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southern sea otter recovery. Sea otter
sightings in the zones are rare at this
time. However, marine reserves are
generally expected to increase the
biomass of apex species within their
bounds and could potentially benefit
sea otters by increasing the populations
of their prey, such as abalone, urchins,
clams, and crabs.

78. Comment: Provide a detailed
discussion of habitat patch replication
for Alternative 1A.

Response: A discussion on habitat
patch replication of Alternative 1 has
been added to Section 3.3 in the FEIS.

79. Comment: Provide an analysis and
discussion that describes the actual
distances between protected habitats
within an MPA for each alternative
rather than the average distance.

Response: A discussion on
connectivity has been added to Section
3.3, specifically, by providing a figure
and discussion on the distances
between individual marine zones for
each alternative.

80. Comment: Provide more detailed
information on the number and
distances between patches of rocky
substrate included in the MPA network.

Response: The discussion on
connectivity has been updated to
include distances between patches of
rocky substrate.

81. Comment: Include Alternative 2 in
the analysis of management
considerations and in the table
summarizing the alternatives’
management considerations.

Response: As stated in the DEIS, the
same management considerations for
Alternative 1A apply to Alternative 2. A
column has been added to Table 52 of
the FEIS.

82. Comment: In Section 5.1 of the
DEIS, NOAA claims adverse ecological
impacts are “‘unlikely.” If adverse
ecological impacts are defined as
declines in abundance, then this term
should be redefined.

Response: NOAA considers “adverse
impacts” as those impacts that are
counter to the goals identified for this
action, such as ensuring the long-term
protection of Sanctuary resources by
restoring and enhancing the abundance,
density, population age structure, and
diversity of the natural biological
communities. NOAA recognizes that
declines in abundance of certain species
are an expected outcome of zone
designation, but does not consider this
in all cases to be an adverse ecological
impact. For example, certain
commercially targeted species may
increase in abundance (e.g., spiny
lobsters) due to reduced fishing pressure
while their prey items decrease (e.g.,

purple urchin) because of an increase in
lobster predation.

83. Comment: Language in Section 5.1
indicates that relatively little fishing
activity occurs in the proposed marine
zones. The statement does not account
for the fact that other regulations
currently restrict fishing in these areas.
The discussion should clarify this point
by adding “currently”” before “relatively
little activity.”

Response: This recommendation has
been added to the FEIS.

84. Comment: Provide references for
assertions regarding the ecological
impacts of the no-action alternative
made in section 5.1.2 of the DEIS.

Response: Section 5.1.2 provides
references regarding current and future
anthropogenic stresses on California’s
coastal environment.

85. Comment: Add a reference for the
recommended distances between
marine zones.

Response: References for
recommended distances between
marine zones have been added.

86. Comment: The statement in the
DEIS (section 5.1.6) that the spot prawn
trawling prohibition is a response to
declining catch and bycatch of bocaccio
is incomplete and needs clarification.
The trawl] closure for spot prawns was
implemented primarily due to concerns
of potential damage to high relief habitat
from roller gear and from overall levels
of bycatch, particularly finfishes,
relative to spot prawn catch.

Response: As the commenter states,
the trawl closure for spot prawns was
implemented primarily due to concerns
of potential damage to high relief habitat
from roller gear and from overall levels
of bycatch, particularly finfishes,
relative to spot prawn catch. The FEIS
has been revised accordingly (see page
102 of the FEIS).

87. Comment: It is illogical to include
potential impacts from the existing
Channel Islands state marine zones as
this impact should have already
occurred.

Response: Under NEPA guidelines
NOAA is required to consider
cumulative impacts which include the
impacts of the state MPAs in the
analysis. Please see Table 25 of the
FEIS, (Commercial Fishing and Kelp—
Summary of Impacts by Alternative Step
1 Analysis), which clearly distinguishes
the cumulative impact of the “Total
New Proposal.”

88. Comment: The kelp fishery should
not be included in the analysis, since no
kelp beds occur in the proposed MPAs.

Response: NOAA agrees there is no
impact to kelp harvesting in the federal
water marine zones (see Table 26 of the
FEIS, which indicates the ex-vessel

value of kelp at 0% in the additional
state and federal water areas). However,
under its NEPA guidelines (NOAA
Administrative Order 216—6), NOAA is
required to consider cumulative
impacts, which include the impacts to
kelp harvesting in the existing state
marine zones (Table 26 indicates the ex-
vessel value for these areas is 5.48%).

89. Comment: Table 26 and Table 31
are confusing because the column
headers say “value” but what the tables
depict is actually “impact” to the
fisheries. It would help to add another
column just before the last one that lists
the total value of each fishery.

Response: Ex vessel value is what the
fishermen receive as revenue for their
catch and only represents one category
or portion of the total impact, i.e., the
impact to fishermen. Other categories
include income, employment, etc. To
use the word “impact” in the table
would be misleading, because the tables
contain “maximum potential loss”, i.e.,
all ex vessel value associated with the
alternative, which is not expected as the
final impact, as one would expect
fishers to engage in mitigating behavior.
The total value of each fishery is
provided in Table 18 of the FEIS.

90. Comment: If $24,233,406 is used
as the total value of all fisheries (Table
24, Column 2), and $3,012,974 is the
total potential impact (Table 26 bottom
of next to last column), then the percent
total impact should be 12.43, and not
12.50 as listed at the bottom of the last
column in Table 26. For Table 31, a
similar problem occurs.

Response: The commenter’s
calculations are incorrect because they
used the total baseline kelp and
commercial fishing as the numerator,
not the total of species for which the
analysts have spatial data.

91. Comment: In 2003 to 2005, the
landings for the port of Santa Barbara
for the nearshore, shelf, and slope
rockfish fisheries should not be
considered as having ‘“‘steep” declines.
Shelf rockfish landings actually
increased during this period.

Response: The commenter’s estimate
of what is sustainable for rockfish, and
therefore the baseline for assessing
socioeconomic impact, is still most
likely an overstatement given the
generally strong downward trend of the
entire species group.

92. Comment: There isn’t much
fishing pressure in the proposed reserve
areas, thus the economic impact of
reserve establishment will be minimal.

Response: NOAA'’s analysis shows
that the fishing activity in the marine
zones is indeed minimal.

93. Comment: Further closures,
particularly in the Smugglers’ Cove/
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Yellow Banks area, would result in
economic harm to the sportfishing
industry.

Response: There are no marine zones
proposed for the Smugglers’ Cove/
Yellow Banks area. Furthermore, the
economic analysis associated with this
action predicts the overall impacts to
the sportfishing industry will be
minimal. See section 5.2.3 of the FEIS.

94. Comment: The data used in
NOAA’s economic analysis are dated
and there are additional sources now
available that should be used to update
the document.

Response: The estimates from
Leeworthy, Wiley, and Stone (2005) are
based on the best available information.
Adding one or two years of recent data
does not necessarily provide a better
estimate. In statistics, this would be
recognized as an “‘outlier” influencing
the estimate of the mean.

More recent trends show that for some
species the 2000-2003 averages are
better measures of what could be
sustainable than the 1996—1999 average
used in prior analyses. Economic
impacts were updated based on these
new assessments of what is sustainable
and can be found in Leeworthy, Wiley,
and Stone (2005).

