




























Exhibit F.1.c 
Supplemental GAP Report 

June 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON THE 
CHANNEL ISLANDS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) reviewed the Scientific and Statistical Committee’s (SSC’s) 
draft report on the proposal for marine reserves in the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary 
(CINMS) and offers the following comments. 
 
The GAP believes the SSC’s report demonstrates the inadequacies of both the science surrounding 
development of marine reserves and the process that has been employed in examining marine reserves 
in the CINMS.  The GAP advises that substantially more work be done prior to moving forward on a 
reserve designation, including better efforts to include affected users. 
 
In regard to further Council participation in the Channel Islands reserve process, or other processes, the 
GAP again recommends to the Council that a marine reserve policy committee be established which 
contains representation from all appropriate Council advisory bodies.  This will facilitate analysis of 
documents and allow more efficient coordination by the Council and its advisory bodies. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/19/02 

 





 Exhibit F.1.c 
 Supplemental HMSAS Report 
 June 2002 
 
 
 HIGHLY MIGRATORY SPECIES ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
 REVIEW OF PROPOSAL FOR MARINE RESERVES IN STATE WATERS OF THE 
 CHANNEL ISLANDS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY 
 
 
With respect to the Council process for commenting on the marine reserves proposals, all of the Highly 
Migratory Species Advisory Subpanel (HMSAS) members except one would like the Council committee to 
include one member from each advisory subpanel. 
 
The HMSAS is concerned that one of the effects of the proposed reserves will be that displaced fishers 
will enter the albacore fishery.  The HMSAS also notes that highly migratory species are taken in a 
number of areas proposed for reserves. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/19/02 
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Exhibit F.1 
Situation Summary 

June 2002 
 

REVIEW OF PROPOSAL FOR MARINE RESERVES IN STATE WATERS OF THE 
 CHANNEL ISLANDS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY (CINMS) 
 
Situation:  At its April 2002 meeting, the Council further considered the process for Council review of the 
proposal to create no-take marine reserves in state waters of the CINMS.  In response to the delay in 
receiving  the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis documents, the Council adopted the 
following process keyed to the receipt and distribution  of the CEQA documents by May 15: 
 
· Distribution of the CEQA documents to the SSC and advisory body chairs by May 15. 
· Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) Marine Reserves Subcommitee meeting to review the 

CEQA documents in early June. 
· Full SSC consideration of the marine reserves subcommittee report on Sunday of the June Council 

meeting week. 
· Advisory body consideration of the SSC report at the June Council meeting. 
· Establishing a small policy committee to meet between the June and September meetings. 
· Council consideration of advisory body comments and tasking the small policy committee at the June 

Council meeting. 
· Final consideration of the recommendations of the small policy committee, advisory bodies, and the 

public  and the Council at the September meeting. 
 
The Council tasked the Executive Director with sending a letter to the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CFGC) communicating the intended process and identifying the key constraint of the scheduled 
CFGC final decision on August 2, 2002 Exhibit F.1, Attachment 1. 
 
A meeting date of June 10-11 was established for the SSC marine reserves subcommitee.  The CDFG 
noticed the Council the CEQA documents would be finalized prior to the May 15 time frame, and 
indicated the collective document would be relatively large (approximately 1500 pages).  The CDFG 
agreed to mail the document directly to the SSC in order to provide the most time possible for SSC 
review.  Some of the critical excerpts from the CEQA document are provided as an attachment (Exhibit 
F.1, Attachment 2).  The full document is provided in the briefing materials on a CD ROM.  Hard copies 
will be made available to Council members at the Council meeting. 
 
The CFGC has delayed its final decision until December 6, 2002 (Exhibit F.1, Attachment 2).   
 
The SSC received the document May 29.  The SSC will proceed with its June 10-11 subcommittee 
meeting to make as much progress as is possible towards the review of the document; the full SSC will 
also meet on Sunday June 16 to work on the review.  At this point, due to the loss of two weeks of review 
time for a large document, the SSC comments may not be ready before Tuesday of the Council meeting.  
The Council should have a completed SSC report or schedule for completing the review by the time it 
addresses this issue on Thursday.  Advisory bodies will be asked to develop statements for the Council 
without the benefit of the SSC review, noting that they will have the opportunity at the September Council 
meeting to consider both the SSC report and the recommendations of the small policy committee. 
 
Council Action:   

 
1. Appoint an ad hoc policy review committee and schedule a meeting well in advance of the 

September Briefing Book deadline (August 21). 
2. Consider guidance to the ad hoc policy review committee for development and finalization of 

comments on the proposal for marine reserves in state waters of the CINMS.  

 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Letter from Dr. McIsaac to Mr. Robert Treanor dated April 29, 2002 (Exhibit F.1, Attachment 1). 
2. Excerpts from CEQA Document and CD ROM (Exhibit F.1, Attachment 2). 
3. Letter from Mr. Robert Treanor to Dr. Donald McIsaac dated May 16, 2002 (Exhibit F.1.b, CFGC 

Letter). 
4. Public Comment (Exhibit F.1.d, Public Comment). 



