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APPENDIX G

GUIDELINES FOR PROCESSING AND EVALUATING RESEARCH PRUPOSALS

I. Receipt and Acknowledgement of Proposals

Receipt of research proposals is acknowledyed in writing by the Sanctuary
Program Division. Proposals are checked for completeness and adherence to
the stated guidelines. Complete proposals are recorded and assigned tracking
numbers, while incomplete proposals are returned to sender for clarification.
These guidelines, presented herein, as well as those required under the
NOAA and DOC procurement procedures, are followed in the proposal review
process.

II. Selecting Review Boards for Evaluating Proposals

SPD has assembled a registry of recognized scientists and resource
managers who have indicated a willingness or who have been recommended by
their peers to serve on proposal review boards in their particular fields.
After a proposal has been screened by SPD, a review board of 3 to 10
persons is selected. The board can include inhouse staff, on-site sanctuary
personnel, and persons on the registry. Review board members must have
a demonstrated understanding of the particular sanctuary and the problem
represented by the proposal and a lack of bias to enable performance in

a meaningful evaluation.

IIT. Criteria for Evaluating Proposals

The criteria presented below are applied to all proposals in a
balanced and judicious manner in order to select the most meritorious

proposals for support by SPD.

A. Relevance or Importance of the Research to Sanctuary Management
-~ this criterion i1s used to assess the relevance or importance
of the research to site-specific, regional, or national marine
sanctuary management issues. Considered under this criterion is
the likelihood that the research will enhance sanctuary management
decisionmaking and the proposal's demonstrated yrasp of the
problem (i.e., does the proposal demonstrate a clear understanding
of the problem, the total research requirement, the mission of
the national marine sanctuary proyram, the goals and objectives
of the site-specific sanctuary, and other integral factors which
are germane to achieving the objectives of the proposal?). In
addition, factors such as the project's uniqueness, innovation,
or meritorious approach are considered here.

B. Scientific or Educational Merits of the Research -- this criterion
is used to assess the likelihood that the research will contribute
to improving scientific understanding of the sanctuary environment
or contribute to promoting public awareness, understanding and
wise use of the sanctuary environment,

C. Qualifications, Capabilities, and Experience of the Principal
Investigator and Key Personnel -- this criterion is used to evaluate
such factors as experience related to the procedures, methodologies
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and techniques to be employed; education and experience in the
general technical field; and publishing record;

D. Technical Approach -- the following factors are to be considered:
the degree to which the offeror states clear objectives, assumptions
and possible solutions; the soundness of approach--the degree to
which the proposed methods, techniques and procedures are suited
to the program objectives and the affected environment; the
degree to which the proposal demonstrates an understanding of
those methods, techniques, and procedures; the adequacy in satisfying
project requirements and tasks; the probability of success; the
degree to which the proposed program scheduling is realistic and
comprehensive; the degree to which the proposal demonstrates an
understanding of past and on-going research programs; the degree
to which the proposal will utilize other resources; the degree
to which the proposed technical program plans to integrate,
interpret, and synthesize specialized and interdisciplinary data;
and availability of necessary support (i.e., facilities, equipment,
and degree of support available to the proposed effort at no
additional cost to the government; program management support;
accountability).

E. Other Factors Evaluated -In addition to the criteria listed
above, proposals are evaluated to determine:

(1) environmental consequences of conducting or not
conducting the research (2) whether or not the research
should be conducted in the national marine sanctuary or
outside of its boundary; (3) if the research is germane to
the interests of the National Marine Sanctuary Program;
(4) whether or not the material contained in the proposal
is already available to the Government from other sources;
and (5) if any other local, private, state, or Federal
program would have an interest in the proposed project.

During the evaluation period, proposals and any other relevant mater-
ials should be closely safeguarded. Proposals can only be duplicated by SPD.
If additional copies are required for evaluation, they must be obtained
from SPD.

IV. Proposal Acceptance and Declination

Review board members will provide final recommendations to NOAA/SPD
within 30 working days after receipt of proposals for review. All copies
of proposals will be returned to S5SPD.

SPD is responsible for making the final award decision. Declined
proposals are returned. Applicants may request and receive the reasons
for the action,
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Proposals that are selected for support are forwarded to the NOAA
Grants Office for neyotiation with the organization to which the award
is to be made. SPD recommends any special award conditions at that
time. The award is signed by the NOAA Grants Officer and sent to the
organization and principal investigator for acceptance. The award period
begins on the day of acceptance by the organization unless otherwise
stated in the award. A signed copy of the award is returned to NUAA.
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APPENDIX H

GUIDELINES FOR PREPARING AND SUBMITTING APPLICATIONS FUR
NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY PERMITS

I. Introduction

Natienal marine sanctuaries are recoynized-as resgurce areas of-national
significance. Their distinctive characters clearly establish them as
environmental benchmarks for scientific research and public education.

The number of requests to conduct research and education projects in national
marine sanctuaries increases every year. Guidelines managing research and
eduction are thereby necessary to ensure that these activities are compatible
with sanctuary goals and objectives and all other sanctuary activities.

The guidelines presented herein describe the sanctuary permitting process.
Applicants seeking fipancial support for research should consult the Sanctuary
Programs Division's (SPD) Guidelines for Preparing and Submitting Proposals
for Research in National Marine Sanctuaries.