Although some of the information is
several years old, it is the only spatially
distributed data available. The
distributions represent a historical
average of areas fished over four to five
year time periods and were provided by
fishermen. For a more detailed
socioeconomic impact analysis, see
Leeworthy, Wiley, and Stone (2005).

95. Comment: The socioeconomic
analysis underestimates the impacts of
the preferred alternative to commercial
fishing.

Response: It can be expected that
there will be short-term losses to the
commercial fisheries from Alternative 1.
However, overall the impacts are small
and the net cost or benefits to
commercial fisheries are likely to be
negligible. See also response #29 above.

96. Comment: Please clarify how the
“Baseline person days of recreation
activity”” were determined and re-
evaluate these statistics. Discrepancies
between the ratio of private and charter
boat dives, and consumptive vs. non-
consumptive divers seem inaccurate.
Commenter questions whether trips in
Santa Barbara are less expensive than in
Los Angeles.

Response: Baseline person-days of
recreation activity were determined by a
survey of all charter and party boat
operations active in the CINMS. Private
boat fishing and consumptive diving
data were compiled from a variety of

sources (see Leeworthy, Wiley and
Stone, 2005, Appendix B).

The data does not show discrepancies
or relative price differences among
geographic areas.

97. Comment: Clarify the meaning of
“employment” in private boat diving.

Response: Employment related to
private boat fishing and diving occurs
through the expenditures paid by those
engaged in the activity. This includes
fuel, food, beverages, lodging,
transportation, launch fees, etc. For each
industry, there is an assumed ratio of
sales and employment. Additionally,
there is a multiplier effect, which
accounts for additional employment of
businesses supplying these businesses.
For a complete explanation, see
Leeworthy, Wiley, and Stone (2005).

98. Comment: The kayaking statistics
seem inaccurate. Commenter claims that
last year, for example, there were 7,000
kayaking days at Scorpion Anchorage,
Santa Cruz Island.

Response: The kayaking statistics only
include that activity associated with
charter/party operations. The analysis
does not include non-consumptive
activity undertaken with private
household boats. No institution
estimates this activity. A project
currently underway in the
Socioeconomic Research & Monitoring
Program for the CINMS is tracking the
amount of this activity.

99. Comment: Make the tables easier
to understand, and if appropriate
presented as figures instead. If the
numbers are estimates, add confidence
intervals. If differences are significant,
that should be noted with the level of
significance. Clarify the time period and
area in which the data was gathered.

Response: Figures would not provide
the level of detail required to provide all
of the necessary information. None of
the estimates were derived through a
stochastic process and therefore
confidence intervals are not calculable.
The time period is stated clearly in the
text.

100. Comment: Commenter states that
the negative perception toward Channel
Islands MPAs by recreational fishermen
has resulted in diminished recreational
fishing effort and, consequently, lower
revenues for businesses that serve
recreational fishing interests in Santa
Barbara and Ventura Counties.

Response: Scientifically credible and
verifiable data regarding the statements
made was not provided by the
commenter and NOAA is not aware of
any such data.

101. Comment: Add an expenditure
that represents guiding fees for
kayaking, e.g., a day kayaking trip is

approximately $180.00 (including boat
fee).

Response: Kayaking fees are included
in the analysis. See page 31 of
Leeworthy, Wiley, and Stone (2005) for
all recreation expenditure information.

102. Comment: Add data from the
National Economics Project, National
Park Service, and Chris LaFranchi.

Response: The commenter did not
provide NOAA with sufficient
information to provide a response.

103. Comment: The impacts shown
are partially an artifact of the proposed
zoned areas being temporarily closed by
fisheries management measures.
Recommend noting that current EFH
rules may change.

Response: In the Step 2 analysis in the
FEIS, other regulations are discussed
and how they might impact the
estimates presented in the Step 1
analysis, which includes “maximum
potential loss”.

104. Comment: To protect the
fisheries dependent infrastructure of
Ventura Harbor, integrate into the
NOAA action goals for sustainable
fisheries, maintenance of long-term
socioeconomic viability, and
minimization of short-term
socioeconomic loses to all uses and
dependent parties.

Response: The goals for NOAA’s
action are guided by the NMSA and are
clearly stated in section 2.0 of the FEIS
as well as earlier in this preamble to the
final rule.

105. Comment: Regulatory agencies
should promote collaboration between
competing interests to accomplish
mutual fisheries goals.

Response: The SAC/MRWG process
and State/Federal partnership and
coordination with the PFMC have
promoted collaboration between all
interested parties. NOAA’s goals for this
action are not fisheries-specific.

106. Comment: Multiplier effects for
the local community and the state
economy must be factored into
socioeconomic data for a fisheries
management plan to be effective.

Response: NOAA’s socioeconomic
analysis includes indirect impacts to
fisheries-related support services and
businesses (multiplier effects). This
methodology is detailed in Leeworthy,
Wiley, and Stone (2005) on pages 13—16
for commercial fishing and 28-29 for
the recreation industry. The analysis
utilized multipliers created specifically
for the commercial fishing industry. The
multipliers were obtained from the
Fishery Economic Assessment Model
(FEAM). The FEAM was developed
under contract to the PFMC, and is
based on input-output models detailing
inter-industry relationships. The FEAM
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was designed for regional economic
analysis and processing of the
commercial fishery landings taking
place within the county where the port
is located.

107. Comment: Ex-Vessel value
reported in Table 19 of the DEIS
suggests that current regulations have
effectively reduced the number of
commercial fishing operators and show
lower catch volumes. These trends
translate into less fish harvested in the
region. The percentage of vessels
reporting catch from CINMS has
declined from 79% in 2000 to an
average of 47% in subsequent years.

Response: Table 19 shows a decline in
vessels reporting catch from CINMS
from 79 percent in 2000 down to 34
percent in 2002, followed by an increase
between 2002 and 2003.

108. Comment: Commenter indicates
there is a decrease of 86% in the
cumulative ex-vessel value for the
Ventura Harbor when comparing the
study area totals for ex-vessel value by
port in Table 17 (Commercial Fishing:
Study Area Totals Ex Vessel Value by
Port) to Table 27 (Commercial Fishing—
Alternative 1 Study Area Totals, Ex
Vessel Value by Port)

Response: The two tables are not
showing the same estimate. Table 17
shows the study area total, while Table
27 shows the total in Alternative 1. The
estimate in Table 17 did not “decrease”
to the estimate in Table 27.

109. Comment: Ventura County has
the highest economic dependency on
activities in the CINMS, relative to all
counties in the study area, as shown in
Table 11 (Local/Regional Economic
Dependence on CINMS Baseline
Personal Income).

Response: While any impact may
seem significant for those who
experience it, the table also shows that
the baseline personal income associated
with all activities in CINMS for Ventura
County is less than one quarter of one
percent of personal income for the
county.

110. Comment: Ensure that non-
consumptive activities are sustainable
in the CINMS by balancing and
promoting collaboration between
competing interests.

Response: NOAA believes that the
CINMS Advisory Council provides an
ideal forum for “competing” interests to
discuss their respective issues regarding
use of the Sanctuary and to provide
input and advice on such matters to the
CINMS superintendent.

