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August 13, 2004 

 
 
Mr. Roland A. Schmitten 
Director, Office of Habitat Conservation 
National Marine Fisheries Service, F/HC 
1315 East-West Highway 
Silverspring, MD  20901 
 
Dear Mr. Schmitten: 
 
The Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
Oceana petition to protect deep sea coral and sponge habitat.  Because the Council’s authority covers only 
West Coast fisheries, our comments will focus on the effects of implementing Oceana’s proposals on 
West Coast fisheries. 
 
The Federal Register notice lists eight specific requests for rule making.  Of these, two (requests 2 and 5) 
involve designating areas as Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and Habitat Areas of Particular Concern 
(HAPC).  Amendment 11 of the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (Groundfish FMP) 
designated the entire U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) off Washington, Oregon, and California as 
EFH for groundfish; therefore, all deep sea coral and sponge habitat within the West Coast EEZ was 
protected as such.  Subsequent to a September 14, 2000 U.S. District Court order (No 99-982) in the 
America Oceans Campaign (now Oceana) v. Daley case, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
was enjoined from implementing the EFH provisions of the Groundfish FMP until a new Environmental 
Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on groundfish EFH was completed.  NMFS is 
in the process of completing an EIS, which will address how West Coast groundfish EFH and HAPC are 
designated and protected.  Therefore, it seems premature, if not a violation of the court order, to designate 
any EFH at this time.  
 
Two requests (4 and 6) involve bycatch monitoring and observer programs to set limits on deep sea coral 
and sponge habitat bycatch.  A Programmatic Bycatch EIS is also being completed by NMFS to address 
bycatch issues in the West Coast groundfish fishery.  Again, it seems premature to regulate these aspects 
of fisheries prior to completion of this EIS effort. 
 
Two requests (1 and 8) involve identification and mapping of deep sea coral and sponge habitat and 
increasing the funding associated with such efforts.  The Pacific Council believes research and mapping 
are useful tools for better managing our nation’s oceans and supports increased funding to achieve these 
objectives. 
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One request (7) involves increasing enforcement and penalties for fishery violations.  The Council 
supports the objective of increased enforcement as it applies to all aspects of fishery management. 
 
One request (3) involves a ban on bottom trawling gear in areas that have been closed to such gear for 
three years.  This request goes beyond the stated objective of protecting deep sea coral and sponge 
habitat. On the West Coast, Rockfish Conservation Areas (RCAs) have been closed to bottom trawling 
for three years; however, they are comprised of approximately 92% soft bottom areas, which would likely 
not support high concentrations of deep water coral and sponges.  These areas will likely be closed at 
least through 2006, but for a stated purpose of reducing rockfish catches, not protecting deep sea coral 
and sponge habitat.  It would not be appropriate to unilaterally close them now to protect habitat, since 
their status can be reviewed with adequate time for notice and comment subsequent to the completion of 
the EFH and bycatch EIS process. 
 
The request to permanently close all areas not fished within the last three years by bottom-tending mobile 
gear to bottom trawling is excessive and unnecessary.  It appears to be a direct attempt to eliminate one 
fishery sector without any mitigation or alternatives for participants or the processor component of the 
industry, something the Council has consistently opposed. 
 
To summarize, much of what is requested in the petition is either already in effect, contrary to the spirit of 
a court order (to which Oceana is a party), and/or being addressed in the EFH EIS and the Programmatic 
Bycatch EIS.  For NMFS to act unilaterally to designate EFH and HAPC prior to completion of the EIS 
process would violate those processes.  In any event, if NMFS was to take such actions, they would 
clearly need to complete a separate EIS in order to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act, 
which would be redundant and wasteful.  In addition, current management restrictions prohibiting the use 
of large footrope trawl gear have eliminated a substantial portion of trawl impacts on hard bottom 
substrates where coral and sponges generally occur.  The trawl RCA has also put much of the West Coast 
EEZ off limits to bottom trawl gear, providing extensive habitat protection.  We agree that deep sea coral 
and sponge habitat is valuable in its own right, as well as for its ecological function, and that some areas 
of high concentration may deserve designation as HAPC.  Because it is likely the RCA will remain in 
effect through at least 2006, there should be adequate time to address HAPCs subsequent to completion of 
the EIS process.   
 