Permits may be issued by the Assistant Administrator for National
Ocean Services or his/her designee under special circumstances for activities
otherwise prohibited by sanctuary regulations when related to: (1) research
to enhance scientific understanding of the sanctuary environment or to improve
management decisionmaking; (2) education to further public awareness, under-
standing, and wise use of the sanctuary environment; or (3) salvage and recovery
operations.

[I. Application Contents

A. Cover Sheet. The cover sheet should identify: (1) name of the national
marine sanctuary in which the proposed activity would take place; (2) title of
project; (3) name, address, telephone number, and affiliation of applicant:

(4) name, affiliation, and relationship of colleagues to be covered by the
permit; (%) project duration; (6) funding source; (7) key words; and (8) signa-
ture of applicant.

B. Project Summary. A 25U-word project summary should include a brief
statement of research objectives, scientific methods to be used, and
siynificance of the proposed work to a particular sanctuary or to the national
marine sanctuary system. The summary should be suitable for use in the public
press.

C. Technical Information. This includes brief, but clear, concise and
complete statements of the following:

1. Background. Provide background information, including state of
knowledge and significant previous work in the area of interest.:

2. Objectives. State the objectives of the study.

3. Project Significance. Discuss how the proposed effort would
enhance or contribute to improving the state of knowledge. Explain why the
proposed effort should be performed in the sanctuary and the potential benefits
of the proposed effort to the sanctuary.
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4. Methods. - Describe the tasks required to accomplish the
project's objectives. Provide adequate description of field and laboratory
methods and procedures. Describe the rationale for selecting the proposed
methods over any alternative methods. If collecting is required, indicate
the type, quantity and frequency, how the specimens will be handled, and if
reference collections are made, where specimens will be deposited upon com-
pletion of the project. Indicate what organisms might be collected inci-
dental to those specifically sought and, if known, identify specialists who
might be interested in incidental groups.

_ Consult with on-site sanctuary personnel beforing selecting study
sites. Provide a map to field study location(s) and indicate habitat areas of
particular concern. Indicate where the laboratory analyses will be conducted,

if applicable.

5. Environmental Consequences. Discuss the environmental
consequences of conducting an otherwise prohibited activity. Cite references.

6. Personnel. Identify the research team and specific task
assignments of team members. Provide qualifications and evidence of ability
to perform tasks. Only those persons listed on the permit are allowed to
participate in permitted activities.

7. Treatment of Results. Describe the nature and extent of antici-
pated results. Indicate how the results will be treated (e.g., published in
a reference journal, incorporated into academic curriculum, used in management
decisionmaking, published in the public press).

8. References. Cite only those used in the text of the proposal.

D. Supporting Information

1. Financial Support. Provide contract number, performance
period, and name of sponsoring agency.

2. Coordination with Research in Progress or Proposed. SPD
encourages coordination and cost-sharing with other investigators to enhance
scientific capabilities and avoid unnecessary duplication of effort.
Applicants should include a description of these efforts, where applicable.

IV. Requests for Sanctuary Support Services

SPD has limited on-site sanctuary personnel, facilities and equipment that
may be used on loan or lease to support research under special circumstances,
This includes use of Carysfort Lighthouse in Key Largo National Marine
Sanctuary. Requests for support should accompany the permit application and
include the following information: (1) type of support requested; (2) justifi-
cation; (3) dates and length of use; and (4) alternative plans if support is
not available.

V. <Requests for Amendments to Active Permits

Requests for extension of a permit period, change in study design or
other form of amendment to active permits should conform to these guidelines.
A1l pertinent information needed to make an objective evaluation of the
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amendment should be included in the request. The applicant may reference the
original application in the request for an amendment.

VI. Submission of Requests for Permits

Requests for permits should be submitted in five (b) duplicate copies at
least three (3) months in advance of the requested effective date, preferably
by the beginning of the calendar year, to allow sufficient time for evaluation
and processing. In proven emergency situations, exceptions to this requirement
may be considered.

Requests for permits should be addressed as follows:

Assistant Administrator for National Ocean Service
ATT: Dr. Nancy Foster, Chief

Sanctuary Programs Division

Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management
3300 Whitehaven Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20235

(202)634-4236

VII. Evaluation of Permit Requests

Permit applications are checked for completeness and adherence to these
guidelines. Complete applications are assigned tracking numbers. Incomplete
applications are returned to applicant for clarification. Complete applica-
tions reviewed by SPD program officials, on-site sanctuary personnel and, where
necessary, outside experts. Applications are judyed on the basis of
(1) relevance or importance to sanctuary; (2) scientific or educational merits;
(3) appropriateness and environmental consequences of technical approach; and
(4) whether the proposed effort should be conducted outside of the sanctuary.

VIIi. Conditions of Permits

Based on the findinygs of the evaluation, SPD recommends an appropriate
action to the Assistant Administrator. If denied, applicants are notified of
the reason for denial. If approved, the Assistant Administrator or his/her
desiynee signs and issues the permit. An original and two copies are sent to
the applicant for signature. Applicants must send signed copies to SPD
and on-site sanctuary personnel prior to conducting permitted activities in
the sanctuary. Permits must be carried aboard research vessels and made
available upon request for inspection by sanctuary personnel or law enforcement
officials. A NUAA/SPD research flag will be issued to the permit holder by
on-site sanctuary personnel. The flag must be displayed by the permit holder
while conducting the permitted activity and returned to on-site personnel upon
completion of the permitted activity. This requirement not only assures
that sanctuary personnel are aware of permitted activities, but also alerts
other sanctuary users that research is in progress.,

Only persons named on the permit may participate in permitted activities.