111. Comment: Provide the sources of
data for analysis of charter/party and
private boating impacts.

Response: The source of the
information is Leeworthy, Wiley, and

Stone (2005) and is cited at the
beginning of sections 4.3.1 and 5.2 of
the FEIS. In Leeworthy, Wiley, and
Stone (2005), Appendix C documents all
data used in the assessment for the
recreation industry. A cumulative
analysis of impacts, including the state
areas of closure, is provided.

112. Comment: The socioeconomic
analysis fails to adequately address
displacement and impacts on
recreational access, ignores the
cumulative impact of existing state and
federal closures, and projects unverified
supply benefits.

Response: In the Step 2 analysis in the
FEIS, the potential short- and long-term
impacts to a fisherman’s ability to
relocate fishing activity to areas outside
marine zones is noted in qualitative
terms using an ecological-economic
model. It is not possible to estimate the
net outcomes of how the ecological and
economic processes will play out. For
example, replenishment effects from the
closed areas could offset the impacts of
displacement or vice versa. The
possibility of long-term losses to the
recreational fishing industry by
restricted access is acknowledged.
Several ecological and socioeconomic
monitoring efforts are underway, while
others are planned. Monitoring will
help determine what actual outcomes
will occur, and the major stakeholders
were involved in developing the priority
monitoring items.

113. Comment: Please update Table
11 (Local/Regional Economic
Dependence on CINMS: Baseline
Personal Income) and Table 12 (Local/
Regional Economic Dependence on
CINMS—Baseline Employment) and the
text explanations to reflect
socioeconomic impacts to all direct and
indirect incomes related to commercial
and recreational fishing.

Response: The estimates in Tables 11
and 12 do reflect socioeconomic
impacts to all direct, indirect, and
induced incomes related to commercial
and recreational fishing. This
methodology is detailed in Leeworthy,
Wiley and Stone (2005) on pages 13—16
for commercial fishing and 28-29 for
the recreation industry.

114. Comment: Include Leeworthy,
Wiley, and Stone (2005) as an appendix
to the Final EIS.

Response: Leeworthy, Wiley, and
Stone (2005) includes the sources of all
the economic data used in determining
the economic impacts. This report is
available at http://
channelislands.noaa.gov/marineres/
main.html. As such, to avoid bulk, it
was not added to the FEIS as an
appendix.

115. Comment: The references and
data that analyze the value and
employment associated with “Total
Consumptive Activities” (Table 1.3 and
1.4) ignore the additional value of
businesses and services dedicated to
supporting commercial and recreational
fishing; recommend that the FEIS
include the value of these businesses
and support services in order to assess
overall economic impact.

Response: The additional businesses
and services dedicated to supporting
commercial and recreational fishing are
included in the estimates in Leeworthy,
Wiley and Stone (2005) on Tables 1.3
and 1.4 through the multiplier process.
This methodology is detailed on pages
13-16 for commercial fishing and 28-29
for the recreation industry.

116. Comment: The potential impact
on ports and the potential economic
costs of the percentage reductions in
catch landings should be included.

Response: Throughout the analyses
the percentage impacts on ex vessel
value of the catch is presented. Ex
vessel value of the catch is just pounds
of catch times the price per pound and
reflects both effects on supply and
demand. There is no added value of
listing percentage of pounds of catch
separately.

117. Comment: The overall potential
reductions in annual income and full
and part time employment should
include the values as percentages of the
regional and local commercial fishing
industries as well as the overall regional
economy.

Response: The suggested percentages
are in Table 25 of the FEIS.

118. Comment: Tables 27, 28, 29, 32,
33, and 34 (Commercial Fishing Impact)
do not include the values of support
services and businesses associated with
commercial and recreational fishing.

Response: The impacts on ex value of
the commercial fisheries are shown in
Tables 27 and 32. The impacts on
support services and businesses
associated with commercial fisheries are
included in Tables 33 and 34. Table 35
includes multiplier impacts for income
and employment for recreational fishing
as noted in footnotes 3 and 4 of Table
35.

119. Comment: Provide additional
details on the socioeconomic,
education, and outreach options that
minimize or mitigate potential increased
social costs and lawsuits, and increased
costs of enforcement.

Response: The State of California and
NOAA have developed ecological and
socioeconomic monitoring plans to
gauge the effects of the marine zones. In
addition, the agencies have developed
interpretive enforcement education
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materials (e.g., brochures, signage) with
affected stakeholders to better inform
users of the marine zones. Effective
communication of monitoring results
through education and outreach and the
application of interpretive enforcement
tools may defray or avoid these social
costs.

120. Comment: Partnering with the
Sanctuary to manage the zoning
network is very important.

Response: During the community
phase and establishment of state marine
zones, NOAA has relied on partners
such as State of California, National
Park Service, and U.S. Coast Guard, to
implement the zone network. See the
response to comment #2 for more
information on this issue.

121. Comment: The CDFG supports
Alternative 1C. It will work with FGC to
fill any spatial gaps between the existing
zones and the federal water zones.

Response: NOAA acknowledges the
CDFG’s position on the alternatives
analyzed in the DEIS. See the response
to comment #2 for more information on
this issue.

122. Comment: The CDFG supports
the proposed CINMS designation
document amendments.

Response: NOAA acknowledges the
CDFG’s support for the proposed
changes to the CINMS designation
document.

123. Comment: NOAA’s action may
reduce conflicts between seabirds and
fisheries, thus complementing NOAA’s
Office of Spill Prevention and Response
seabird restoration efforts.

Response: Although this outcome is
not a direct intent of this action, NOAA
supports the Office of Spill Prevention
and Response’s seabird restoration
efforts. Seabirds may become entangled
or hooked on fishing gear and their
feeding and breeding behaviors
disrupted by fishing activity, such as
fishing at night with bright lights.

124. Comment: Consultation with the
State of California is required under
Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.

Response: NOAA has complied with
all required consultations, including the
National Historic Preservation Act.

125. Comment: A number of
commenters expressed general support
for marine reserves, marine
conservation in general, and expanding
the CINMS.

Response: NOAA acknowledges these
comments.

126. Comment: The NOAA document
should define short-term losses to both
recreational and commercial fisheries,
why losses will be short-term, and how
the temporal nature of the impacts will
be measured.

Response: As described in section
5.2.2.2 of the FEIS, short-term losses are
defined as impacts over the next 1-5
years and long-term impacts are defined
as 5—20 years. NOAA expects the
projected maximum potential economic
impacts to be primarily short-term
because NOAA expects the affected
community will be able to adapt to the
new regulatory environment.

NOAA'’s socioeconomic monitoring
plan calls for monitoring value of
commercial fisheries catch (both inside
and outside the CINMS and in state
waters). Monitoring State-wide trends
helps to separate out effects that have
nothing to do with the CINMS marine
reserves.

For the recreational fisheries, NOAA
plans to monitor the following: (1)
Spatial use patterns and intensity of use
(total number of person-days of use); (2)
charter/party boats using CDFG
logbooks for Charter Passenger Fishing
Vessels (CPFV); (3) private boats using
the new California recreational fishing
statistics data; (4) socioeconomic
profiles of fishermen, including
expenditure profiles; (5) net value or
consumer’s surplus; and (6) knowledge,
attitudes and perceptions of
management strategies and regulations.

For more information, see the
Socioeconomic Monitoring Plan at
http://www.cinms.nos.noaa.gov/
marineres/main.html.

127. Comment: The expected
socioeconomic impacts to the
recreational and commercial fisheries
and fishermen’s income should be
compared to that sector’s total income
by county and not to the total county
income and regional data.