With the exception of the requests for additional research, mapping, and enforcement, we find little merit 
in the petition, and urge NMFS to reject the petition, based on the arguments above.  Thank you again for 
providing the Council with the opportunity to comment on this petition.  
 
 Sincerely, 
 
  
 
 D.O. McIsaac, Ph.D. 
 Executive Director 
 
CAT:kla 
 
c: Mr. Steve Copps 

Council Members 
 Groundfish Advisory Subpanel 
 Groundfish Management Team 
 Habitat Committee 
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I magine the outcry if groups of self-interested loggers and sawmill operators were allowed
to decide how many trees would be cut on federal forests every year, and who would be
permitted to harvest them. The public would never stand for it.

Yet that’s more or less how this country manages its ocean fisheries. Eight councils
stacked with fishing interests determine the number of fish that can be caught and
apportion fishing rights.

This system of management driven by fishing interests made sense when ocean fisheries
still seemed limitless, and when the primary concern was getting enough American boats
on the water to help keep foreign fishing fleets out of U.S. waters.

It doesn’t anymore. A full one-third of the nation ’s known coastal fish stocks are overfished
and in danger of collapsing under the pressure. Two major recent studies of the oceans,
one conducted by the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy and the other by the Pew Oceans
Commission, both argue strongly for the reform of the regional fishery councils.

A number of significant changes are necessary. Membership on the councils must be
broadened to include more members of the public who do not have a financial interest in
fishing. As it stands, commercial and recreational fishing interests now hold 80 percent to
90 percent of council seats. There ought to be at least equal representation among
commercial fishermen, recreational fishermen and the public.

Too, councils should be required to adhere more closely to scientific recommendations on
sustainable levels of fish harvest and habitat protection measures. Political pressure and
concerns about coastal economies now often prompt councils to increase fish quotas
beyond prudent conservation levels.

Finally, council members should be prevented from participating  in any council deliberation
or vote on any issue where they have a direct financial interest.

Some members of Congress are proposing these and other changes in the existing
Magnuson-Stevens Act that created the council system in 1976. Any reform will encounter
fierce opposition -- the status quo on the councils is firmly entrenched and well connected
in Congress. So far, the Oregon delegation in Congress has been mum on the issue of
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A tidal change for fish councils
Congress must rewrite the law that has left ocean policy in the hands of councils
dominated by fishing interests
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bycatch, the waste of tens of millions of dollars of species caught, killed and
thrown back by fishermen. They are resisting the promising idea of marine reserves, ocean
wilderness areas where fish species could rebound and reseed larger areas of the sea.

The councils dominated by fishing interests have run ocean policy for 30 years. It ’s a
different world now. The oceans have changed. The management challenges have
changed. Now the councils must change, too.

Copyright 2004 Oregon Live. All Rights Reserved.
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council reform.

Yet it ’s time for change. The overwhelmingly self-interested fish management system is
hurting the nation ’s oceans. The councils have not proven they will make enough tough
decisions to rebuild fish stocks hammered by overfishing. They have done little about the
so-called 



rockfish

SO percent to 90 percent of
council seats.” This is inaccurate. The Pacific Council has 14 voting members, including
six government representatives (four state agencies, one tribal government, and
NMFS). The remaining eight members (or 57% of the Council) are nominated by the
governors of their respective states and selected by the Secretary of Commerce. At
present, there are two commercial fishery seats on the Council. Four members represent
sport charterboat interests, and two are recreational anglers.

The editorial states that one third of fish stocks are overfished and in danger of collapse.
This is inaccurate on the West Coast, and probably nationally.  The Pacific Council
manages dozens of stocks of salmon (none designated as overfished); four coastal pelagic
species (sardines, mackerels, anchovies, and squid, none of which are overfished); 13
highly migratory species (including certain tunas, billfish, and sharks, none of which are
overfished); and 82 species of groundfish. Eight groundfish species have been
designated as overfished, but are under strict rebuilding plans. One species, lingcod, was
within 1% of its rebuilding target at the onset of 3004.

The editorial notes that councils “are resisting the promising idea of marine reserves. ”
This is in accurate, particularly on the West Coast. The Pacific Council has created large
de facto  marine reserves that are specifically designed to protect overfished  

0 or disapproving recommendations and
thereby “determining” fishing rules. Recommendations made by the Councils are not
rubberstamped.