Permits and NUAA/SPD flays are non-transferrable. Permit holders must abide
by all provisions set forth in the permit as well as applicable sanctuary
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regulations. The applicant's proposal for a sanctuary permit is incorporated
into the conditions of the permit by reference.

Permitted activites must be conducted with adequate safegquards for the
environment. Insofar as possible, the environment shall be returned to the
condition which existed before the activity occurred.

Any information obtained pursuant to the permitted activity shall be made
available to the public. Submission of one or more reports to SPD on the
permitted activity may be required.

IX. Monitoring of Performance

Permitted activities will be monitored to ensure compliance with the
conditions of the permit. SPD and on-site sanctuary personnel may periodically
assess work in progress by visiting the study location and observing any activity
permitted by the permit or by reviewing any required reports. The discovery
of any potential irregularities in performance under the permit shall be promptly
reported and appropriate action taken. Permitted activities will be evaluated
and the findings will be used to evaluate future applications.

The Assistant Administrator may amend, suspend, or revoke a permit granted
pursuant to these guidelines and sanctuary regulations, in whole or in part,
temporarily or indefinitely, if in his/her view the permit holder(s) acted in
violation of the terms of the permit or of applicable sanctuary regulations,
or for any good cause shown. Any such action shall be communicated in writing
to the permit holder, and shall set forth the reason for the action taken.

The permit holder in relation to whom the action is taken may appeal the action
as provided for in sanctuary regulations.

X. Further Information

For further information on the National Marine Sanctuary Proyram, write or
call the Sanctuary Programs Division or on-site sanctuary contacts listed
below:

Sanctuary Programs Division

Uffice of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management
3300 Whitehaven Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20235

(202) 634-4236

American Samoa Development Planning Office

Pago Pago, American Samoa 96799

633-5155

(If calling from overseas, dial 011-684 before number listed)
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PART XII: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO THE DEIS
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Responses to Comments Received on the Proposed
Fagatele Bay National Marine Sanctuary
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
and Sanctuary Management Plan

~ This section summarizes the written and verbal comments received on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Sanctuary Management Plan (DEIS/MP)
and provides OCRM's response to these comments. Generally, responses are
made in one or more of the following ways: '
(1) Expansion, clarification, or revision of the EIS/MP;
(2) Generic responses to comments raised by several reviewers, and/or
(3) Specific responses to individual comments made by each reviewer,

The following are some of the most common issues raised by reviewers:

Generic Comment A

NOAA's Preferred Alternative, which includes Fagatele Bay in its
entirety, should be changed to allow commercial fishing in the outer
portion of the bay. Over the years, this area has been used as a
refuge from rough seas and a fishing ground while waiting for the
heavy seas to pass.

Generic Response A

NOAA acknowledges the importance of fishing to the Samoan way of 1ife

and the multi-use aspects of the sanctuary. The outer portion of

Fagatele Bay is much deeper than the inner areas and possesses many of

the larger fish species. Comparing this area with the shallower

portions, the reefs are deeper and, to a certain extent, less developed.
Although the entire bay possesses certain valuable biological resources,
the potential for benthic destruction in the outer bay area is not as
great as the more accessible, shallower reef communities of the inner bay.

After careful evaluation of this potential sanctuary, NOAA has concluded
that a tiered structure that would allow commercial fishing in the
outer portions of the bay could benefit both the sanctuary and users of
the sanctuary. Al1l fishing activities within the shallower inner bay
will be prohibited, but allowed in the outer bay. In this way, the
productive, inner reef communities wll be preserved without risk of
damage during its recovery process while allowing compatible activities
in the outer bay.

Generic Comment B

The status quo, with various Federal and Territorial authorities,
already provides enough protection for the resources described in the
DEIS. A marine sanctuary would only add an unnecessary and expensive
layer of Federal bureaucracy.
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Generic Response B

The various Federal and Territorial agencies which exercise authority
in the area of the proposed sanctuary provide a certain degree of
protection to the resources of the area. Marine sanctuary designation
will provide a management framework that does not presently exist,

> National Marine Sanctuary Program, unlike other regulatory programs
[ Jur1sdxction in the area of the proposed sanctuary, offers a
me‘:an1sm to focus on this particular geographically defined marine area
and to provide comprehensive planning and management to protect the
resources of the site over the long-term. Other statutes either focus
on management of much smaller areas, single resources, or have resource
protection only as an ancillary goal. NOAA belives that long-term
protection of any area must involve more than just regulatory controls
and marine sanctuary planning and management include provisions for
research and monitoring of the condition of the resources to assure
effective decisionmaking and maximum safe use and enjoyment. Other
statutes do not provide in most cases the same geographically focused,
comprehensive research and monitoring effort. In addition, the
interpretive element of the program heightens public awareness of the
value of the resources, the need for their conservation and wise use
and thereby reduces the potential for harm; again, this aspect of the
national marine sanctuary program is unavailable under the present
system.

Although certain uses of the area do not now seriously threaten resource
quality here, they could have significant effects if and when activity
levels increase. The National Marine Sanctuary Program provides a
management framework that will allow for timely responses to any future
issues that might arise.

Generic Comment C

Designation of a marine sanctuary may interfere with the Samoan way of
life. NOAA should consider the Samoan lifestyle when evaluating the
proposed sanctuary.

