the
report, Jjust two suggestions. One is to somehow make
it address the Ocean Action Plan. Perhaps —-- I guess I
don’t have a suggestion on how, if there was some way to
link it to the recommendations in the Ocean Action
Plan.

The other one is maybe to -- where we have the
comment about sustainable funding, if there were other
priority action items that we wanted to highlight to
add -- and again, I don’t have any specific suggestions,
but there may be a way of highlighting the specific
actions we are looking for from the Departments of

Commerce and Interior.
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DR. BROMLEY: Okay. Good. I am sorry, Joe, I
keep —--

MR. URAVITCH: That is okay.

DR. BROMLEY: Go ahead. Make your comment.

MR. URAVITCH: Just a quick point. In
thinking of what Tundi said, if all people read is the
overview, I think you ought to consider putting in the
words “natural and cultural resources” because the
general leap is always to natural resources and we
really need to make sure people realize it is both.
And that doesn’t show up anywhere in the overview.

MR. PETERSON: Okay.

DR. BROMLEY: Dolly.

DR. GARZA: What also is missing is the
national network of marine protected areas. If this is
all T am reading, it is not in there. So we need to
have that in the second paragraph.

MR. PETERSON: It is in the first bullet as
the national system. Do you want to add something to
that?

DR. GARZA: Well, I think -- yes. What I was

looking at was at the second sentence, “The Committee
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supports creation of a national network of marine
protected areas and unanimously adopted this report to
establish a framework for developing a national network

of marine protected areas.” And that is actually what
we have done.

DR. BROMLEY: With all due respect, Dolly, we
have used the word “network” in a couple of different
ways and I think this language of yours changes a bit
of the “network” concept. I did not understand networks
as applying to the national system as much as to
ecological -- and somebody help me here, but we have
talked about networks as ecological phenomena, rather
than political phenomena I believe. I would be happy
to be corrected on that, but --

DR. GARZA: Okay. A national system, whatever
the correct word is, but we are not -- I mean, the
whole purpose was to create this national system, you
know, a framework for a national system of marine
protected areas, and we don't really say that as a
sentence even if it is a bullet. We are not saying

that as a sentence. And if you have nothing to do with

this and you pick up this report, it isn’t self-evident,
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this one page.

DR. BROMLEY: Okay. David Benton. Is that
your name down there, David. Yes. Good morning,
David.

MR. BENTON: I was actually responding to your
comment about funding for the Committee and I, for one,
would be extremely uncomfortable with any language that
looks like we are feathering our own nests,

Mr. Chairman. I would leave it to you to figure out
how to word it. I like Max'’s approach of referring to
staff support or just support from the Center or
something like that.

I, for one, don't believe that we should say
anything about funding for this committee because it
just looks like we are feathering our own darn nests.
And that is a real bad position to be in. If we want
to go find the funding, I am all for that, but that is
just something you just do guietly and in an
appropriate manner.

DR. BROMLEY: I agree. We would not any of us
to look as if we are feathering our own nests in

anything we do, would we?



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

35

MR. PETERSON: Mr. Chairman, could I suggest
something to Dolly here?

DR. BROMLEY: Yes.

MR. PETERSON: On that -- where the Committee
proposed —-—- produced several drafts of report and
unanimously adopted a final report on establishing and
managing a national system on marine protected areas.
That is the title of our report and I think that adds a
little umph to that because just the report sounds a
little sterile. Would that do it, Dolly?

DR. GARZA: Yes.

MR. PETERSON: Establishing and managing a
national system of marine protected areas.

DR. BROMLEY: Something like that. That is
nice, Max.

MR. PETERSON: That is the actual title of the
report.

DR. BROMLEY: Lauren is making notes, but
our —- Tundi, are you also or —-- no. Okay. We will -—-
great. Bob Zales.

MR. ZALES: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I was under

the impression that the reason why we didn’t do a
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summary, we did an overview, which basically was Jjust a
very short one-and-a-half page deal, was not to have
people only read the one—-and-a-half page deal, but to
strike interest to say, okay. This tells me what
should be in this report and I need to know more. So I
need to read the report.

MR. PETERSON: Right.

MR. ZALES: So I wouldn't be too up on
changing what has been done very much. Maybe a word or
two here or there, but not putting a whole lot in there
because I would hope that whoever gets this overview
would say, okay, gee, this just peaks my interest and
now I am going to go read the report.

DR. BROMLEY: Yes. We want to be careful
loading it back up with lots of stuff. Thank vyou.

Terry.

MR. O'HALLORAN: Well, with —-- I think this is
a real good report, but I find myself joining Tundi’s
minority. There is some really important things in
this document that -- but reading it, I am very
interested in the subject and it is a difficult

document to get through even when you are vitally
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interested in it.

And I guess my concern is that if we are going
to do it this way, we need -- it needs to be very
compelling to get them to this document, but so I am
kind of joining Tundi’s minority regarding an executive
summary with the idea that a lot of the decision-makers
will read the shortest document they can and it has got
to have that kind of punch and it has got to have some
of the I think some of the highlights in there so that
they really understand what is really the essence of
this and not just necessarily what the outline of this
is. Thank vyou.

DR. BROMLEY: Wally and then Gil.