Response: The FEIS details how value
of catch by each species/species group
and the total across all species/species
group are impacted as a percent of all
commercial fishing catch from the
CINMS. This is also done by port and
the percentages present how the percent
of the total ports value of catch is
impacted by each alternative. See
appendix tables in Leeworthy, Wiley
and Stone (2005) for more information
on the impacts by port and by county
with the percents being the percents of
the totals for each county.

For the recreation industry, greater
detail is provided in Leeworthy, Wiley
and Stone (2005) on the total impacts by
county and percents of the total CINMS
recreation impacted from the total
CINMS recreation in the county.

128. Comment: As the focus of the
action is Santa Barbara Channel, data
relevant to this area, not the State as a
whole, should be used. A statement is
made that “almost 20 percent of those
who use California’s coastal areas for

recreation are interstate or international
visitors * * *” Does this figure also
apply to the more geographically
limited Channel Islands area? Another
statement is made that as numbers of
people increase (referring to coastal
population growth), so do the number of
CINMS users. Are there any data to
support this statement? Does the
increase in CINMS use parallel the rates
of increase elsewhere?

Response: Recognizing there is a
paucity of data specific to the CINMS or
the specific local surrounding area of
Santa Barbara, Ventura, and Los Angeles
counties, NOAA used the best available
data to estimate the amount of activity
in the CINMS.

There were two sources of time series
data for assessing trends: NOAA
Fisheries’ Marine Fishing Statistics
Survey (MRFSS), which has now been
replaced with the California
Recreational Fishing Statistics Program,
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s
National Survey of Hunting, Fishing and
Wildlife Associated Recreation. Both
estimate use for Southern California.
Leeworthy, Wiley, and Stone (2005)
summarize trends from these two
sources (page 27) and the trends from
the two sources were not consistent.
From 1993-1999, MRFSS shows a
downward trend, while from 1991-1996
(survey is done every five years) it
shows an upward trend. From 1999—
2002, MRFSS shows an upward trend.

A 1997 California Resources Agency
report estimated that for all coastal areas
20 percent of recreation is done by out
of State visitors. A Santa Barbara County
Conference & Visitors Bureau and Film
Commission report included an estimate
that 20 percent of the visitors to Santa
Barbara County were foreign visitors.
There are not any surveys of the visitors
to the CINMS to know if the same
would hold true for recreational users of
the CINMS. The statement that ‘““as
coastal population grows, so will
number of CINMS users” is an
extrapolation from an assessment of
national trends for ocean and coastal
(marine) recreation from the National
Survey on Recreation and the
Environment (NSRE) 2000. Year 2000
data were analyzed for demographic
factors related to participation in marine
recreation activities and equations used
to forecast future participation for years
2005 and 2010. Generally, national
participation rates (the percent of the
U.S. population doing an activity) are
projected to decline. However, the total
number of participants is projected to
increase because the population growth
more than compensates for the lower
participation rates. The statement
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presumes these same trends may hold
for California or the CINMS.

129. Comment: There is no
quantitative evidence to show that non-
consumptive activities will increase in
the new zones, especially because all of
the non-consumptive use occurs
nearshore.

Response: The establishment of the
new marine zones is expected to result
in benefits to nonconsumptive
recreational users. While there is no
data currently available to directly
estimate the magnitude of these
benefits, NOAA conducted a benefits
transfer/policy analysis simulation to
quantify potential benefits. In addition,
a two year study is now underway to
help quantify these benefits. Non-
consumptive uses in the proposed new
zones are a relatively small percentage
of the total non-consumptive uses that
are concentrated in the nearshore waters
of the Sanctuary. See section 5.2.5 of the
FEIS for further discussion.

130. Comment: It is not clear how
closures will affect the marine zones or
how they will benefit the intent of those
closures. The DEIS indicates that the
proposed action would supplement the
closures by “establishing temporally
permanent zones,” but no details are
given and the statement is confusing.

Response: The action partially
supplements the existing fishery
closures, such as the Cowcod
Conservation Area. The designation of
marine reserves in or near areas
protected by fishery closures adds
another layer of protection, further
ensuring that no fishing will occur on
targeted species in the fishery closures
and the adjacent areas protected by the
marine reserves. Protection of the water
column and all biophysical
characteristics of marine reserves likely
will enhance the recovery of targeted
species protected by fishery closures by
eliminating bycatch and further
protection of habitats. Synergistic effects
may result from protection by marine
reserves of species and ecological
processes consistent and adjacent to
fishery closures.

131. Comment: Alternative 2 may
cause negative financial impacts to
coastal communities, recreational and
commercial boating, and specifically,
the ability of a local agency to repay
existing state loans that are used for the
construction and improvement of small
craft harbors.

Response: The state marine zones
have been in place for over three years
and there is no evidence that the ability
of local agencies to repay small harbor
construction and improvement loans
has been exacerbated due to impacts on
recreational and commercial boating

from the state zones. Furthermore, there
is a marginal increase in the estimated
“maximum potential impact” to
recreational and commercial boating
with the extension of marine zones from
the existing state marine zones into
deeper waters of the Sanctuary with
either Alternative 1 or 2.

132. Comment: The DEIS should
specifically address Environmental
Justice. The Council on Environmental
Quality requires this inclusion, and the
counties under consideration differ in
income and social structure.

Response: See Section 6.7 of the FEIS
for a discussion on Environmental
Justice and all other required
consultations.

133. Comment: The commercial
fishing sector developed five
alternatives that have lower economic
impacts to both recreational and
commercial fishermen than the
preferred alternative, because a balance
of marine conservation areas and marine
reserves was used instead of marine
reserves only.

Response: Marine conservation areas,
where certain fishing activity and
impacts to habitat and species still
occurs, would not achieve the purpose
and goals of the proposed project as
well as marine reserves. However,
NOAA has decided to establish one
marine conservation area off of Anacapa
Island to ensure consistency with the
State of California’s marine zone
network, which also established a
marine conservation area in that
location. See section 3.1.2.2 of the FEIS.
Also, see response #44 for the reason the
one marine conservation area is
included.

VI. Changes From Proposed Rule

NOAA made changes to the proposed
rule issued on August 11, 2006 to
respond to public comments. The
changes are as follows:

In paragraphs (a) and (b) of § 922.73,
the reference to the effective date of the
final rule has been removed. The
purpose of this provision was to ensure
that changes made to NOAA’s MSA
regulations after the effective date of the
final NMSA regulations would not affect
the applicability of the NMSA
regulations without public notice.
NOAA has decided (1) to insert a
reference to these NMSA regulations in
NOAA’s MSA regulations at 50 CFR part
660 as part of this final rulemaking, and
(2) in future notices proposing to amend
50 CFR part 660, to advise the public
and seek comment on any consequences
as it relates to the regulations at 15 CFR
922.73 (e.g., that because 50 CFR part
660 is being amended to prohibit fishing
in the water column of the marine

reserves, these activities would no
longer be prohibited under 15 CFR
922.73; or because 50 CFR part 660 is
being amended to allow the use of
bottom contact gear, that activity would
be prohibited under 15 CFR 922.73).

In paragraph (b)(3) of § 922.73, the
exception to the prohibition on
possessing Sanctuary resources has been
broadened somewhat to ensure fish that
were harvested in the marine
conservation area are allowed to be in
a person’s possession regardless of the
status of the person’s vessel.