Generic Response C

NOAA has continually maintained that "Fa'a Samoa™, the Samoan way, will
be of utmost consideration during the evaluation process. It is
recognized that strong cultural ties are reflected in daily life in
American Samoa. NOAA will do its utmost in assuring that the Samoan way
of life, as it pertains to the sanctuary, is maintained and incorporated
into sanctuary management.

During the evaluation process, NOAA has sought and received input from
the American Samoan government as well as village chiefs and other
local groups. NOAA feels that this input has been and will continue
to be invaluable in assuring effective management of the sanctuary.
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Generic Comment D

Designation of a marine sanctuary will mean increased access, thereby
leading to further degradation of the bay's pristine ecosystem.

Generic Response D

Although marine sanctuary designation may increase access to the area,
many safeguards will be employed to protect the bay's ecosystem.

Besides regulations protecting the bay, other methods such as the use

of anchor buoys will be instituted. However, one of the most overlooked
methods of ecosystem protection, to be emphasized in the Sanctuary, is
education. The Interpretive Program will focus on providing information
to Samoans and all sanctuary visitors about the improtance of marine
ecosystems, not just Fagatele Bay, to everyday 1ife in American Samoa.

A comprehensive education program combined with regulatory enforcement
is the best combination to assure protection of Fagatele Bay's rich
ecosystem.

Generic Comment E

B Overland access to Fagatele Bay should be extensively explored to allow
access by those unable to get to the sanctuary via waterborne routes,

Generic Response E

NOAA recognizes the importance of access to the proposed sanctuary.
However, the steep cliffs around the bay currently make overland
access dangerous and costly at the present time. Accordingly, NOAA
believes that ocean access to the bay should first be emphasized to
ensure efficient yet safe access to Fagatele Bay. However, NOAA
recognizes the possible attraction of an overland access. If this is
identified by the manager in consultation with the local community as
a priority need during the first year of operation, the careful and
skil1ful planning that is needed for this type of project could be
undertaken during the first few years of sanctuary operation to ensure
safe and proper development. For the present time, however, NOAA has
concluded that ocean access development is of utmost consideration.
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Department of Health and Human Services, Dr. Frank S. Lisella - 12/9/83

Comment: The Public Health Service has no comments to offer since
they believe the proposed alternatives adequately addressed possible
health effects.
Rﬁspaﬁsé:~ No resgmnse necessary.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, Charles W. Murray, Jr. - 12/14/83
Comment: EPA has no objection to the proposed designation,

Response: No response necessary.

Whale Center, Mark Daugherty - 12/15/83

Comment: The Whale Center supports the sanctuary proposal. They also
suggest that whale sitings be monitored as part of sanctuary personnel
duties.

Response: Comment accepted and the document revised to reflect this
suggestion.

Defenders of Wildlife, Sherrard C. Foster - 12/19/83

Comment: None of the boundary alternative descriptions are specific
with regard to the extent of sanctuary jurisdiction relative to tide
levels onshore.

Response: The boundaries given are inclusive at mean high high tide.

Comment: The discussion of boundary Alternative #3 at page 97 is
vague concerning the adjoining Bays (Fagatele Bay) resources.

Response: NOAA recognizes the need for further physical, chemical,
and biological resource information for Fagatele Bay. However, the
discussion presented in the DEIS represents all of the available
information. Other than a list of fish species, there are no
publications or other readily available information regarding the
resources of Fagatele Bay.

Comment : Although reproduction of enlarged, detailed maps of the
proposal area may not be feasible, Defenders nonetheless notes its
disappointment with the quality of the graphics presented in the DEIS.

Response: Presently, there are no detailed maps available that are
specific to the area of the proposed sanctuary. However, NOAA feels
that the maps presented in the DEIS are adequately presented so as
to give the reader a clear picture of the proposed sanctuary area.
Should the site be designated, a detailed chart of the area will be
a management priority.
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Comment: As both the nomination document and issue paper note, Fagatele
Bay was infested by the crown-of-thorns starfish (Acanthaster planci)
in Tate 1978. The result of this infestation is that only 10% of

the Bay's coral species are presently living. To even the casual
observer, this situation would appear to hold serious adverse
consequences for the productivity of the Bay's biological resources.
Defenders notes with surprise that not only does the DEIS not discuss
these loss figures, but the initial discussion of the benthic community
(pp. 13, 17) is almost misleading in describing the coral community

as “hzghly productive” and [very diverse, with a wide variety of
habitats supporting populations of larger fish..."] The only mention
of the infestation is found at page 31, which does not indicate the
extent of the damage or the currrent status of remaining coral species
in the Bay. In the absence of such details, it is difficult to assess
the resource value of the nomination itself.

Response: Before 1978, coral cover in Fagatele Bay was estimated to
be nearly 100%. After the 1978 crown-of-thorns starfish infestation,
coral cover, not coral species, was reduced to approximately 10%.
NOAA agrees that this would appear to seriously damage the future
productivity of the Bay's biological resources, However, even

though coral are highly productive animals, biological productivity
is also affected by algae, phytoplankton, surface runoffs, currents,
and a myriad of other factors.

One of the distinctive features of coral communities is their ability
to recover; and recent surveys conducted by NOAA ( 11/82, 1/84 ) and
the American Samoa UOffice of Marine Resources indicate that both
coral cover and number of coral species is increasing. Also found
were increasing numbers of larger fish species and during the 1984
survey, a new family of fish was recorded for Fagatele Bay. All
these occurences indicate that the Bay is recovering and biological
productivity is increasing.