Perhaps to substantiate claims of a “stacked” Council composition, the editorial states
that “commercial and recreational fishing interests now hold  

(NMFS), which may or may not approve them. The U.S. Secretary of
Commerce is ultimately responsible for approvin,

2,2004 Editorial in the Oregonian Newspaper

The Pacific Fishery Management Council would like to respond to the misrepresentations
contained in the Oregonian editorial of August 2 ( “A Tidal Change for Fish Councils ”).
Such an inaccurate and incomplete representation of marine fisheries management does a
disservice to the Oregonian’s readers.

The Pacific Fishery Management Council is one of eight regional fishery management
councils created by the Magnuson Act in 1976. The Council recommends management
measures for fisheries in federal waters off Washington, Oregon, and California. A major
goal of the Magnuson Act was to allow local, regional representation in fisheries
management decisions. Congress wanted a system whereby those who are most affected
by policies have a voice in decision making,. a concept reaffirmed when the Act was
reauthorized in 1996.

The editorial claims that “councils stacked with fishing interests determine the number of
fish that can be caught and apportion fishing rights, ” analogous to “loggers being allowed
to decide how many trees to cut.” This is inaccurate. The Regional Fishery Management
Councils develop and recommend management measures to the National Marine
Fisheries Service  

Pacific Fishery Management Council OP-ED
In Response to the August 



Oregorzia>l  editorial calls for three changes in the Regional Fishery Management
system. However, opinions on changes  need to be based on facts and accurate

2

co:istal
issues are regional in nature and require input on planning and management by state and
local policy makers and other relevant stakeholders. ”The Fishery Management Council
process provides a foundation for this much needed regional planning and management,
and provides the regional voice-but not the ultimate decision making authority-that
Congress correctly envisioned.

The 

decisionmaking-the involvement of the people who understand the
resource and who are affected by the decisions made-is an important part of effective
natural resource management. The U.S. Ocean Commissions report referred to in the
editorial recognizes the importance of participatory governance, noting that “governance
of ocean uses should ensure widespread participation by all citizens on issues that affect
them.” Further, the report states, “many of the nation ’s most pressing ocean and  

bycatch issues.

Participatory 

Council
voted to implement the restrictions because they valued the future of the resource. In
addition, the Council has worked with NMFS to develop an environmental impact
statement that suggests new ways to address 

bycatch at a tremendous cost to
recreational and commercial fisheries and fishing communities. However, the  

specie&are well below acceptable
biological catch levels. These restrictions have reduced  

b>r scientists, nor any cases of fishery representatives block-voting against
the government seats. Further, the Pacific Council  has made the “tough decisions ” the
Oregoniun claims have not been made-decisions to follow the science stringently, to
close areas and seasons when needed, and to be precautionary and conservative in order
to ensure the long-term health of the fish stocks and steady, sustainable catches in the
future.

The editorial states that fishery management councils “have done little about the so-called
bycatch...” This is inaccurate and misleading. The Pacific Council has radically
restructured commercial and recreational groundfish fisheries along the West Coast.
Beginning in 2000, vast areas were closed to protect depleted stocks; strict gear
restrictions are in effect; and harvest levels for many  

self-
interests” that “often increase quotas beyond prudent conservation levels. ” If this were
the case, one might expect the Pacific Council record to show frequent votes to harvest
more fish than recommended by scientists.  This is not the case. We are not aware of any
examples of the Pacific Council voting for a total catch limit exceeding that
recommended 

in 2003) closed to trawling, and the 36,000 square miles
closed to non-trawl groundfish fisheries. The Council is also working closely with
National Marine Sanctuaries in California to consider marine reserves in federal waters of
the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary and, potentially, other California
sanctuaries.