In paragraph (a)(1), (a)(3), (b)(1), and
(b)(3), the phrase “any living or dead
organism, historical resource, or other
Sanctuary resource’”” has been replaced
with “any Sanctuary resource, including
living or dead organisms or historical
resources” in each place it appears to
clarify the application of the regulation
to all Sanctuary resources.

The reference to the Painted Cave
Marine Conservation Area in paragraph
(b) of § 922.73 been removed. The
Painted Cave Marine Conservation Area
is completely within state waters of the
Sanctuary, and is therefore (as discussed
in the preamble) not subject to this
rulemaking.

The coordinates for the marine
reserves and marine conservation area
in appendices B and G, respectively,
have been modified so that only federal
waters are included in this final rule. As
discussed in the preamble, should
NOAA decide to extend these marine
reserves and marine conservation area
into state waters of the Sanctuary,
another final rulemaking action will
further modify these coordinates as
appropriate.

VII. Miscellaneous Rulemaking
Requirements

A. National Marine Sanctuaries Act

Section 304 of the NMSA (16 U.S.C.
1434) requires the Secretary of
Commerce in designating a sanctuary to
submit Sanctuary designation
documents to the United States
Congress (Committee on Resources of
the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate) and
Governor of each state in which any part
of the Sanctuary would be located. The
designation documents are to be
submitted on the same date the notice
is published and must include the
proposed terms of the designation, the
proposed regulations, a draft
environmental impact statement, and a
draft management plan. The terms of
designation may only be modified by
the same procedures by which the
original designation is made. In
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accordance with Section 304, the
appropriate documents have been
submitted to the specified Congressional
Committees and the Governor of
California.

B. National Environmental Policy Act

In accordance with Section 304(a)(2)
of the NMSA (16 U.S.C. 1434(a)(2)), and
the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C.
4321-4370(a)), an FEIS has been
prepared for the proposed action.
Copies of the FEIS are available upon
request to NOAA at the address listed in
the ADDRESSES section. The FEIS notice
of availability was published on April
20, 2007 (72 FR 19928). The 30-day
period for the FEIS ended on May 21,
2007.

C. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory
Impact

This rule has been determined to be
not significant within the meaning of
Executive Order 12866.

D. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

The Assistant Secretary for
Intergovernmental and Legislative
Affairs, Department of Commerce, has
consulted with appropriate elected
officials in the State of California, as
appropriate. Since 1999, NOAA has
partnered with and supported the State
in this effort. During the federal phase,
NOAA has continually briefed the
Secretary of Resources and the Director
of the California Department of Fish and
Game. NOAA also held numerous
consultations with all California
resource management agencies as
required under section 303(b)(2) of the
NMSA.

E. Regulatory Flexibility Act

In accordance with the requirements
of section 604(a) of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 604(a)), NOAA
has prepared a final regulatory
flexibility analysis (FRFA) describing
the impact of the proposed action on
small businesses. Section 604(a)
requires that each FRFA contain:

1. A succinct statement of the need
for, and objectives of, the rule;

2. A summary of the significant issues
raised by the public comments in
response to the initial regulatory
flexibility analysis, a summary of the
assessment of the agency of such issues,
and a statement of any changes made in
the proposed rule as a result of such
comments;

3. A description of and an estimate of
the number of small entities to which
the rule will apply or an explanation of
why no such estimate is available;

4. A description of the projected
reporting, recordkeeping and other

compliance requirements of the rule,
including an estimate of the classes of
small entities which will be subject to
the requirement and the type of
professional skills necessary for
preparation of the report or record; and
5. A description of the steps the
agency has taken to minimize the
significant economic impact on small
entities consistent with the stated
objectives of applicable statutes,
including a statement of the factual,
policy, and legal reasons for selecting
the alternative adopted in the final rule
and why each one of the other
significant alternatives to the rule
considered by the agency which affect
the impact on small entities was
rejected. The FRFA is available upon
request to NOAA at the address listed in
the ADDRESSES section above. A
summary of the FRFA follows.

Summary of the Final Regulatory
Flexibility Act Analysis

1. Statement of need. A statement of
why action by NOAA is being
considered and the objectives of, and
legal basis for, this final rule is
contained in the preamble section of
this final rule and is not repeated here.

2. Summary of public comments.
Section V. in the preamble of this final
rule contains a summary of all of the
comments submitted to NOAA and
NOAA’s responses thereto. Some
comments about the economic impact of
the proposed action were submitted.
Refer, for example, to comment numbers
86 through 133 for summaries of these
comments and NOAA'’s responses
thereto.

3. Number of small entities affected.
The Small Business Administration has
established thresholds on the
designation of businesses as ““small
entities”. A fish-harvesting business is
considered a “small” business if it has
annual receipts not in excess of $3.5
million (13 CFR 121.201). Sports and
recreation businesses and scenic and
sightseeing transportation businesses
are considered ‘“‘small” businesses if
they have annual receipts not in excess
of $6 million (13 CFR 121.201).
According to these limits, each of the
businesses listed below are considered
small entities. (All analyses are based on
the most recently updated and best
available information.)

a. Number of commercial fishing
operations. In 2003, there were 441
commercial fishing operations that
reported catches from the CINMS. Total
commercial fishing revenue from the
CINMS was $17.3 million in 2003.

b. Number of consumptive
recreational operations. In 1999, there
were 18 recreational fishing charter/

party boats operating in the CINMS. In
1999, there were 10 consumptive diving
charter/party boats operating in the
CINMS. Total reported 1999 gross
revenue from these consumptive
recreational activities was $8.8 million.
Total costs for 1999 were reported at
$8.4 million. After all costs were paid,
the consumptive recreational activities
resulted in $420,000 in profit.

¢. Number of non-consumptive
recreational operations. In 1999, there
were 8 whale watching operations, 7
non-consumptive diving operations, 4
operations that offered kayaking or
island sightseeing activities, and 8
sailing operations, within the CINMS.
Total reported 1999 gross revenue from
these non-consumptive recreational
activities was $2.6 million. Total costs
for 1999 were reported at $2.5 million.
After all costs were paid, the non-
consumptive recreational activities
resulted in $82,000 in profit.

4. There are no new reporting,
recordkeeping, or other compliance
requirements.

5. Two alternatives plus a no-action
alternative were considered. The no
action (status quo) alternative would not
establish marine reserves and marine
conservation areas in the Sanctuary.
Therefore there is no economic impact.

Alternative 1C, the proposed
alternative, including both the existing
state network and proposed extensions,
would include approximately 110.5
square nautical miles of marine reserves
and 1.7 square nautical miles of marine
conservation areas for a total of 214.1
square nautical miles of the CINMS
when combined with the existing state
zones. The new proposed federal areas
of Alternative 1C potentially impact
0.51% (approximately $124,000) of ex
vessel value of commercial catch in the
CINMS. The total maximum potential
loss to the income of commercial fishing
businesses is 0.61% ($440,000) and to
the employment of commercial fishing
businesses is 0.66% (13 jobs). For
consumptive recreation in the CINMS,
the estimated maximum potential loss
associated with alternative 1 is $935,000
(3.5%) in annual income and about 42
full and part-time jobs (3.7%) in the
local county economies. For non-
consumptive recreation in the CINMS,
the estimated range of potential
increases in income generated in the
local county economies associated with
alternative 1 is between $337 and about
$380,000. The estimated range of
potential increases in employment in
the local county economies is between
0.02 and 19 full- and part-time jobs.
Alternative 1C was chosen as NOAA’s
preferred alternative because it best
accomplished the purpose and need of
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furthering the protection of Sanctuary
biodiversity while complementing the
existing State-designated network.
Alternatives 1A and 1B were rejected
because they involved the establishment
of federal marine reserves and marine
conservation areas in state waters of the
Sanctuary; which was opposed by the
State of California.