The discussions of the benthic community on pages 13 and 17 describe
coral communities in general as being "highly productive" and "“very
diverse, with a wide variety of habitats supporting populations of
larger fish..." and is not referring specifically to Fagatele Bay.

What these statements do indicate, however, is the past and potential

of the Bay. Although quantitative descriptions are lacking, qualitative
descriptions of the Bay's state before 1978 indicate that it was one

of the most biologically productive areas found in American Samoa.

Given a chance to fully recover, the Bay should become as highly
productive as it ever was.

Comment: Both the nomination document (p. 16) and the issue paper
(p. 15) indicate the presence in the Bay area of several cetacean
species which are not indicated as present in the DEIS.

These are:

Blue whale (Balaenoptera musculus)
Finback whale (Balaenoptera physalus)
Right whale (Balaena glacialis)

Sei whale (Balaenoptera borealis)
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Are these species present or not? Although there is agreement among
the three documents concerning the presence of humpback whales
(Megatera novangeliae) and (more occasionally) sperm whales (Physeter
catodon), there is no indication in the DEIS of the number or
frequency of these endangered animals.

Response: After review of the Issue Paper, it was suggested

by the National Marine Fisheries Service that the blue, finback,
right, and sei whales be eliminated from the list of cetacean

species present in the waters adjacent to Fagatele Bay. Humpback
whales are annually spotted in the Bay and in the seaward waters,
Sperm whales occasional ly venture into the waters seaward of Fagatele
Bay. However, the number and frequency of both species has not

been studied.

Comment: The DEIS mentions briefly the importance of the Bay as a
foraging area to the threatened green sea turtle (Chelsonia mydas)
and the endangered hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata)
(p. 31). In addition, there are apparently occasional visits to
the Bay by the threatened olive ridley (Lepidochelys olivacea) and
loggerhead (Caretta caretta) sea turtles, as well as the endangered
leatherback (Dermochelys coriacea). There is no discussion in the
DEIS, however, of any nesting activity by green and hawksbill sea
turtles. Although not thought to be "major" nesting sites for
either of these species, there is some indication of nesting in the
Tutuila Island area. The FEIS discussion of sea turtle presence
should include this information, if specifically applicable to the
proposal site. Additionally, if nesting beaches adjoining the site
are documented, Defenders strongly urges that particular attention
be paid to the protection of these areas, through existing regulations
and the sanctuary's final management plan.

Response: Fagatele Bay does not present itself as a potential
nesting site for most of the sea turtles because of the lack of
sizeable beaches and the fact that the Bay's only beach does not
possess the type of sand suitable for nesting. Some turtles do
nest infrequently on other beaches around Tutuila, but none in
the vicinity of Fagatele Bay.

Comment: As the DEIS makes clear, Fagatele Bay has been shielded
thusfar from the adverse impacts of human activities solely by its
inacessibility. The Bay is thus an ideal site for "systems"
research and related educational opportunities. Defenders is
particularly pleased to note the emphasis placed on the need to
help residents (as well as visitors) understand the necessity for a
healthy benthic community in order to sustain production of subsistence-
fishery resources.

With Sanctuary designation and management, however, the Bay will

also provide for increased access by the public. There are several
vague references in the DEIS to possible increases in non-consumptive
activities in the future. Other than brief mention of the Bay's
primary use as a traditional subsistence fishing area, there is no
specified discussion in the DEIS of other current or anticipated

human activities. If information is available on current and projected
human activities, it should be clearly presented in the FEIS.
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Response: As stated in the DEIS, the primary current activity in
the bay is subsistence fishing. Other than some low level commercial
fishing activity, there are presently no other significant ongoing
activities. It is anticipated that after designation, the increased
activities will be primarily those associated with interpretive
programs. The use levels however, cannot be predicted until after
designation. Visitor use trends will be carefully monitored during
the first year of operation.

Comment: Concerning management of the proposed Sanctuary, the DEIS
does not present a clear discussion regarding the site's future
following the initial five-year period for implementation of the
Management Plan. It is additionally unclear what happens to the
Management Plan in the event of the disappearance of "available
funds", (p.90). The financial reality of long-term management should
be presented as precisely as possible to the reviewing public.

Response: Comment accepted and the document revised accordingly.
The Federal Government has full financial responsibility for the
life of the project. This plan covers the first five years of
operation. After that period, the plan will be reviewed and revised
accordingly.

Comment: Pages 7-8. Some further explanation of "the removal of
sand for personal use" is desirable. What is the level of this
activity?

Response: In other parts of Samoa and the Pacific, sand is removed

for filling activities intended to increase the amount of available

flat land. In Fagatele Bay, the level of this activity is presently
insignificant.

Comment: Page 8. What types of "recent and future trends on human
development pressures" exist in the proposal area?

Response: This refers to filling activities that increase the
amount of available flat land for housing and other construction
activities.

Comment: Page 11. In Table 1 ("Area and Maximum Altitude of the
Isltands of American Samoa”), what is the meaning of the abbreviation
"n.d.", describing Rose Island?

Response: It means "not determined".

Comment: Page 13. The Samoan terms "a'a" and "Pahoehoe" lava flows
should be defined.

