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	General comments
	
	"ICES advises to await the publication, in late 2008, of the Mar-Eco and Eco-Mar results before any further actions are envisaged or taken in establishing an MPA in the region." 


	Results available to WWF for preparing case report of preliminary nature and need to be updated by peer-reviewed literature published in 2008

MarEco does not act as a scientific advisory forum
	Text needs to be improved and is based on preliminary MarEco findings. Peer-reviewed publications (as available from 2008) should be used
	Secondary literature should be replaced by peer-reviewed sources, if possible
	All dates and facts updated to 2008 (e.g. prolongation NEAFC seamounts closures on MAR to 31. December 2009, and MarEco project to 2010) 

Text revised with 2008 publications

	Review of Section A
	A.2. 

Aim of MPA
	
	15. Aim 1 and 3 most appropriate as the spatial impact of  fishing is limited and poor evidence on impacts leading to "adverse" effects .
16. Point of general critique on OSPAR MPA concept: "conservation or restoration of resources for sustainable fisheries does not appear to be an aim of the proposal"
	
	
	Re 15: new wording

Re 16: comment - the OSPAR MPA network is meant to conserve/restore natural values and in that sense unperturbed ecosystems per se, not resources for fisheries

	
	A.6. Location
	1. Insufficient information to locate key features within proposed area
	17. Seamounts closed by NEAFC are  integral part of MAR
	
	
	Re 17: Wording changed to: proposed area comprises the seamounts ... closed by NEAFC ..

	
	A.7. Boundaries
	No comment
	Description acceptable, good that boundaries open to revision
	By enlarging the proposed MPA area further to the north and south, a better protection of vulnerable species will be achieved
	
	The boundaries of the proposed area are restricted by legal boundaries, i.e. the site shall lie 100% outside national jurisdiction. 

	
	A.8. Size
	
	18. Size should be discussed in relation to conservation objectives
	
	
	Re 18: This is generally true, however was not the task, and MAR conservation objectives were not yet subject to debate or decison 

	
	A.9. Characteris-tics
	2. The MAR was never categorised as a habitat by OSPAR
	18. Bathymetry correct, however limited availability of detailed charts
	
	
	Re 2: I do not understand – the MAR was never called a "habitat"

	
	
	
	19. Peaks on ridge not same as seamounts
	
	
	Re 19: The account of seamounts is from Shibanov et al. 2002. Discussed by Wessel 2007 and Kitchingman et al 2007 

	
	
	
	20. Oceanography valid but needs updating 
	
	
	Re 20. text revised based on 2008 publications

	
	
	3. The subpolar front at 52° N is not particularly productive in this area
	21. Fronts no documentation of increased demersal fishing activity near subpolar front - description in box preliminary 
	- MarEco observations of large aggregations of feeding whales, just north of CGFZ
 coinciding with high concentrations Calanus finmarchicus
. 
	
	Re 3: this finding is in contrast to statements made by the other reviewers. Re 21:  The statement on increased fishing activity is a quote from ICES WG RED (2006). 

- Inserted article replaced by text based on 2008 publications

	
	
	
	22. Pelagic fauna - Latitudinal change in species composition confirmed and should be incorporated in a (representative) MPA

- Wider ecological significance of MAR MPA unknown
	A primary population centre of Calaus finmarchicus was found NW of CGFZ coinciding with the major surface current gyre
	
	Text revised based on 2008 publications

	
	
	
	23. Benthic fauna -Valid description of benthos and coral fauna

- note of caution: corals only on hard substrate, no extensive reefs, not all area mapped, MPA comprises soft sediment areas
	
	
	Description of coral fauna will be supple-mented with material from Molodtsova et al (in press)

	
	
	
	24. Fish fauna - Pelagic fish should be dealt with under Pelagic fauna

 no major pelagic fisheries

 Fig. from Sigur∂sson et al. 2002 does not show DSL from redfish

 MAR fisheries conducted on the slopes and hills down to 2000m

 redfish, tusk and halibut occur but not dominant

 latitudinal change of fish fauna correct
	
	
	Re 24:  Pelagic and benthic fauna meant invertebrates 

- true mistake, however makes the point of the MAR hosting important concentrations of species even stronger. Legend of Fig. from Sigur∂sson et al. 2002 was changed

- the formulation "dominant" is in line with Hareide & Garnes 2001 as quoted.

	
	
	4. Mammals - inadequate summary of known status – update with 2008 publications)

Conservation status and management requirements of mammals and seabirds not investigated
	25. Mammals - valid description, significance of MPA on population or ocean scale not known
	- MarEco observations of large aggregations of feeding whales, just north of CGFZ
 coinciding with high concentrations Calanus finmarchicus
.
	