 
DOCUMENT2 2 

 
 Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan (GFSP) Consistency Analysis 
 
The GFSP calls for the Council to "use marine reserves as a fishery management tool that contributes 
to groundfish conservation and management goals, has measurable effects, and is integrated with 
other fishery management approaches." 
 

 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Jim Seger 
b. Status of the California Department of Fish and Game Process LB Boydstun 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comment 
e. Council Action:  Develop a Response to the California Fish and Game Commission 

 
 
PFMC 
06/04/02 

 



Exhibit F.2.b 
Supplemental GAP Report 

June 2002 
 
 

GROUNDFISH ADVISORY SUBPANEL STATEMENT ON 
THE UPDATE ON OTHER MARINE RESERVES PROCESSES 

 
The Groundfish Advisory Subpanel (GAP) reviewed the various activities occurring in California, 
Washington, and Oregon in regard to marine reserves. 
 
In the case of California, the GAP notes that California’s “Marine Life Protection Act” (MLPA) has 
established an elaborate process to seek public input and scientific evaluation of potential marine 
reserves.  Since these reserves may have an impact on management decisions, the GAP believes it is 
important for the Council to keep abreast of MLPA activities.  This could be done by designating one or 
more liaisons between the Council and California. 
 
The GAP also offers the following comments in regard to marine reserves in general. 
 
There is an unprecedented level of concern by all West Coast fishery participants regarding the 
preliminary groundfish management measures being proposed for 2003 by the Council.  The message is 
clear and sobering. In effect, the Council may be required to close nearly all the continental shelf to all 
fishing by both commercial and recreational fisheries.  Even the most liberal management measures will 
create widespread economic hardship and bankruptcy for many participants and sectors of our traditional 
fisheries. In a worst case scenario there will be an economic disaster in coastal communities from San 
Diego, California to Bellingham, Washington which will dwarf that experienced by the collapse of the East 
Coast fishing industry and support infrastructure. It is a foregone conclusion at this point in time that, at a 
minimum, there will be large closure areas coast wide which will eclipse any of those proposed thus far by 
proponents of no-take marine reserves. With respect to the effect on the currently depressed economy, it 
doesn't take much imagination to conclude what the outcome of fishery closures of this magnitude will 
wreak on our future coastal economy.  
 
The prospect of imposing no-take marine reserves on top of or along side of the pending areas closed to 
fishing is intolerable and is absolutely void of one shred of scientific or economic justification at this time. 
There is virtually no add-on benefit of marine reserves to our marine environment which can be 
scientifically quantified at this time in the face of these pending closure areas.  It is also a foregone 
conclusion that implementation of no-take reserves will exacerbate impacts on some species by 
concentrating fishing effort on what few areas which may remain open to fishing. As a final point of 
concern, many respected scientists agree the use of no-take reserves have dubious value as a 
management tool when that area has existing conservation driven management in place.  This point is 
particularly relevant to most of our West Coast managed groundfish species and the current gear 
regulations which minimize the effect of bottom contact by participants in those fisheries.  
 
Is there need for no-take marine reserves in the future?  Many of us involved in the fishery management 
arena agree that a case may be made for some limited reserves, given credible scientific rationale and 
justification. Do we need to rush into implementation of marine reserves without science based qualifying 
criteria predicated on the fact that it makes some folks feel good?  Absolutely not!  The GAP recommends 
in the strongest terms possible the Council not recommend establishment of any additional marine 
reserves at this point in time.  The GAP believes this should be the Council’s policy until clearly defined 
criteria and science based justification for implementation of marine reserves can be identified at an 
appropriate place and time in the future. 
 
Finally, the GAP strongly recommends the authority of NMFS to regulate fisheries within national marine 
sanctuaries not be compromised by any marine reserve designation or changes in sanctuary 
management plans. 
 
 
PFMC 
06/20/02 
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Exhibit F.2 
Situation Summary 

June 2002 
 
 

UPDATE ON OTHER MARINE RESERVES PROCESSES 
 

Situation:  State level processes for considering marine reserves in ocean areas are ongoing in Oregon 
and California.  Information on these processes is summarized here.  Both specify a role for the Council 
in the state process.   
 
Also provided in this situation summary is a reiteration of information provided to the Council in April 2002 
on processes that may generate proposals for marine reserves in National Marine Sanctuaries on the 
West Coast (other than the Channel Islands process discussed under agenda item F.1).   
 
Last year the Council requested approximately $1.5 million per year over three years to support Council 
lead consideration of marine reserves for the West Coast.  The Council received a response from NMFS 
(Exhibit F.2, Attachment 1).   
 
There has been substantial discussion among Council constituents referencing "The Shipp Report."  This 
study of no-take marine rserves is a report to the Fish America Foundation by Dr. Robert L. Shipp.  As 
part of this exhibit, a copy of this report is provided for Council member reference (Exhibit F.2, Attachment 
2). 
 
