












 Exhibit E.1.b 
 Supplemental GAP Report 
 June 2001 
 
 
 GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON 
 REVIEW OF WEST COAST MARINE RESERVES EFFORTS 
  
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) received a presentation from Council staff on the various 
efforts being conducted relative to marine reserves and marine protected areas on the West Coast. 
 
Because this topic is only a Council discussion item and overlaps with agenda item C.9 (Strategic Plan 
Implementation), the GAP will reserve most of it’s recommendations for that agenda item.  However, one 
issue should be noted in particular:  there is apparently very little coordination among all of the efforts and 
authorities when it comes to considering marine reserves.  The laundry list of agencies, nongovernmental 
organizations, and international organizations presented in the staff paper is ample evidence of this 
problem.  These efforts must be both focused and coordinated if a logical marine reserves program is to 
be established. 
 
The GAP believes the Council is the most logical body to provide the coordination, given that most 
reserve proposals involve Council-managed fisheries and many include federal waters outside the 
jurisdiction of individual states.  As noted earlier, the GAP will provide a specific recommendation on this 
point under agenda item C.9. 
 
The GAP also notes that this lack of coordination is recognized by NOAA, and NOAA intends to conduct a 
meeting in late July to start resolving the problem.  It is imperative the Council and appropriate Council 
advisory bodies be invited to this meeting.  Even if no funds are available for advisory body travel, the 
invitation should be extended to them, and appropriate members can find their own funding. 
 
Finally, in all discussions of marine reserves, accurate and sufficient economic information must be made 
available to detail the costs and benefits of establishing marine reserves. 
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Supplemental HSG Report 

June 2001 
 

 
HABITAT STEERING GROUP COMMENTS ON  

MARINE RESERVES IN THE CHANNEL ISLANDS MARINE SANCTUARY 
 
The Habitat Steering Group (HSG) received a report from the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary 
staff discussing progress on the Channel Islands marine reserve process.  The HSG recommends that 
the Council remain actively involved in the Channel Islands process to ensure that Council goals and 
objectives are met.  
 
The HSG further recommends: 
 
1. The Council and appropriate advisory bodies review the recommendations of the Channel Islands 

National Marine Sanctuary Advisory Council (to be released June 19, 2001) and any related 
decisions by the California Fish and Game Commission.  These could be presented to the Council 
and advisory bodies by Channel Islands and California Department of Fish and Game staff at the 
September 2001 Council meeting.    

 
2. The potential contribution of the proposed Channel Islands reserves be evaluated and incorporated 

into future rebuilding plans.   
 
3. The Channel Islands Marine Reserve Working Group developed several tools and analyses that 

could be useful in other marine reserve processes.  This valuable work should be reviewed by the 
Council and appropriate Council advisory groups. 

 
 
PFMC 
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 Supplemental GAP Report 
 June 2001 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON 
MARINE RESERVES IN THE CHANNEL ISLAND NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) held a lengthy discussion with representatives of the Channel 
Islands National Marine Sanctuary regarding progress - or lack thereof - in establishing a marine reserve 
within the Sanctuary boundaries. 
 
The GAP was pleased an extensive stakeholder process was developed and used - up to a point - in 
identifying potential marine reserve sites.  However, the GAP believes - based on the information 
provided - that the Sanctuary abandoned the consensus process too quickly. 
 
The GAP notes that general agreement had been reached on specific locations within the Sanctuary 
where marine reserves (defined by the Sanctuary staff as “no take areas”) could be established.  
However, when the size of those areas met with disagreement, the consensus process was apparently 
discarded, and efforts are now being made to use a top-down approach. 
 
The GAP believes a go-slow approach involving smaller areas where consensus had been reached 
would have resulted in a model system useful for looking at marine reserves throughout the West Coast.  
Evidently, this more reasoned style did not meet the goals of certain participants in the process, nor - 
evidently - the Sanctuary staff.  As a result, a potential showcase is now a pile of scrap. 
 
