Draft Recommendations on Kelp Ecosystem-Based Management, Restoration, and Harvest from the Kelp Restoration and Management Plan (KRMP) from Community Working Group (CWG)
Updated Draft April 3, 2025
These draft recommendations reflect the conversations with the KRMP CWG discussed over meetings between 2023 - 2024 and are intended to support the CWG’s continued efforts to develop and finalize formal community-informed recommendations to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) with support from the California Ocean Protection Council (OPC). They are grouped into key themes to address the major components of the KRMP: ecosystem-based management, kelp restoration, kelp harvest management, community engagement, interagency coordination, research, and adaptive management. These draft recommendations are a starting place for discussion and will continue to evolve and be refined by the CWG through 2026. A recommendations summary will be developed with guidance from the CWG to inform the KRMP.



Ecosystem-Based Management (EBM) and Defining Kelp Forest Health

EBM & Definition Recommendation 1: 
The CWG recommends KRMP management strategies to consider maintaining habitat quality, and employing a variety of management tools (e.g., harvest regulations, restoration projects, habitat protection, monitoring programs, invasive species management). Management strategies should promote species diversity, habitat and ecosystem health, connectivity among kelp beds, and the ecological relationships that support resilience. 
EBM & Definition Recommendation 2: 
The CWG recommends refining the definition of a “healthy” kelp forest to align with Traditional Ecological Knowledge. Additionally, the KRMP should acknowledge that “health” may differ between giant kelp and bull kelp systems, and may vary based on seasonal and environmental changes.

EBM & Definition Recommendation 3: 
The CWG recommends the KRMP define an historical baseline from which future kelp forest changes could be measured and compared. CDFW should prioritize research in the near-term to establish this baseline on kelp cover and health to better support the identification of critical ecological links and stressors (e.g., marine heat waves, storms, invasive species) that affect kelp dynamics and inform targeted management actions. 



Kelp Harvest Management

Harvest Recommendation 1: 
The CWG recommends the state create a separate category for Tribal harvest and subsistence outside of recreational harvest. There is a distinct difference between Tribal subsistence, Tribal harvest, commercial, and recreational harvest activities. The state should recognize their unique practices, values, and data needs by considering the establishment of distinct permitting frameworks, which may be addressed through a separate rulemaking process after the completion of the KRMP. 

Harvest Recommendation 2: 
The CWG recommends that Tribal subsistence harvest data be confidential and harvest be unrestricted and managed by Tribes in recognition of Tribal sovereignty and Traditional Ecological Knowledge.

Harvest Recommendation 3: 
The CWG recommends the KRMP create a pathway to improve data collection and transparency of bull and giant kelp harvest by tracking and reporting recreational harvest. This will allow the state to gain a comprehensive picture of statewide kelp harvest activities and gain insights on whether management actions effectively protected kelp ecosystems.

Harvest Recommendation 4: 
The CWG recommends that the commercial and recreational harvest regulations be reflective of seasonal changes in density and reproductive cycles for both bull kelp and giant kelp. The KRMP should consider temporary closures or spatial limits in areas of significant kelp decline. Tribal harvest and subsistence should be excluded from these management actions. 



Kelp Restoration

Restoration Recommendation 1: 
The CWG recommends the KRMP to contain a comprehensive restoration toolkit of scientifically tested restoration techniques (e.g., grazing pressure, kelp supply/availability, competitive species, appropriate habitat, emerging approaches) that can be tailored to the unique conditions of each site and region. Restoration approaches must be selected based on a clear understanding of the underlying causes of kelp decline at a given site.

Restoration Recommendation 2: 
The CWG recommends that the KRMP establish clear restoration targets and monitoring protocols that identify explicit, measurable restoration goals (e.g., increases in kelp density, canopy cover, or ecosystem connectivity) and designate control sites to evaluate intervention success. 

Restoration Recommendation 3:
The CWG suggests leveraging community volunteer networks to support monitoring and restoration activities. Understanding the capacity (e.g., a robust volunteer network, etc.) to support restoration and monitoring in an area can help managers prioritize where to begin restoration efforts.

Restoration Recommendation 4: 
In an effort to ensure kelp management is successful in California, the CWG recommends the KRMP streamline permitting and funding mechanisms for restoration projects, including but not limited to, creating pathways to expedite processes during catastrophic events (e.g., oil spills). 

Restoration Recommendation 5: 
The CWG recommends that the restoration techniques outlined in the KRMP restoration toolkit address ecological concerns and ethical considerations (e.g., impact of restoration on genetic diversity and ecosystem resilience). Additionally, before being added to the restoration toolkit, CDFW and the SAC should evaluate restoration techniques—such as sea urchin culling— for both ecological efficacy and ethical considerations, including potential unintended consequences.

Restoration Recommendation 6:
The CWG recommends that artificial reefs be included as a restoration technique in the KRMP restoration toolkit or that it explicitly explain why artificial reefs are not included in the KRMP restoration toolkit. The CWG recommends the KRMP and California Artificial Reef Program (CARP) programs recognize the overlap between kelp and artificial reefs. 


Co-Management (CM)

Co-Management Recommendation 1:
The CWG would like the KRMP to promote and foster co-management initiatives that engage Tribal communities and stakeholders to ensure that Tribal perspectives are central in management decisions. They would like to see the KRMP provide pathways for partnerships between CDFW, OPC, and CA Native American Tribes to support shared stewardship and decision-making.



Community Engagement (CE)

Community Engagement Recommendation 1: 
The CWG recommends that the KRMP establish clear and ongoing opportunities for input from Tribal nations, local communities, recreational users, commercial stakeholders, and NGOs to inform management, especially harvest regulations and restoration planning. The CWG recommends that the KRMP include an outline of community education and outreach programs (e.g., town halls) to inform communities about kelp forest ecology, restoration efforts, and sustainable harvest practices. This approach will help empower diverse stakeholder participation in monitoring and citizen science to support the management of the kelp resource. 

Community Engagement Recommendation 2: 
The CWG recommends that CDFW and OPC include a section that defines clear actions on how the KRMP will build on and expand collaborative partnerships. This would foster community engagement and support in the management and monitoring of kelp beds. 

Community Engagement Recommendation 3: 
The CWG recommends integrating long-term monitoring (including community science and Traditional Ecological Knowledge) into the KRMP to assess restoration outcomes and inform adaptive management. The CWG would like the KRMP to promote and foster community-based monitoring projects that engage local communities and stakeholders.



Research Coordination and Adaptive Management

Coordination and Adaptive Management Recommendation 1: 
The CWG recommends improved communication and data sharing around kelp research projects. A centralized platform for data and information sharing among agencies, academic institutions, researchers, community groups, and others would streamline research efforts and ensure consistency across regions. Structures for this centralized platform can be sourced from past successful multi-agency projects to reduce delays and improve the scalability of research projects.

 

Coordination and Adaptive Management Recommendation 2: 
The CWG recommends that the KRMP include an adaptive management framework. Regular reviews of restoration and harvest management strategies to adjust for new scientific insights and community feedback are necessary to ensure management measures remain flexible and responsive to dynamic environmental conditions and shifting ecosystem baselines.