DR. PEREYRA: Gil can --

MR. RADONSKI: Thank you, Wally. I don’t
disagree with Tundi. I think it would really be
helpful, but in the context that we wrote this report
to be presented to two secretaries, we are looking at
other uses of the report. The report with an overview
to the secretaries, I can guarantee you their staffs
are going to provide an executive summary for the

secretaries of important highlights. Maybe we can bum
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one of those executive summaries and then use it.

But I think every group around this table that
has a constituency is going to prepare a brief summary
of this to their people and I think in the context that
we prepared this for the secretaries with a brief
overview would satisfy our minimum requirements.
Developing an executive summary would be helpful and
nice, I would love it, but I don’t think it is really
necessary from the standpoint of meeting our
requirements.

DR. BROMLEY: Okay. Wally?

DR. PEREYRA: Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

DR. BROMLEY: Then I have Barbara on the list.

Yes.

DR. PEREYRA: You know, as I read through the
report, I also can sympathize with a desire to have it
be more literal and easier to read and so forth. The
concern I have if we go that route, whether it is
through some sort of an executive summary or a total
reorganization and rewrite of the report, is we don’t
have enough time and this report has now been,

essentially, released as I understand it.
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To put together an executive summary, I think
we are going to be word smithing here for gquite some
time and that concerns me. This -- I don’t think is
something we can do hurriedly or we will have a
situation that is worse potentially.

MR. RADONSKI: Just a point of clarification
on what Wally just said -- I didn’t think about it -- it
is not released. This essentially is embargoed until
it is submitted to the secretaries; is that correct?

MR. URAVITCH: That is correct.

DR. BROMLEY: Okay. I have Barbara and then
Rod I believe.

MS. STEVENSON: Yes. Two qguick points. You
have been changing that sentence --

DR. BROMLEY: Which sentence, please?

MS. STEVENSON: The one that says, “The
Committee produced.”

DR. BROMLEY: Yes. Yes.

MS. STEVENSON: When you read that, it implies
that the most amazing thing we did was produce several
drafts, which we might think is --

(Laughter.)
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DR. BROMLEY: Perhaps it is, in hindsight,
Barbara.

MS. STEVENSON: That is correct, but we want
the people to get right to the point that we
unanimously approve. So I would suggest that we keep
our thoughts to ourselves and the Committee unanimously
adopted.

DR. BROMLEY: That is a great idea. That is a
great suggestion.

MS. STEVENSON: Okay. The second point, and
I —- Tundi has an easier life than I do if this is a
difficult report to read because, I mean, the ones that
I am used to reading, I am like, oh, this is wonderful.

You know, thousand page fishery management plans and
that kind of stuff.

DR. BROMLEY: Yes.

MS. STEVENSON: So and my -- I think that Gil
had an excellent suggestion because we all have
different views of what is truly important in here and
it is not productive for us to argue over what we think
is truly important because we all got what we think was

truly important in the document and what we pull out
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and present to whomever our own groups are are going to
be different.

DR. BROMLEY: Thanks, Barbara.

Rod and then Steve Murray.

DR. FUJITA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just

wonder whether that is true, Barbara. You know, we
worked through a lot of issues. I think some clearly
rose to the surface as top priorities. And I am just

wondering if as maybe an alternative to an executive
summary that would be literate and highly readable and
compelling, if we could simply list the major
recommendations that we are offering to the
secretaries.

I think that would be a major contribution.
Rather than having them wade through this short, but
highly dense report, if we could just have a list of,
you know, five, ten bulleted items for recommended
action, which would include things like apply
participatory processes, evaluate and monitor the
national system, use adaptive management to improve
management based on increasing knowledge and

understanding. I think it might be not impossible for
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us to achieve consensus on that short list of
recommended actions.

DR. BROMLEY: Thank vyou.

Steve Murray.

DR. MURRAY: And so we are trying to figure
out what to do here in the front of this document and
the efforts range everywhere from trying to generate
what we have traditionally thought of as an executive
summary, which would be pulling text from this and
essentially repeating it, highlighting recommendations,
to simply producing an overviewer and really an
abstract, as I would call it, of what the contents are.

All right. One of the issues that we are
having is that we want to make this more readable and
more accessible to, perhaps, higher level officials who
might look at it. So one of the compromises we could
make in that regard would be to move the tabled
material, which is under “Defining Marine Protected

Areas.” There 1is two big tables and they are right in
the middle of the document. They are very important,

but they simply could be put at the end in which case,

you would be reducing this document down to about 14 or
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so pages and most executive summaries are in the
10-page range I think.

And so now we are down to 14 of continuous
reading without being broken up by definitions. So I
would make that recommendation. I mean, I know that
this document is sort of sacrosanct, but that is not
making a change, it is Jjust moving something from one
place to another.

The second point I would like to make is that
I think that this overview statement should contain the
italicized goal that we have on page 3 at what the
national system is. I mean, at least we should have
that in this overview statement. And notice also that
we have called this a goal, not goals. So we have only
one goal and that goal ought to be in this overview
statement as to what this national system is about and
it is only three lines. But I think that should be in
the overview statement.

And I think that when you look at the list
that is in the report, there are some bulleted sections
that have not —-- that have been left out. Program

activities, for example, and, you know, they don’t take
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