The Oregonian claims that Councils are subject to “overwhelming control by  

rockfish conservation areas along the continental shelf (seasonally ranging from
13,518 to 19,796 square miles  

depth-
based 

c0nservatio.i areas off
California, where all sport and commercial bottom fishing is prohibited; the large  

cowcod  4,300-square mile  species. Examples include the  



.
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website,
www.pcouncil.org.

characterizations. The Pacific Council invites all those interested in improved marine
fishery management to attend one of the five-day meetings  held five times per year,
investigate the true situation, and develop informed opinions on this important issue. For
more information on the next meeting and other matters, please see our  



www.pcouncll.org.
Infownation  on the council can be found on the
Web at 

Mchac  is executive director of the
Pacific Fishery Management Council.
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20* Ave.
Portland, OR 97209
(503) 228-6607

recusal from voting when a member has
a direct financial interest is all ready required and practiced.

Your allegation that the councils have failed to make tough decisions is totally unfounded. The PFMC just
over two years ago implemented a 27,000 square mile off-shore closure zone which runs from Canada to
Mexico which excludes all fishing by both commercial and recreational fishermen in order to protect
depleted rock fish. On that subject, there are 90 species of commercial and recreational fish harvested off
the Pacific coast. Of those there are only 8 considered overfished and soon there will be only seven.

In order to correct your perception of the council process and the diligent work by advisory panel members,
council members and staff, I would invite you to spend a week during one of the 5 annual meetings of the
council and listen to testimony of the fishermen, technical reports and council debate on these vital issues
concerning the health of our marine resources. Maybe then you would be more well informed of the facts
regarding the responsible stewardship of our fisheries performed by our Pacific council as well as the others.

Frank R. Warrens, Oregon Obligatory Member
Pacific Fishery Management Council
50 NW 

2,2004, I am surprised at your lack
of knowledge and comprehension of the fishery management council process. This opinion is based on my
participation as an advisor and voting member of the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) process
since 1984.

First of all, the members from the commercial fishing industry or recreational fishermen do not determine
the number of fish which may be harvested by any sector. The total population of each fish stock is
estimated by a panel of scientists. These estimates are then peer reviewed by independent federal and state
scientists, and finally reviewed again by two other panels made up of state and federal scientists and
biologists before harvest levels are narrowed down to a very conservative level often referred to as optimum
yield. That level is also subjected to multiple layers of conservatism particularly on depleted stocks. When
the councils select a harvest level of any stock of fish, that decision is subject to approval or disapproval
ultimately by the Secretary of Commerce. Finally, the council decisions are subject to several federal laws
including NEPA, ESA, and strict guidelines spelled out in the National Standards governing the councils.

Your contention that the councils are ‘stacked’ with self serving industry members is grossly inaccurate.
Over forty percent of the council voting membership is made up of federal, state and tribal representatives in
addition to the members of the fishing community. Currently, out of the 14 voting members on the PFMC,
there are only two industry members representing the commercial groundfish industry and only one of those
owns a fishing vessel. Contrary to your implication that councils inflate allowable harvest numbers, the
PFMC has not determined allowable harvest numbers higher than those recommended by the scientists. To
replace knowledgeable council members with members of the general public who do not have considerable
fisheries experience would create a literal disaster when it comes to making informed decisions regarding all
the nuances and technical aspects of each fishery. Your mention of  

3,2004

To The Editor, The Oregonian:

In response to  your editorial, ‘A tidal change for fish councils, ’ August 

August 
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> Brian Petersen

> it will become evident that the sky is not falling.
>

> November 5, 2004 to see first hand how the process works. I think that
> the site. Attend the PFMC meeting in Portland on October  31 through
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”
“I think that it will become evident that the sky is not fall-

ing. 

www.pcouncil.org, and read the newsletters and informa-
tion found on the site. Attend the PFMC meeting in Portland
on Oct. 31 through Nov. 5 to see firsthand how the process
works.

I
would encourage anyone interested to take some time and
become educated about local fisheries management. Look
up the Pacific Fishery Management Council Web site at

.

“Before drawing a conclusion about the council process, 
. 

‘I N  MY O P I N I ON
Brian PetersenThe council has closed

massive areas to trawling,
drastically cut recreational seasons and bag limits for some
fisheries, and regulated some open-access fisheries into ex-
tinction. Does any of this sound like a benefit to coastal
economies?. 

truth to that, ” writes Brian
Petersen, a commercial
fisherman from Astoria.
“Groundfish quotas have
been cut so drastically in the
last five years that one-third
of the groundfish trawl fleet
is now gone from the West
Coast fishery forever.