Alternative 2, including both the
existing state network and proposed
extensions, would encompass
approximately 275.8 square nautical
miles of marine reserves and 12.1 square
nautical miles of marine conservation
areas for a total of 287.8 square nautical
miles of the CINMS. Alternative 2 is
larger than alternative 1, and proposes
some different reserve areas not
proposed in alternative 1. The new
proposed federal areas of alternative 2
potentially impact 0.82%
(approximately $197,000) of ex vessel
value of commercial catch in the
CINMS. The total maximum potential
loss to the income of commercial fishing
businesses is 0.91% ($650,000) and to
the employment of commercial fishing
businesses is 0.97% (19 jobs). For
consumptive recreation in the CINMS,
the estimated maximum potential loss
associated with alternative 2 is
$1,300,000 (5.0%) in annual income and
about 59 full and part-time jobs (5.2%)
in the local county economies. For non-
consumptive recreation in the CINMS,
the estimated range of potential
increases in income generated in the
local county economies associated with
alternative 2 is between $748 and about
$841,000. The estimated range of
potential increases in employment in
the local county economies is between
0.04 and 44 full- and part-time jobs.
Please refer to comment/response #1 for
the reasons alternative 2 was rejected.

F. Paperwork Reduction Act

This rule contains a collection-of-
information requirement subject to the
Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) which
has been approved by OMB under
control number 0648-0141. The public
reporting burden for national marine
sanctuary permits is estimated to
average 1 hour per response, including
the time for reviewing instructions,
searching existing data sources,
gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing
the collection of information. This rule
would not modify the average annual
number of respondents or the reporting
burden for this information
requirement, so a modification to this
approval is not necessary. Send
comments regarding this burden
estimate, or any other aspect of this data
collection, including suggestions for

reducing the burden, to NOAA (see
ADDRESSES) and by e-mail to
David_Rostker@omb.eop.gov, or fax to
(202) 395-7285.

Notwithstanding any other provision
of the law, no person is required to
respond to, nor shall any person be
subject to a penalty for failure to comply
with, a collection of information subject
to the requirements of the PRA, unless
that collection of information displays a
currently valid OMB Control Number.

G. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of
1995

This final rule contains no federal
mandates (under the regulatory
provisions of Title II of the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA))
for State, local, and tribal governments
or the private sector. Thus, this rule is
not subject to the requirements of
section 202 and 205 of UMRA.

List of Subjects

15 CFR Part 922

Administrative practice and
procedure, Coastal zone, Education,
Environmental protection, Marine
resources, Natural resources, Penalties,
Recreation and recreation areas,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Research.

50 CFR Part 660

Administrative practice and
procedure, American Samoa, Fisheries,
Fishing, Guam, Hawaiian Natives,
Indians, Northern Mariana Islands,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: May 18, 2007
John H. Dunnigan,

Assistant Administrator for Ocean Services
and Coastal Zone Management.

Dated: May 17, 2007.
William T. Hogarth,
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries.
m For the reasons stated in the preamble,
15 CFR chapter IX and 50 CFR chapter
VI are amended as follows:

15 CFR CHAPTER IX

PART 922—[AMENDED]

m 1. The authority for part 922
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1431 et seq.
m 2. Revise § 922.70 to read as follows:

§922.70 Boundary.

The Channel Islands National Marine
Sanctuary (Sanctuary) consists of an
area of the waters off the coast of
California of approximately 1,128
square nautical miles (nmi) adjacent to
the following islands and offshore rocks:

San Miguel Island, Santa Cruz Island,
Santa Rosa Island, Anacapa Island,
Santa Barbara Island, Richardson Rock,
and Castle Rock (collectively the
Islands) extending seaward to a distance
of approximately six nmi. The boundary
coordinates are listed in appendix A to
this subpart.

m 3. Redesignate §§922.71 and 922.72

as §§922.72 and 922.74, respectively.

m 4. Add § 922.71 to subpart G of part
922 to read as follows:

§922.71 Definitions.

In addition to those definitions found
at §922.3, the following definitions
apply to this subpart:

Pelagic finfish are defined as:
northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax),
barracudas (Sphyraena spp.), billfishes
(family Istiophoridae), dolphinfish
(Coryphaena hippurus), Pacific herring
(Clupea pallasi), jack mackerel
(Trachurus symmetricus), Pacific
mackerel (Scomber japonicus), salmon
(Oncorhynchus spp.), Pacific sardine
(Sardinops sagax), blue shark (Prionace
glauca), salmon shark (Lamna ditropis),
shortfin mako shark (Isurus oxyrinchus),
thresher sharks (Alopias spp.),
swordfish (Xiphias gladius), tunas
(family Scombridae), and yellowtail
(Seriola lalandi).

Stowed and not available for
immediate use means not readily
accessible for immediate use, e.g., by
being securely covered and lashed to a
deck or bulkhead, tied down, unbaited,
unloaded, or partially disassembled
(such as spear shafts being kept separate
from spear guns).

m 5. Add § 922.73 to subpart G to read
as follows:

§922.73 Marine reserves and marine
conservation area.

(a) Marine reserves. Unless prohibited
by 50 CFR part 660 (Fisheries off West
Coast States), the following activities are
prohibited and thus unlawful for any
person to conduct or cause to be
conducted within a marine reserve
described in Appendix B to this subpart:

(1) Harvesting, removing, taking,
injuring, destroying, collecting, moving,
or causing the loss of any Sanctuary
resource, including living or dead
organisms or historical resources, or
attempting any of these activities.

(2) Possessing fishing gear on board a
vessel unless such gear is stowed and
not available for immediate use.

(3) Possessing any Sanctuary resource,
including living or dead organisms or
historical resources, except legally
harvested fish on board a vessel at
anchor or in transit.

(b) Marine conservation area. Unless
prohibited by 50 CFR part 660 (Fisheries
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off West Coast States), the following
activities are prohibited and thus
unlawful for any person to conduct or
cause to be conducted within the
marine conservation area described in
Appendix C to this subpart:

(1) Harvesting, removing, taking,
injuring, destroying, collecting, moving,
or causing the loss of any Sanctuary
resource, including living or dead
organisms or historical resources, or
attempting any of these activities,
except:

(i) Recreational fishing for pelagic
finfish; or

(i) Commercial and recreational
fishing for lobster.

(2) Possessing fishing gear on board a
vessel, except legal fishing gear used to
fish for lobster or pelagic finfish, unless
such gear is stowed and not available for
immediate use.