While the Sanctuary is free to continue its efforts within state waters, roughly half of the Sanctuary lies in 
federal waters and affects fisheries where the Council has jurisdiction.  The GAP believes it is time for the 
Sanctuary to consider Council needs and priorities and not simply its own agenda.  On several occasions 
during discussions with the GAP, Sanctuary staff characterized marine reserves as involving more than 
fisheries management.  While this may be true, as a practical matter it is the effect of a reserve on 
fisheries, their management, and most especially those dependent on the fisheries which - if not handled 
properly - causes the most harm.  Further, it is these issues that are under the jurisdiction of the Council.  
The GAP suggests the Council recommend to the Sanctuary staff that they go back and try again, 
perhaps with a little more practical recognition of the importance of user groups. 
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SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
MARINE RESERVES IN THE CHANNEL ISLAND NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY 

 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) was briefed by Mr. Sean Hastings and Dr. Satie Airame 
from the Channel Island National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) about ongoing efforts to create a network of 
marine reserves within the Sanctuary’s boundaries.  The SSC first considered the contents of the 
Facilitator’s Report (Exhibit E.2, Supplemental Attachment 3), which has been provided to the Sanctuary 
Advisory Committee (SAC) in lieu of a consensus recommendation by the Marine Reserves Working 
Group (MRWG).  The Facilitator’s Report highlighted a number of areas of substantial agreement among 
members of the MRWG (e.g., a general statement of the problem, issues of concern, goals and 
objectives, and implementation recommendations).  However, the MRWG was unable to reach 
consensus on a number of important issues, including 1) the size of reserves, 2) the location of reserves, 
3) the use of “limited take” areas, 4) the phasing in of reserves, and 5) the importance of fisheries 
management outside of reserves.  The divergence in opinion within the MRWG, with respect to reserve 
size, led to a range of alternatives between a 12%-24% area set aside.  Because the MRWG could not 
reach a unanimous consensus, the SAC is now charged with forwarding a recommendation to the 
Sanctuary manager for action. 
 
The SSC was impressed with the depth of thought that has gone into the process thus far.  In particular, 
the formalized effort to balance the various stakeholders’ concerns should provide robust solutions to 
differences among user groups.  It is clear that a thorough consideration of issues has been completed, 
particularly with regard to the development and reconciliation of siting criteria.  The SSC believes the 
process, as it has evolved, could prove useful in future efforts to establish marine reserves elsewhere, 
including areas under Council authority.  However, the infrastructure required to undertake a similar 
process is substantial and would require a significant allocation of scarce Council resources. 
 
In response to the Council’s and SSC’s request for more information following the April meeting (see 
Exhibit E.2, Attachment 1), Mr. Hastings and Dr. Airame provided the SSC with many of the scientific 
papers that were considered by the Sanctuary Science Panel in reaching its determination that a 30%-
50% area set aside was required to meet fishery management objectives within the CINMS.  However, 
the conclusions one might draw from that body of literature are largely predicated on loose or negligible 
controls on fishing effort outside of reserve boundaries, a situation unlike that on the West Coast of the 
United States.  In fact, an evaluation of the costs and benefits of effort versus area controls on fishing is 
lacking in the documentation provided thus far.  This is a key issue since the Council has recently 
imposed highly restrictive controls on fishing effort in the groundfish fishery and, as a consequence, the 
necessity of 30%-50% area set asides for the purpose of managing groundfish species is not obvious.  At 
the request of the SSC, Dr. Airame agreed to provide further documentation on how the Sanctuary 
Science Panel arrived at its conclusions regarding reserve size.  For its part, the SSC expressed a 
willingness to establish an ad hoc committee at the direction of the Council, specifically to evaluate the 
justification for large marine reserves to achieve fisheries management objectives for Council fishery 
management plan species. 
 
The SSC has also received a draft report on the socioeconomic effects of alternative reserve options and 
has requested that it receive the final report, once it is completed.  The SSC socioeconomic 
subcommittee will review that report, once it is received. 
 
It is very important that further dialogue continue between representatives of the CINMS and members of 
the Council family.  The extensive groundwork that has already been laid could provide the framework for 
future efforts by the Council to establish marine protected areas of its own.  Although the amount of 
reserve area under consideration by the Sanctuary is relatively small, the action is precedent setting and 
a thorough consideration of issues is warranted. 
 
PFMC 
06/12/01 
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