I wish there were some
heci-

sions. 

:
states that economic impacts on coastal communities play a
part in the council ’s 

support

“The Oregonian ’s recent editorial on regional fish man-
agement councils ( ‘A tidal change for fish councils, ’ Aug. 2) 

www.oregonlive.com/public_commentaryloregonianl
Fish councils deserve 

Excerpts  from additional guest columns online at
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Fish council's response in full of inaccuracies 
Monday, August 30, 2004
HANS D. RADTKE 

D onald McIsaac's recent defense of the Pacific Fishery Management Council ("Fish 
councils ensure local representation in ocean management," Aug. 10) is filled with 
inaccuracies and disregards the recommendations of the blue-ribbon U.S. Commission on 
Ocean Policy. 

The ocean policy commission was a Bush administration-appointed panel created to 
recommend measures to address the serious problems our oceans face. Those problems 
include pollution, coastal development, habitat destruction, overfishing and wasteful fishing 
practices. 

First, McIsaac asserts that the National Marine Fisheries Service does not rubber-stamp 
council recommendations. True, a fisheries service representative sits on the council and 
provides guidance in the decision-making process. But, according to a recent examination 
of council management actions nationally between 1980 and 2000, the fisheries service 
disapproved only 0.4 percent of council actions. 

Second, McIsaac misrepresents the numbers to dispute The Oregonian's correct 
contention that the fish councils are dominated by industry. Ocean fisheries decisions off 
Oregon's coast are made by 14 voting members. Six are designated government 
representatives and eight are appointees. Between 1986 and 1996, 86 percent of these 
appointments were fishing industry representatives; between 1997 and 2003 (after adding 
a tribal seat) that figure was 78 percent. Nationally, since 1985, the percentage of 
appointed council members who directly work in or represent the fishing industry has 
ranged as high as 88 percent and has never fallen below 78 percent. Since its inception, 
no representative of a conservation group has held a seat on the Pacific Council. 

McIsaac also fails to address the critical point that the fish councils enjoy a unique 
exemption from federal advisory committee conflict-of-interest laws. In short, the regional 
fishery management councils are the industry sitting down with a few government 
regulators to decide how to regulate their own fishing. 

Third, McIsaac claims that fish populations on the West Coast are in better shape than The
Oregonian detailed. The council manages 83 identified species of groundfish. Only 20 of 
these species have been assessed. Of these, eight species (40 percent) are listed as 
overfished. 

It's surprising that McIsaac claims that Pacific salmon are not overfished. In the past, 
several stocks have been listed as overfished. Those stocks and other salmon stocks have
now been listed as threatened or in danger of extinction under the Endangered Species 
Act, which supersedes the act governing ocean fisheries. As for the highly migratory 
species (tunas and sharks), there is little information in the form of population assessments
to determine whether these species are overfished. 



Fourth, McIsaac claims that the Pacific Council has created de facto marine reserves. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. "De facto" is the operative term. The boundaries of 
the closed areas McIsaac refers to change, and the areas are intended primarily to protect 
rockfish from net trawling. We have little information on fishing impacts from other gears in 
these areas. The council has declared marine reserves to be part of the management 
process, but in reality has done nothing except set up an ad hoc committee and discuss 
the concept for the past six years. 

Fifth, McIsaac claims that the Pacific Council has never elected to catch more fish than 
scientists recommend. This is a deceptive description. Fishery scientists rarely give a point 
estimate. Instead, they provide a range of alternatives. The less we know about a fish 
population, the greater the range. 

The Pacific Council has almost always chosen the most optimistic fishing level. As the 
optimism turns out to be false, the existing fish population gets fished at unsustainable 
levels. 

For example, throughout the 1980s, the Pacific Council heard warnings from scientists that 
they were setting the fishing rate optimistically for rockfish species such as bocaccio and 
widow rockfish, species that can live up to 60 years. 

The council instead chose the optimistic level. Now, these species and six other groundfish
species are listed as overfished and will take decades to recover. 

In 2000, the federal government declared the groundfish fishery a disaster, cut back on 
allowed fishing levels and closed some areas. These drastic measures could have been 
avoided by more conservative catch decisions. 