(3) Possessing any Sanctuary resource,
including living or dead organisms or
historical resources, except legally
harvested fish.

m 6.In § 922.74, as redesignated, revise
paragraph (a) introductory text to read
as follows:

§922.74 Permit procedures and criteria.
(a) Any person in possession of a
valid permit issued by the Director in
accordance with this section and
§922.48 may conduct any activity
within the Sanctuary prohibited under
§§922.72 or 922.73 if such activity is

either:
* * * * *

m 7. Revise Appendix A to subpart G to
read as follows:

Appendix A to Subpart G of Part 922—
Channel Islands National Marine
Sanctuary Boundary Coordinates

[Coordinates listed in this Appendix are
unprojected (Geographic) and based on the
North American Datum of 1983.]

Latitude (N)

Longitude (W)

Point Latitude (N) Longitude (W)
33.94138 —119.27422
33.96776 —-119.25010
34.02607 —119.23642
34.07339 —119.25686
34.10185 —119.29178
34.11523 —119.33040
34.11611 —119.39120
34.11434 —119.40212
34.11712 —119.42896
34.11664 —119.44844
34.13389 —119.48081
34.13825 —119.49198
34.14784 —-119.51194
34.15086 —119.54670
34.15450 —119.54670
34.15450 —-119.59170
34.15142 —-119.61254
34.13411 —119.66024
34.14635 —119.69780
34.15988 —119.76688

34.15906
34.15928
34.16213
34.16962
34.17266
34.17588
34.17682
34.17258
34.13535
34.13698
34.12994
34.12481
34.12519
34.11008
34.11128
34.13632
34.15341
34.16408
34.17704
34.20492
34.20492
34.20707
34.20520
34.19254
34.20540
34.20486
34.18182
34.10208
34.08151
34.05848
34.01940
34.01349
33.98698
33.95039
33.92694
33.92501
33.91403
33.91712
33.90956
33.88976
33.84444
33.83146
33.81763
33.81003
33.79425
33.79379
33.79983
33.81076
33.81450
33.84125
33.84865
33.86993
33.86195
33.86195
33.86110
33.86351
33.85995
33.86233
33.87330
33.88594
33.88688
33.88809
33.89414
33.90064
33.90198
33.90198
33.90584
33.90424
33.90219
33.90131
33.90398
33.90635
33.91304
33.91829

—119.77800
—119.79327
—119.80347
—119.83643
—119.85240
—119.88903
—119.93357
—119.95830
—120.01964
—120.04206
—120.08582
—120.11104
—120.16076
—120.21190
—120.22707
—120.25292
—120.28627
—120.29310
—120.30670
—120.30670
—120.38830
—120.41801
—120.42859
—120.46041
—120.50728
—120.53987
—120.60041
—120.64208
—120.63894
—120.62862
—120.58567
—120.57464
—120.56582
—120.53282
—120.46132
—120.42170
—120.37585
—120.32506
—120.30857
—120.29540
—120.25482
—120.22927
—120.20284
—120.18731
—120.13422
—120.10207
—120.06995
—120.04351
—120.03158
—119.96508
—119.92316
—119.88330
—119.88330
—119.80000
—119.79017
—119.77130
—119.74390
—119.68783
—119.65504
—119.62617
—119.59423
—119.58278
—119.54861
—119.51936
—119.51609
—119.43311
—119.43311
—119.42422
—119.40730
—119.38373
—119.36333
—119.35345
—119.33280
—119.32206

Point Latitude (N) Longitude (W)
33.48250 —-119.16874
33.44235 —-119.16797
33.40555 —119.14878
33.39059 -119.13283
33.36804 —119.08891
33.36375 —119.06803
33.36241 —119.04812
33.36320 —119.03670
33.36320 —118.90879
33.47500 —118.90879
33.48414 —-118.90712
33.52444 —118.91492
33.53834 —118.92271
33.58616 —118.99540
33.59018 —119.02374
33.58516 —119.06745
33.58011 —119.08521
33.54367 —119.14460
33.51161 —119.16367

m 8. Add Appendix B to subpart G to
read as follows:

Appendix B to Subpart G of Part 922—
Marine Reserve Boundaries

[Coordinates listed in this Appendix are
unprojected (Geographic) and based on the
North American Datum of 1983.]

B.1. Richardson Rock (San Miguel Island)
Marine Reserve

The Richardson Rock Marine Reserve
(Richardson Rock) boundary is defined by
the 3 nmi State boundary, the coordinates
provided in Table B-1, and the following
textual description.

The Richardson Rock boundary extends
from Point 1 to Point 2 along a straight line.
It then extends from Point 2 to Point 3 along
a straight line. The boundary then extends
along a straight line from Point 3 to the 3 nmi
State boundary established under the
Submerged Lands Act (3 nmi State boundary)
where a line defined by connecting Point 3
and Point 4 with a straight line intersects the
3 nmi State boundary. The boundary then
extends northwestward and then eastward
along the 3 nmi State boundary until it
intersects the line defined by connecting
Point 5 and Point 6 with a straight line. At
that intersection, the boundary extends from
the 3 nmi SLA boundary to Point 6 along a
straight line.

TABLE B—1.—RICHARDSON ROCK
(SAN MIGUEL ISLAND) MARINE RE-
SERVE

Point Latitude

Longitude

34.17333 °N
34.17333 °N
34.12900 °N
34.03685 °N
34.03685 °N
34.17333 °N

120.60483 °W
120.47000 °W
120.47000 °W
120.52120 °W
120.60483 °W
120.60483 °W

B.2. Harris Point (San Miguel Island) Marine

Reserve

The Harris Point Marine Reserve (Harris
Point) boundary is defined by the 3 nmi State
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boundary, the coordinates provided in Table
B-2, and the following textual description.

The Harris Point boundary extends from
Point 1 to Point 2 along a straight line. It then
extends along a straight line from Point 2 to
the 3 nmi State boundary where a line
defined by connecting Point 2 and Point 3
with a straight line intersects the 3 nmi State
boundary. The boundary then follows the 3
nmi State boundary northwestward until it
intersects the line defined by connecting
Point 4 and Point 5 with a straight line. At
that intersection, the boundary extends from
the 3 nmi State boundary to Point 5 along a
straight line.

TABLE B—2.—HARRIS POINT (SAN

Point 4 and Point 5 with a straight line. At
that intersection, the boundary extends from
the 3 nmi State boundary to Point 5 along a
straight line.

TABLE B—4.—GULL ISLAND (SANTA
CRUZ ISLAND) MARINE RESERVE

TABLE B—6.—FOOTPRINT MARINE
RESERVE—Continued

Point Latitude Longitude
33.95710 °N | 119.43311 °W
33.90198 °N | 119.43311 °W

Point Latitude Longitude
1. 33.86195 °N | 119.80000 °W
2. 33.86195 °N | 119.88330 °W
3. 33.92690 °N | 119.88330 °W
4 .. 33.90700 °N | 119.80000 °W
5 e 33.86195 °N | 119.80000 °W

B.5. Scorpion (Santa Cruz Island) Marine

Reserve

The Scorpion Marine Reserve (Scorpion)

MIGUEL ISLAND) MARINE RESERVE

Point Latitude Longitude
34.20492 °N | 120.38830 °W
34.20492 °N | 120.30670 °W
34.10260 °N | 120.30670 °W
34.15200 °N | 120.38830 °W
34.20492 °N | 120.38830 °W

B.3. South Point (Santa Rosa Island) Marine

Reserve

The South Point Marine Reserve (South
Point) boundary is defined by the 3 nmi State
boundary, the coordinates provided in Table
B-3, and the following textual description.

