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Total PU cost = 4 Boundary cost = 12 * BLM SPF = 10

Portfolio A

Portfolio B

Total PU cost = 4 Boundary cost = 8 * BLM SPF=0
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BLM = Boundary Length Modifier
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Table 1 Summary of the initiative's scientific guidelines

1. The diversity of species, habitats, and human uses prevents
a single optimum network design.
2. Every “key” marine habitat (Table 1) should be represented
inthe network.
3. Protected areas should extend from the intertidal zone
to deep waters.
. Protected areas should have an alongshore span of 5-20 km.
. Protected areas should be placed within 50-100 km of each other.
. Each “key” habitat should be replicated at least 3-5 times.
. Placement should take into account local resource use
and stakeholder activities.
8. Placement should take into account the adjacent terrestrial
environment and associated human activities.
9. Netwaork design should account for the need to evaluate and monitor
biclogical changes within the protected areas.

~ ov

The scientific guidelines address a majority of the initiative's Regional
Goals and Objectives (CDFG 2005b).
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Table 2 Amount of each habitat across various depth zones in four

networks of marine reserves considered in the initiative

Key habitats Depth zones 1 2 3 4

Estuary (km?) 2.90 4.01 4.06 3.22
Sand beach (km) 51.7 84.1 794 754
Shallow sand (km?) 67.0 854 823 93.6
Deep sand (km?) 30-100m 344 1598 909 70.6

100-200 m 1.22 13.5 2.87 2.33
= 200m 16.0 311 33.2 18.2

Rocky intertidal (km) 74.7 119 106 88.7
Shallow rock (km?) 225 533 53.0 42.4
Deep rock (km?) 30-100m 33 203 12.3 12.1

100-200m 0.0981 4.37 0.180 0.0430
= 200m 0412 3.99 0.127 0.0763

Kelp, presence ‘89, 9.61 229 217 19.3
99,02, ‘03 (km?)

Kelp, persistent 3/4 2.20 2.44 2.10 1.52
years (km?)

Shallow canyon (km?) 0.135 0.0310 0.139 0.170

Deep canyon (km?) 30-100m 0393 0465 0432 0.668

100-200 m 0.700 0.603 0.452 0.743
= 200m 5.49 12.9 11.2 8.20
Additional habitats

Coastal marsh (km) 21.4 28.3 19.9 18.3
Eelgrass (km?) 0.0845 0.108 0.0856 0.0674
Surfgrass (km) 64.9 97.1 1.7 76.1

Tidal flats (km) 215 22.7 17.6 15.9
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Figure2 Comparison oftheimpact of marine reserve networks designed Network 1 was developed by commercial and recreational fishers, network
in the initiative and with Marxan on commercial and recreational fisheries. 2 by conservationists, network 3 by a mixed interest group, and network
The fishing impact from the best, minimum and maximum cost solution of 4 was the solution selected for implementation by The California Fish and
100 Marxan solutions that achieved the planning objectives is displayed. Game Commission on August 15, 2006.

The minimum and maximum cost solutions are indicated with a black dot. M 1997
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