Noelia,

I am in consultation with several other CWG members to refine and improve the below DRAFT recommendations. What I’ve sent you here is just my own initial, very rough draft. Pending input on this draft text from the folks CC’d here, and hopefully others, this can and will be better before we get close to another meeting. I’ve already received some substantive and helpful editorial suggestions toward clarifying the intent. I expect more interaction this coming week regarding the actual content. 

Despite its unrefined status, I wanted to be sure to get this to you while the calendar is still on “June 13” as I recall you announced today as the deadline for both travel reimbursement and suggested recommendations. 

Gratefully,

Marc Shargel

Sea Life Photographer, 

Author of Wonders of the Sea: North Central California's Living Marine Riches 

and Wonders of the Sea Volume Two: Marine Jewels of Southern California's Coast and Islands
and Wonders of the Sea Volume Three: Hidden Treasures of California’s Far North Coast
and Yesterday’s Ocean: A History of Marine Life on California’s Central Coast
Current participant in the state of California’s Kelp Restoration Management Plan Community Working Group

Former participant in the Regional Stakeholder Group that placed Marine Protected Areas on California’s Central Coast

 

http://www.LivingSeaimages.com
“We transform the world, but we don't remember it. 

 We adjust our baseline to the new level, 

 and we don't recall what was there."

   --Daniel Pauly, PhD

      Principal Investigator at the Sea Around Us Project.

The complete text of my rough, initial draft is attached as a Word document, and also pasted (redundantly) below.

Initial Rough Draft Recommendations.
11 June 2025

Re-Balancing Distorted Ecosystems 
Recommendation:   Invest in developing a way to restore Pycnopodia helianthoides (the Sunflower Star), to its historic role in kelp forests. This should include current efforts at laboratory culture as well as exploration of other means, including funding to do it. 

Invasive Species
Recommendation:  Invest in developing a way to control Sargassum horneri. We don’t have one, and anything we know how to do now risks spreading the problem. This situation is a gaping hole in our kelp restoration strategy, as Sargassum has already smothered many acres of kelp forest in the Channel Islands and can be expected to continue spreading. 

Kelp Restoration Within MPAs
Recommendation:   Recognize that many MPAs that contained thriving kelp forests when they were designated, now contain urchin barrens instead. Assess the status of MPAs that historically contained kelp forests, and where “depleted,” routinely permit restoration activities, notwithstanding their ongoing MPA status. Where restoration is underway or contemplated, maintain status quo MPA status despite calls to degrade or terminate the MPA as no longer serving its originally intended purpose. We have every reason to believe kelp forests, even depleted ones, can be recovered and restored in areas that historically have been conducive to kelp. 

Kelp Restoration and Artificial Reefs
Recommendation:   Artificial Reefs can be a tool in the “Kelp Restoration Tool Kit.” As currently written, the California Artificial Reef Program (CARP) and the KRMP are mutually exclusive. Fully integrate artificial reefs into the KRMP, and enhance CARP to include kelp restoration as a desirable factor in design and placement of artificial reefs. 

Supporting In-Water Restoration Activities
Our nascent “Kelp Restoration Tool Kit” thus far is composed largely of labor-intensive techniques. If any of them is to be deployed at eco-system scale, a large labor force will have to be mobilized. At present, the state lacks the organizational capacity to do that. If specialized training will be required for those kelp-restoring workers, capacity to monitor that will need to be built as well. Training and mobilization are probably best entrusted to existing NGOs, who will need to be welcomed as partners to the state in these efforts. 

Historically the department engaged the recreational diving community with reluctance and some suspicion. On the Tankers’ Reef project, we began to turn that around, as specially trained recreational divers and CDFW staff collaborated extensively. Execution of the KRMP will require a lot more of that collaboration. CDFW will need additional capacity as well as partners capable of organizing the requisite people. Many of those are likely to be recreational divers volunteering to undergo specialized training and to do restoration.   

Recommendation: Develop a CDFW staff position(s) to do outreach to recreational divers and any potential contributors to kelp restoration. Assign to the new staff: monitoring the training of those volunteers, and making sure it is adequate to address CDFW concerns. Assign and enable the new staff to resolve any licensing issues those volunteers may have (see “RALs” below). 

Recommendation: Establish Restoration Activity Licenses (RALs) for people who volunteer to do restoration projects. These are to be free of cost in perpetuity, and probably do not need to require annual renewal. Licensing for paid restoration workers can continue status quo. RALs can be as broad, or as narrow, as CDFW sees fit. They might apply to an entire type of activity (e.g. urchin removal and culling) or only a single project. CDFW can determine training requirements that will satisfy concerns that the activity might produce by-catch or other undesirable unintended consequences. That training will probably not be organized or presented by department staff, but the cost should be defrayed (for licensed volunteers) by the state. Reimbursement of training expenses might be held until the trained volunteer actually carry out a specified amount of restoration work. 