The South Point boundary extends from

Point 1 to Point 2 along a straight line. It then
extends along a straight line from Point 2 to
the 3 nmi State boundary where a line
defined by connecting Point 2 and Point 3
with a straight line intersects the 3 nmi State
boundary. The boundary follows the 3 nmi
State boundary southeastward until it
intersects the line defined by connecting
Point 4 and Point 5 along a straight line. At
that intersection, the boundary extends from
the 3 nmi State boundary to Point 5 along a
straight line.

boundary is defined by the 3 nmi State
boundary, the coordinates provided in Table
B-5, and the following textual description.

The Scorpion boundary extends from Point
1 to Point 2 along a straight line. It then
extends along a straight line from Point 2 to
the 3 nmi State boundary where a line
defined by connecting Point 2 and Point 3
with a straight line intersects the 3 nmi State
boundary. The boundary then follows the 3
nmi State boundary westward until it
intersects the line defined by connecting
Point 4 and Point 5 with a straight line. At
that intersection, the boundary extends from
the 3 nmi State boundary to Point 5 along a
straight line.

B.7. Anacapa Island Marine Reserve

The Anacapa Island Marine Reserve
(Anacapa Island) boundary is defined by the
3 nmi State boundary, the coordinates
provided in Table B-7, and the following
textual description.

The Anacapa Island boundary extends
from Point 1 to Point 2 along a straight line.
It then extends to the 3 nmi State boundary
where a line defined by connecting Point 2
and Pont 3 with a straight line intersects the
3 nmi State boundary. The boundary follows
the 3 nmi State boundary westward until it
intersects the line defined by connecting
Point 4 and Point 5 with a straight line. At
that intersection, the boundary extends from
the 3 nmi State boundary to Point 5 along a
straight line.

TABLE B—7.—ANACAPA [SLAND
MARINE RESERVE

TABLE B—5.—SCORPION (SANTA CRUZ
ISLAND) MARINE RESERVE

Point Latitude Longitude
34.15450 °N | 119.59170 °W
34.15450 °N | 119.54670 °W
34.10140 °N | 119.54670 °W
34.10060 °N | 119.59170 °W
34.15450 °N | 119.59170 °W

Point Latitude Longitude
34.08330 °N | 119.41000 °W
34.08330 °N | 119.35670 °W
34.06450 °N | 119.35670 °W
34.06210 °N | 119.41000 °W
34.08330 °N | 119.41000 °W

B.8. Santa Barbara Island Marine Reserve

The Santa Barbara Island Marine Reserve
(Santa Barbara) boundary is defined by the 3
nmi State boundary, the coordinates
provided in Table B-8, and the following

TABLE B-3.—SOUTH POINT (SANTA
ROSA ISLAND) MARINE RESERVE

Point Latitude Longitude
33.84000 °N | 120.10830 °W
33.84000 °N | 120.16670 °W
33.86110 °N | 120.16670 °W
33.84700 °N | 120.10830 °W
33.84000 °N | 120.10830 °W

B.4. Gull Island (Santa Cruz Island) Marine
Reserve

The Gull Island Marine Reserve (Gull
Island) boundary is defined by the 3 nmi
State boundary, the coordinates provided in
Table B—4, and the following textual
description.

The Gull Island boundary extends from
Point 1 to Point 2 along a straight line. It then
extends along a straight line from Point 2 to
the 3 nmi State boundary where a line
defined by connecting Point 2 and Point 3
with a straight line intersects the 3 nmi State
boundary. The boundary then follows the 3
nmi State boundary westward until it
intersects the line defined by connecting

B.6. Footprint Marine Reserve

The Footprint Marine Reserve (Footprint)
boundary is defined by the 3 nmi State
boundary, the coordinates provided in Table
B-6, and the following textual description.

The Footprint boundary extends from
Point 1 to Point 2 along a straight line. It then
extends along a straight line from Point 2 to
the 3 nmi State boundary where a line
defined by connecting Point 2 and Point 3
with a straight line intersects the 3 nmi State
boundary. The boundary follows the 3 nmi
State boundary northeastward and then
southeastward until it intersects the line

textual description.

The Santa Barbara boundary extends from
Point 1 to Point 2 along a straight line. It then
extends along a straight line from Point 2 to
the 3 nmi State boundary where a line
defined by connecting Point 2 and Point 3
with a straight line intersects the 3 nmi State
boundary. The boundary follows the 3 nmi
State boundary northeastward until it
intersects the line defined by connecting
Point 4 and Point 5 with a straight line. At
that intersection, the boundary extends from
the 3 nmi State boundary to Point 5 along a
straight line. The boundary then extends
from Point 5 to Point 6 along a straight line.

defined by connecting Point 4 and Point 5
along a straight line. At that intersection, the
boundary extends from the 3 nmi State
boundary to Point 5 along a straight line.

TABLE B—6.—FOOTPRINT MARINE

RESERVE
Point Latitude Longitude
33.90198 °N | 119.43311 °W
33.90198 °N | 119.51609 °W
33.96120 °N | 119.51609 °W

TABLE B—8.—SANTA BARBARA ISLAND
MARINE RESERVE

Point Latitude Longitude
33.36320 °N | 118.90879 °W
33.36320 °N | 119.03670 °W
33.41680 °N | 119.03670 °W
33.47500 °N | 118.97080 °W
33.47500 °N | 118.90879 °W
33.36320 °N | 118.90879 °W
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Appendix C to Subpart G of Part 9222—
Marine Conservation Area Boundary

C.1. Anacapa Island Marine Conservation
Area

The Anacapa Island Marine Conservation
Area (AIMCA) boundary is defined by the 3
nmi State boundary, the coordinates
provided in Table C-1, and the following
textual description.

The AIMCA boundary extends from Point
1 to Point 2 along a straight line. It then
extends to the 3 nmi State boundary where
a line defined by connecting Point 2 and
Point 3 with a straight line intersects the 3
nmi State boundary. The boundary follows
the 3 nmi State boundary westward until it
intersects the line defined by connecting
Point 4 and Point 5 with a straight line. At
that intersection, the boundary extends from
the 3 nmi State boundary to Point 5 along a
straight line.

TABLE C—1.—ANACAPA ISLAND
MARINE CONSERVATION AREA

Point Latitude Longitude
1. 34.08330 °N | 119.44500 °W
2. 34.08330 °N | 119.41000 °W
3. 34.06210 °N | 119.41000 °W
4 .. 34.06300 °N | 119.44500 °W
5 34.08330 °N | 119.44500 °W
50 CFR CHAPTER VI

PART 660—[AMENDED]

m 10. The authority for part 660
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.

m 11. Revise § 660.2 to read as follows:

§660.2 Relation to other laws.

(a) NMFS recognizes that any state
law pertaining to vessels registered
under the laws of that state while
operating in the fisheries regulated
under this part, and that is consistent
with this part and the FMPs
implemented by this part, shall
continue in effect with respect to fishing
activities regulated under this part.

(b) Fishing activities addressed by this
Part may also be subject to regulation
under 15 CFR part 922, subpart G, if
conducted in the Channel Islands
National Marine Sanctuary
[FR Doc. E7—10096 Filed 5-23-07; 8:45 am]
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