Response: Both terms are accepted scientific terms derived from the
Hawaiian language to describe two main lava types. A'a refers

to rough textured lava resulting from slow-moving lava flows.

Pahoehoe refers to lava possessing a ropey texture, usually associated
with fast-moving lava flows.
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Comment: Page 16. The brief description of avifauna is somewhat
confusing, when compared with the listing of species in Appendix E,
Table 1. The text indicates the presence of 60 avian species (listed
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), all of which are either
"seabird" or "waterfowl." Appendix E, however, specifically notes
the presence of several species which are not seabirds or waterfowl
(e.g., bulbuls, starlings, honeyeaters). It would be helpful to
jndicate in the DEIS discussion that the area's avifauna include
land, as well as water-related species.

Response: The text of the DEIS contains a general discussion of
the Samoan birdlife, while Appendix E refers to the species found
around Fagatele Bay itself.

Comment: Page 16. The waters around Tutuila Island are described

as "nutrient poor." Does this condition indicate that sea turtles do
not, in fact, depend on these waters for foraging (as is stated on
page 31)?

Response: As with most oceanic islands, the waters surrounding

them are nutrient poor when compared to continental islands. This
does not mean, however, that 1ife cannot exist in those waters. The
waters are more than capable of sustaining a variety of species, but
not the density as in the more productive continental off-shore areas.

Comment: Page 17. Sperm whales should be identified as an "endangered"
species.

Response: Comment accepted and the text revised.

Comment: Page 17. The information on benthic community species
other than coral is extremely sketchy. Although Appendix E does
list coral and fish species, there is no information given on
"anemones, lobsters, limpets, clams, octopi, sea cucumbers, and

sea urchins.” Are there any data on the abundance of these species?
Are any of them fished for subsistence?

Response: There is no data referring to the other invertebrates you
mention. In Fagatele Bay, some lobster, giant clams, and octopi
are fished on a subsistence basis. But, the numbers are unknown.

Comment: Page 19. What is the meaning of "age-cohort" structure?

Response: This is an ecological/demographical term referring to
age class structure of a given population.

Comment: Page 20, What is meant by "income transfers,” in describing
the sources of income to the village economy?

Response: This refers to the ongoing process of switching from
subsistence liing to a cash-based economy.
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Comment: Page 30. There is no explanation of the effect (if any)
of the designation of Fagatele Bay as a "marine park" by American
Samoa's Department of Parks and Recreation.

Response: As stated in the section on the Legal/Institutional
Background (Part 11-D), territorial designation of a "marine
park" merely allows the Department of Parks and Recreation to
charge usage fees and to enforce any regulations consequently
written for the area. ,

Comment: Pages 36-37. Concerning the implementation of the
proposed Sanctuary's goals and objectives: will one or two

boats be acquired for the purposes of 1) monitoring and enforcing
proper uses, and 2) conducting a public awareness program?

Response: Two boats will be acquired for these purposes.

Comment: Pages 38-39. Portions of the listed responsibilities
of the Sanctuary Programs Division (SPD) with regard to the
. proposed Sanctuary are unclear. Of the responsibilities listed,
B numbers 3, 4, and 8 appear to be national in scope, rather than
singularly related to the Fagatele Bay proposal.

Response: Corrections have been incorporated into the FEIS.

Comment: Page 41. What does the abbreviation "OMR" denote?

Response: OMR stands for the American Samoa Office of Marine
Resources.

Comment: Page 49, The draft regulations for the proposed Sanctuary
skip from §941.8 to §941.10, deleting §941.9 "Other Authorities.”
Is this omission intentional?

Response: Section 941.9 was inadvertently left out in the printing
of the DEIS.

Comment: Pages 83,97. The description of boundary alternative #3
1s so limited that making a reasoned judgment as to the proposed
Sanctuary's parameters is very difficult. A fuller explanation of
Fagulua Bay's "extensive representation of the deepsea habitat”
would be very useful indeed.

Response: NOAA recognizes the need for further information. However,
quantitative information regarding this area is non-existent. Most
of the qualitative information was derived from maps and anecdotal
information.

Comment: Page 90. Defenders was unable to locate any discussion
of the projected costs of implementing the proposed Sanctuary's
management plan, and to whom those financial responsibilities fall.
The only mention of the cost of management is found here, where
"800,000 in Federal funds over the next five years, subject to
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available funds” is cited. Although this is a helpful and definite
indication of projected expenditures, it would be useful to state
initially where the financial responsibilities for the Sanctuary lie.
Defenders suggests an introductory discussion incorporating this
basic information be added to Part I, "Executive Summary."

Response: Full financial responsibility for sanctuary management
rests with the Federal Government: this is now stated in the text.

Comments: Pages 91-93. There are no costs cited in connection
with management alternatives 3, 5, or 6. Should this information
be included as part of the public decisionmaking process?

Response: Costs for these alternatives would be merely speculative
and should not be included as part of the public decisionmaking
process unless firm, reliable estimates could be made.

Comment: Page 93. There is no information given on the status (if any)
of "Special Area" designation for Fagatele Bay, under the American

Samoa Coastal Management Program. Has this concept been discussed

with the American Samoan government?

Response: The American Samoa Government has no plans to declare
Fagatele Bay as a "Special Area."

Comment: Page 102. There appears to be one or more words missing
from the following: "Other areas related to sanctuary management
which may be explored include: (1) ...; (2) innovative of enhancing
coral growth and productivity; ...." (Emphasis added.)