	Text revised based on 2008 publications

	
	
	5. Seabirds - Inadequate summary of known status – update with 2008 publications)

Conservation status and management requirements of mammals and seabirds not investigated
	26. Seabirds - valid description
	- enhanced abundances of sea turtles and seabirds near the frontal zone
	
	Text revised based on publications

	Review Section B whether ecological criteria are met
	B.1. Threatened and declining species and habitats
	6. ICES has no evidence that the area is important to the two turtle species on the OSPAR list

7. No evidence in proposal for importance of the area to other species/habitats
	27. Lophelia pertusa occurs in the region, however no larger reefs
	Blue whale

Sea turtles

Lophelia and associated species

Deep water sponges and associated species
	Yes – but reference to leatherback, loggerhead turtle and blue whale missing in section A
	Comment added

	
	B.2. Important species and habitats
	8. ICES not aware of other species to qualify
	No comment
	Sei whales, sperm whales, fin whales aggregations near subpolar front
	Yes
	Text added

	
	B.3. Ecological significance
	9. No evidence to support criteria in OSPAR gudelines
	28.  Typical habitats and full range of benthic habitats comprised, likely high productivity area
	
	Yes -  but see above on peer-reviewed lit
	Text revised

	
	B.4. high natural biological diversity
	10. ICES found no comparison to other areas to support higher diversity than elsewhere
	29.  Range of habitats and two faunal provinces raise diversity compared to smaller areas/one biogeogr. province 
	Composition of fauna not well known, patchiness a prevalent feature

The high biodiversity in the CGFZ seems to rest on an overlap of 2 faunal provinces and high frontal productivity associated with the subpolar Front
	No data available for comparison, and unlikely to exist by 2010
	Text revised

	
	B.5. Represen-tativity
	11. ICES is certain that the area is representative
	 30. Area is representative for MAR within OSPAR south of Nordic Seas
	The species associated with the corals (Lophelia pertusa) will represent a substantial part of the local fauna
	yes
	Text remains unchanged.

	
	B.6. Sensitivity
	12. No evidence in proposal that area contains higher proportion of sensitive species than elsewhere

Pristine areas more sensitive than impacted
	31.  Stated sensitivity valid, yet too general as not all taxa sensitive alike

 "particular sensitive" only for epibenthic communities within fishing depth
	
	36. Partly - better differentiate between sensitive and less sensitive deep sea ecosystem components
	Re 12, 31, 36: Text seeks to express differentiation between different ecosystems/components

Re 31. not only threat from fishing possible

	
	B.7. Naturalness
	13. Likely that large areas in natural state, however impacts within fishing depths
	 32. Correct that area not pristine (fishing to 2000 m, litter, wrecks, backgr. pollution)

 33. Grenadier not "depeleted" but near "commercially extinct"

 Alfonsino "commercially extinct",  Norw. longline redfish fishery not developed because of dwindling catches, small scale Faroese orange roughy fishery

34.  list of bycatch should be revised

 35. footprint of fishery unknown. It can be assumed that most hills along the ridge were at least explored (usually by midwater trawl close to the seafloor).

 36. Ecosystem change due to target fish removal not proven
	
	37. Yes – but fisheries impact arguably negilible compared to impact on shallow water ecosystems
	Re 34: bycatch species as given in Shibanov et al. 2002 and Clark et al. 2007.

Re 35 and 37: even if the human footprint is less on the MAR compared to shallow waters, the ecosystem effects can be as disturbing. The proposal does not pretend that the human footprint is the same allover the proposed area.

Re 36: see ICES WG RED 2006
 and Clark et al 2007


	
	B.b.1. Potential for restoration
	14. No information available, no time for researching fishing activity within proposed area, but see ICES advice 2006 (Book 9, section 11.1.2)
	recovery requirement unknown to date though some stocks fished to low levels

recovery times presumably long, but not exactly known

no proof to support hypothesis of community changes due to target fishery (same as 36)
	
	
	This is also stated in the proposal

The wording in the proposal is: "possible shifts in species communities due to removing top predators ... are not likely to be reversable"

	
	B.b.2. Degree of acceptance
	
	Although presently low fishing effort on MAR, resistance to MPA to be expected – need for a strong proposal in support of an MPA rather than a NEAFC closure 
	
	
	Text remains unchanged.

	
	B.b.3. Potential success of measures
	
	Displacement effects need to be considered, in particular to prevent displacement into the more southerly MAR north of the Azores
	
	
	Text remains unchanged.

	
	B.b.4. Potential damage
	
	proposal does not describe effect of future fishing activities
due to lack of data, no accurate evaluation of impacts possible

if future fisheries management can provide for sustainable fishing effort, no collateral damage to benthic habitats and bycaught species then fishing may become acceptable and no MPA will be needed.
	Overall low level of human impacts, largest threats from fishing

Science-based evaluations of impacts will require more data and studies
	Notoriously difficult to obtain information on fishing activities. Information provided is likely all that exists
	Text remains unchanged.

	Comment on the value of the site for scientific research
	B.b.5. Scientific value
	
	Mapping insufficient
	Mapping insufficient, predictive modelling required

Research needs on drivers for habitats and speciesd distributions in relation to large-scale hydrodynamic processes, pelagic productivity and species interactions:


	The fact that the site is subject of major research programmes  points to the high value to science. 
	Text remains unchanged.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	








� Charlie Gibbs Fracture Zone


� a copepod and staple baleen whale food


� Charlie Gibbs Fracture Zone


� a copepod and staple baleen whale food


� ICES WG RED 2006, 2007 "These depletions of dominant species induce major changes to demersal deepsea fish communities that loose their larger predators and the corresponding ecological functions."


� Clark, M. 2007. Large-scale distant-water trawl fisheries on seamounts. Pages 361-400 In: Seamounts: Ecology, Conservation and management. Eds. Pitcher et al., pp. 1-520