Recommendation: Establish Restoration Activity Licenses (RALs) for vessels that transport volunteers do restoration project sites. These are to be free of cost in perpetuity, and probably do not need to require annual renewal.

Recommendation: Establish “Restoration Action Permits” (rather than Restoration Management Permits) as a way to authorize and initiate restoration projects. Make sure they are multi-faceted and comprehensive, authorizing all aspects of the project being permitted. There should be no separate permit required for action to carry out the project. E.g., if the project calls for removal of marketable herbivores, like urchins, sale of those should be permitted as a part of the RAP. The existing permit structure did not anticipate multi-function projects, and so requires multiple permits for many restoration projects now underway or already anticipated. There is a legitimate issue that restoration projects that also have a commercial component are vulnerable to perverse incentives. RAPs should creatively channel market revenue to fund additional restoration wherever possible, or must establish appropriate limits on commercial revenue where necessary. 
RAPs should be prioritized and expedited for current projects now permitted under SCPs, special regulations, or other means.

Recommendation: Establish a “Kelp Restoration Volunteer Reimbursement Fund.” Thus far, people not hired and paid by the state to restore kelp have worked as volunteers. In addition to donating their time, they’ve borne the cost of travel, required supplies like compressed air, often provided thousands of dollars’ worth of their own equipment, borne the cost of their own training as required by the state, often paid for transportation to the project site, such as on a dive boat. For the Tankers’ Reef project, the dive boat was required to buy a commercial license from the state (approaching $1000) and that cost was ultimately borne by the volunteer divers riding the boat to do the work. On top of all that, the state charged each volunteer the cost of a sport fishing license in order to receive permission to do the work. Every financial incentive to volunteer to restore kelp was backwards. 

The “Kelp Restoration Volunteer Reimbursement Fund” should reimburse volunteers a reasonable estimate for their out-of-pocket costs incurred doing work to fulfill the state’s kelp restoration aims. These should include all the items listed in the paragraph above. For divers doing urchin collecting or culling, that might amount to $30 to $60 per dive. For other activities appropriate reimbursement rates can be calculated. The state can and probably should establish appropriate “proof of activity” criteria, such as detailed dive logging, witness signatures, or even digital photos.

Co-Management With Tribes
Recommendation: (Rewriting draft Harvest Recommendation #2): We reiterate that Tribal sovereignty is a fact, not to be infringed by the state through this process or any other. The state and tribes are simultaneously managing the same resources, sometimes in the same places, based on very different management philosophies. We recommend requesting that tribes share what they learn about the status of kelp forest resources, including but not limited to bull kelp, giant kelp, abalone, sunflower stars, and other indicator species, in the course their subsistence harvesting. The request must exclude information that would be culturally sensitive to the tribes, and information that would be site-specific to the point it could be mis-used by poachers.

Recommendation:  We recommend asking tribes to share their record of the amount of kelp harvested through subsistence harvesting. The request must exclude information that would be culturally sensitive to the tribes, and information that would be site-specific to the point it could be mis-used by poachers. It should be used by CDFW to plan and potentially limit take by non-native people, of species used for tribal subsistence, in order to maintain abundance, sustainability, and availability for tribal and others’ use.

 

Adaptive Management and Nimble Response
Recommendation:  Build adaptive management into the KRMP. Sunflower Sea Stars were wiped out in 2013, kelp was greatly reduced by 2016. We don’t expect to see activity in the water pursuant to the KRMP until 2027 at least. The ocean, and kelp forests especially, are changing at a faster rate than we’ve ever seen before. At the same time the science we need to inform us on what are the best management tools we should be using is new and evolving rapidly. 

Recommendation:  Create a mechanism to develop the “Kelp Restoration Tool Kit” over time. We’ve referred to the “Kelp Restoration Tool Kit” as a group of techniques to restore and/or protect kelp. Among the ones we have currently are urchin culling, urchin removal, green gravel, deposition of kelp substrate in new (sandy) areas, establishment of artificial reef, and more. There are many, many more techniques now contemplated or to be developed in the future. We don’t even know what many of these will be, much less have science on them adequate to steer our efforts in the most rewarding direction(s). The “Kelp Restoration Tool Kit” will need to be expanded and refined over time, through the coming years and probably decades. That evolution should be based on the best available science, as well as accessibility to areas where the techniques can be used, labor to carry out the restoration, and economic factors. In order to re-evaluate and refine the “Kelp Restoration Tool Kit” over time, we recommend an annual meeting of a panel established for this purpose. It could be constituted of people like those currently serving on the KRMP CWG and the KRMP SAT.

Recommendation:  Review and revise the KRMP itself at fairly brief intervals (we suggest two to five years) as the changing conditions may require changes to more than technique.