Response: The correction has been incorporated into the text of the FEIS,

Center for Environmental Education, Michael Weber - 1/12/84

Comment: Boundaries: While we agree that your agency's preferred
alternative would meet the criteria of the National Marine Sanctuary
Program's regulations, we believe considerable benefits will be gained
if boundary alternative 3 is adopted instead. Briefly, inclusion of
Fagalua Bay will provide a unique opportunity to study two ecosystems
subject to very different physical influences in a very small area.

In addition, inclusion of Fagalua Bay would provide a focus for
interpretive activities which could increase visitors' appreciation
not only for a typical ecosystem within the region, but for the

the differences that can be found within the region.

The discussion of this alternative in the DEIS does not lead us to
believe that significant additional costs would be incurred if this
alternative were to be adopted.

Finally, we suggest that the boundary of alternative 3 be expanded

to include waters out to the 20 fathom isobath around Steps Point,
This expansion will focus research attention upon this boundary area.
We believe that the study of this "edge" might well yield significant
information about the role of such areas not only in the dynamics

of Fagatele and Fagalua Bays but also in other marine areas.
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Response: Fagalua Bay was not included in the Preferred Alternative
because the American Samoa Government wished to include only
Fagatele Bay. Information on Fagalua Bay is also much less available
than that on Fagatele Bay. Given these two facts, it would be
premature to include Fagalua Bay at this time.

Moving the boundary out to 20 fathoms would present logistical
problems for enforcement. Land-based markers are much easier for
users and enforcement agents alike to distinguish. In addition, the
waters around Fagatele Point, especially on its eastern side, are
too rough for using buoys as boundary markers.

Comment: Invertebrates (DEIS p. 19): The discussion of invertebrates
other than coral would mislead the reader into thinking that these
other invertebrates are of little significance to this ecosystem.
While we understand that little study of the invertebrates of the
site has been conducted, we urge that a discussion based on
invertebrate communities in other similar areas be included in the
FEIS and that appropriate management measures be suggested.

Response: NUAA agrees that the DEIS contains little information
regarding invertebrates other than coral. However, information
regarding invertebrate communities within the bay is lacking. Both
DEIS and regarding FEIS present discussions as complete as current
data will allow. Study 1.1 of the Resource Studies Plan is aimed
at obtaining a more complete biological inventory of the area.

Comment: Marine Park(DEIS p. 29): More information should be included
regarding the practical significance of the designation of Fagatele
Bay as a Marine Park under the Coastal Zone Management Program of

the Territorial government. Specifically, we request a description

of any current or proposed regulations implementing this designation
and the ability of the Territorial government to enforce such
regulations.

Response: As stated in Part II (Legal Institutional Background)
designation of the area as a marine park carries with it no regulatory
authority. It merely calls attention to the special significance

of the area and allows the DPR to charge usage fees and enforce any
regulations that may later be promulgated by the ASG specific to

the area.

Comment: Mangroves (DEIS P. 31): The FEIS should contain more
information regarding the distribution and role of the mangroves
which apparently line part of Fagatele Bay.

Response: More information regarding the mangrove populations in
the bay will be gathered in Study 1.1 of the Resource Studies Plan.

Comment: Land Access to the Site (DEIS p. 38): Since the construction
of any trails or roads in the cliff area surrounding the site could
have impacts upon the resources of the site, we request a discussion
of the process by which the feasibility of overland access will be
evaluated and the opportunities which the public will have for
participating in this process. We urge full participation.
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Response: Please see Generic Response E.

Comment: Scientific Research Committee (DEIS p. 42): We suggest

that the results of research at the site be integrated with the
interpretive elements of the management plan. For this reason, we

urge that a person competent in interpretive approaches and familiar
with the site be a representative on the Scientific Research Committee,

Respeﬁse:“NﬂAA agrees and the FEIS reflects this comment.

Comment: Prohibited Activities (DEIS p. 48): We urge that subparagraph
(i) include invertebrates other than coral. We believe that any taking
of such invertebrates should be subject to review for impact on

the site's resources.

Response: A change reflecting the comment has been incorporated
into the proposed regulations.

Comment: Permit Procedures (DEIS p. 50): It would appear from the
Tanguage in the DEIS that permits will be required for activities
prohibited under 941.8 and for an unspecified set of activities.
Permits should not be required for this latter set of activities.

We recommend adoption of the language used in the regulations
implementing currently designated, specifically the language regarding
permits in the regulations implementing the Looe Key National

Marine Sanctuary.

Response: A change reflecting the comment has been incorporated
into the proposed regulations.

Comment: Linkage with other Marine Reserve Systems (DEIS p. 60): We
suggest that the Sanctuary Program Division is the appropriate focus
for linking the program of the proposed sanctuary with other similar
programs around the world. Furthermore, emphasis should be placed
upon linkage among designated National Marine Sanctuaries, so that
mistakes will not be repeated and successes will be shared.

Response: Comment accepted.

Comment: Exposed Reef Flat (DEIS p. 67): The last line of this
section contains a typographical error. We sugggest that this last line
read “"when the flat is submerged to depths of 30 cm.”