Oregon 
 
The following is excerpted from Oregon’s Ocean Policy Advisory Council website: 
 

The Ocean Policy Advisory Council (OPAC) is responding to a request from Governor Kitzhaber 
to assess the controversial issue of marine reserves and provide him with a report and 
recommendations. The OPAC has set a deadline of August 2002 to report to the Governor. 

 
To carry out this assessment, the OPAC formed a working group of members to gather 
information and ideas and prepare a draft recommendation for the full OPAC. The Working Group 
submitted its draft report and recommendations to the OPAC on April 26, 2002. The OPAC 
approved a draft proposal to be reviewed at a series of public Open Houses to hear comments. 
The OPAC Working Group will then meet to review the comments and make any adjustments 
before the full OPAC once again considers the report and recommendations to the Governor at 
its meeting in August [2002]. 

 
OPAC’s draft proposal is provided as an informational item (Exhibit F.2, Attachment 3).  The proposal 
recommendations are comprised of a policy section and process section.  The policy section 
recommends "a limited system of reserves be established to test the effectiveness of marine reserves to 
achieve state marine conservation goals and policies and to provide baseline information on marine 
environmental conditions and species."  The process section recommends that "OPAC would adopt the 
coastwide framework design, objectives, criteria, etc., for state waters and would work with the Governor 
to recommend appropriate parts ... to the Pacific Fisheries [SIC] Management Council and other 
federal entities for implementation in federal waters." 
 
California 
 
In addition to the consideration of marine reserves for the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary, 
California is considering marine reserves under processes specified by the California Marine Life 
Protection Act (MLPA).  The MLPA requires the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to 
develop a master plan for Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) in California.  The following is excerpted from 
the CDFG webpage on the MLPA. 
 

In late June 2001, the Department introduced Initial Draft Concepts for MPAs to meet the MLPA 
goals and requirements. . . . One of the most frequent and important comments . . . [received] . . . 
was that the Department [CDFG] had not effectively involved the public in early planning, and that 
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future drafts needed to have significant levels of constituent input. 
 

As the next step, the Department will launch a series of facilitated constituent workshops. . . .The 
Department plans to establish one or two groups in each of four planning regions, with 
representatives from recreational and commercial fishing, diving, environmental, and ecotourism 
interests, harbor districts, scientists, and research/education and military organizations. . . 
.Through facilitated regional workshops, the goals of MLPA will be reviewed, and alternatives for 
MPA sites will be developed from the ground up. . . . While the workshops will be open to the 
public, comments will be received through constituent representatives allowing a working 
discussion. . . . Certain State and Federal agencies or organizations will be represented either on 
the Working Groups, or as consultants at the meetings. These include: . . . . Pacific Fishery 
Management Council . . . .The individual agencies will choose representatives for these groups. 

 
National Marine Sanctuaries 
 
 National Marine Sanctuaries Joint Management Plan Review  
 for Northern and Central California 
 
The following text is from the April 2002 Council situation paper on this issue (there is no update): 
 

The National Marine Sanctuary Program is undertaking a joint review of the sanctuary 
management plans for Cordell Bank, Gulf of the Farallones, and Monterey Bay National Marine 
Sanctuaries.  The review will include evaluation of sanctuary regulations and boundaries.  
Scoping meetings have been held to identify issues and management problems.  The scoping 
process concluded January 31, 2002.  The next steps are for the sanctuaries to summarize the 
scoping comments, seek advice from the sanctuary advisory councils, and use work groups to 
develop "action plans."   Action plans will provide the basis for developing draft amendments to 
the sanctuary management plans.  Changes to allow the creation of marine reserves would 
require amendment of the sanctuary designation documents to allow the regulation of fisheries. 

  
 Olympic Coast National Marine Sanctuary 
 
The following text is from the April 2002 Council situation paper on this issue (there is no update): 
 

The Olympic Coast National Marine Sanctuary (OCNMS) intends to review its sanctuary 
management plan, however, the OCNMS staff indicates their review will lag the California sanctuary 
processes by a few years. 

 
Council Task:  
 
1. Discussion and direction to staff as appropriate. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Letter from NMFS (Exhibit F.2, Attachment 1). 
2. No Take Marine Protected Areas (nMPAs) as a fishery management tool, a pragmatic perspective 

(Exhibit F.2, Attachment 2). 
3. OPAC Draft Proposed Recommendations to the Governor (Exhibit F.2, Attachment 3). 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Jim Seger 
b. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
c. Public Comment 
d. Council Discussion 
 
 

 
 Groundfish Fishery Strategic Plan (GFSP) Consistency Analysis 
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The GFSP calls for the Council to "use marine reserves as a fishery management tool that contributes 
to groundfish conservation and management goals, has measurable effects, and is integrated with 
other fishery management approaches." 
 

 
 
PFMC 
06/05/02 
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