Response: The correction has been made in the FEIS,

Comment: Water Quality Monitoring (DEIS p. 74): In order to optimize
the effectiveness of this project, we suggest that there be an explicit
link with the water quality monitoring project at the Key Largo
National Marine Sanctuary. In addition, we suggest that the project
call for creating the ability to mobilize research efforts quickly

in the event of a sudden event. The recent sudden decimation of the
Diadema population in the Florida Keys and of coral reefs in the
Eastern Tropical Pacific clearly indicates a need for such an ability.




kResponig; The sanctuary manager and staff members will be appropriately
trained to respond quickly should such emergencies arise.

Comment: Draft Designation Document (DEIS p. A-1ff): Article 1 of the
draft designation document mentions a Tist of prohibited activities in
Article 4; however, Article 4 does not include such a list. Also,

Article b presents a different regulatory scheme than that found in the
draft proposed regulations (DEIS p. 45ff). We urge that the draft
regulations presented in the DEIS, modified in response to our suggestions
above, be the implementing regulations for the proposed sanctuary.

Response: A change reflecting the document has been incorporated into
the proposed regulations.

Comment: Permit Procedure Guidelines (DEIS p. H-3): The criteria
presented in section VII of the guidelines differ from those presented
in the proposed draft regulations (DEIS p. 50). These differences
should be reconciled.

Response: The evaluation criteria is being revised.



Responses to Comments Received at Public Hearing

A public hearing was held on January 18, 1984 at the Convention Center in
American Samoa. Listed below are a summary of testimony received and NOAA's
response.

Office of Marine Resources (OMR) American Samoa Government (ASG), Dr. Richard
=

Comment: OMR feels that Boundary Option 3 (the inclusion of
Fagalua Bay) was presented in too negative a fashion in the DEIS
- and should be reworded so that future consideration may be given
to consider the possible addition of Fagatele Bay National Marine
Sanctuary. It is also recommended that a tiered approach to
fishing prohibitions be used, banning all taking activities
within the area defined by Boundary Option 1 and allowing all fishing
activities in the outer area defined by Boundary Option 2.

Response: Comment accepted. Changes are reflected in the FEIS.

American Samoa Tourism Office, Lewis Wolman - 1/18/84

Comment: The American Samoa Tourism Office supports the nomination
of Fagatele Bay as a National Marine Sanctuary.

Response: Comment accepted.

American Samoa Commercial Fishing Association, Mel Makaiwi - 1/18/84

Comment: Expressed full support for the sanctuary concept, but
felt that the tiered approach outlined by Dr. Wass was a more
acceptable alternative.

Response: Comment accepted.

Department of Education, Sam Puletasi - 1/18/84

Comment: As a former commercial fisherman, he was concerned that
the Preferred Boundary Option was too restrictive and may interfere
with the traditional Samoan way of life. However, he would approach
the tiered concept proposed by Dr. Wass.

Response: Comment accepted.

American Samoa Commercial Fishing Association, James McGuire - 1/18/84

Comment: He expressed skepticism over the enforcement of regulations,
feeling that it is impractical. He also felt that the bay is more
protected now than it would be with sanctuary designation and its
increased use.
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Response: The American Samoa Government, will be bound, through
cooperative agreements, to ensure enforcement of the regulations of
this Federal sanctuary. Violations of regulations carry with it
Federal penalities. Although neither NOAA nor the ASG can assure
that all violators will be caught, all regulations will be enforced
to the maximum practical extent. However, an equally important
aspect to enforcement is education. Enforcement agents as well as
interpreters will serve as educators to inform the public of the
importance of regulations to the protection of this unique ecosystem.
It is only through a combination of well-thought out regulations
and a comprehensive interpretive program that protection can be
assured.

National YWCA of American and Western Samoa, Elizabeth Malae - 1/18/84

Comment: The National YWCA of American and Western Samoa strongly
supports sanctuary designation.

Response: Comment accepted.

Pro Fish, Larry Kirkland - 1/18/84
Comment: He agreed with previous testimony regarding enforcement
probTems. He also felt that designation was a foregone conclusion
and that if one is going to be designated, he preferred Boundary
Option 1.

Response: Comment accepted.

Pro Fish and Atamai Marine, Tom French - 1/18/84

Comment: He also agreed that enforcement would be a problem and
increased access could potentially harm the bay. However, he
supports the sanctuary concept.

Response: Comment accepted.

American Samoa Department of Education, Rick Davis - 1/18/84

Comment: He supports sanctuary designation and urged consideration
of Fagalua Bay as a future inclusion into the sanctuary. He also
urged development of overland access to the bay.

Response: Comment accepted; please see Generic Response E.

Van Camp Tuna Packers; Dept. of Commerce, Gordon Yamasaki - 1/18/84

Comment: He fully supports the sanctuary and feels that enforcement
would play a major role in sanctuary operations. He also feels

that enforcement is an important educational tool as well as
assurance that the bay's resources are adequately protected.

Response: Comment accepted.
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OMR, ASG, Henry Sesepasara - 1/18/84

Comment: He supported Dr. Wass' comments and feels that enforcement
would be more efficient through the use of buoys to mark the
sanctuary's boundaries.

,Respansé: Comment accepted.

American Samoa Department of Parks and Recreation, Ta'u Sualevi - 1/18/84
Comment: He fully supports the sanctuary proposal and feels that
it would be useful for education and research, emphasizing the
educational role of enforcment.

Response: Comment accepted.

Leone High School, Larry Madrigal - 1/18/84

Comment: He fully supports the sanctuary proposal and feels that
specific, well-defined enforcement proposals be considered in
writing the FEIS.

Response: Comment accepted.