McIsaac's reference to participatory decision-making leads to my final point. Indeed, 
involving people who understand the resource is an important part of effective natural 
resource management. The U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy agreed but made it clear 
that changes need to be made to the fishery management system. 

These changes include provisions to ensure that an independent committee of scientists 
determines the sustainable fishing levels and that councils include members who do not 
have direct financial interest in managed fisheries. 

Hans Radtke held an at-large seat for Oregon on the Pacific Council from 1997-2003, was 
chair during 2001-2003 and is currently a member of the Council's Science and Statistical 
Committee. 

Copyright 2004 Oregon Live. All Rights Reserved.
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August 18, 2004 
 
 
 
Mr. Mark Walker 
Director of Public Affairs 
Northwest Power and Conservation Council 
851 SW Sixth Avenue, Ste 1100 
Portland, OR  97204-1348 
 
Dear Mr. Walker: 
 
The Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) staff appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on the draft Artificial Production Review and Evaluation Issue Paper.   
 
The Pacific Fishery Management Council is one of eight regional fishery management councils 
created by the Magnuson Act in 1976. The Council recommends management measures for 
fisheries in federal waters off Washington, Oregon, and California.  In addition to the non-Indian 
commercial and recreational fisheries, treaty Indian fisheries also occur within Council waters; 
thus the Council has treaty trust responsibilities.  The ocean salmon fisheries rely substantially 
on hatchery-produced stocks, including those from the Columbia River basin.  The Council’s 
responsibilities, as mandated by the Magnuson Act, include ensuring management and 
conservation measures provide for sustained participation of coastal communities.  It is in this 
spirit these comments are provided.   
 
The Council is cognizant of the need to reevaluate hatchery programs for compliance with new 
mandates and priorities such as the Endangered Species Act (ESA)and the Artificial Production 
Review process.  The Council also believes it is important to respect longstanding requirements 
for mitigation such as the Mitchell Act and John Day Mitigation Agreement.  The Council has a 
great interest, particularly in Mitchell Act programs, and has encouraged stakeholders to develop 
priorities for those programs so that funds can be allocated in a systematic manner.  This will 
allow the Council to anticipate contribution of certain stocks to Council area fisheries.  The 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) plans on conducting a National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) analysis for Mitchell Act hatchery programs to cover requirements for ESA 
consultation and fund disbursement.  The Council staff recommends the Northwest Power and 
Conservation Council integrate its hatchery review process with the NMFS NEPA process, so 
common issues can be resolved in a compatible manner. 
 
The Issue Paper states “one of the greatest challenges in effecting change is that most hatchery 
programs were created under legal mandates and requirements that stress different priorities 
than exist today.”  The Council staff believes there may be additional priorities today, but they 
are not necessarily different than when the hatchery programs were instituted, particularly in 
regards to mitigation responsibilities.  The Council is concerned that future mitigation for 
hydrosystem development not be diverted to fixing problems caused by other development 
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activities (e.g., substituting wetland restoration resulting from a ditch and drain activity for fish 
production required in a mitigation agreement). 
 
The Issue Paper focuses the need to address priorities on the Columbia River basin and its 
component subbasins with no mention of the ocean fisheries and coastal communities which 
depend on Columbia Basin hatchery production.  For Example, at the top of page 4, the Issue 
Paper states:  “Stock-specific priorities must take into account conservation mandates (including 
ESA), treaty and trust responsibilities, the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program, and subbasin 
plans.” This and similar statements should acknowledge the needs and priorities of coastal 
communities and tribes outside the Columbia Basin.  The Council staff recommends that any 
analysis of impacts from the alternatives considered for setting hatchery policy and priorities 
include these important components. 
 
Thank you again for providing this opportunity to comment on these important issues.  If you 
have any questions, please contact Mr. Chuck Tracy, the Council Staff Officer for salmon and 
Pacific halibut at (503) 820-2280. 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
  
 
 D.O. McIsaac, Ph.D. 
 Executive Director 
 
CAT:kla 
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 Salmon Advisory Subpanel 
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I. A Vision for the Basin 
 
In 1997, Congress requested that the Northwest Power and Conservation Council review all 
federally funded hatchery programs in the Columbia River Basin and develop a set of 
coordinated policies to guide the future use of artificial production.  The Council set a deliberate 
course to respond to this major initiative, beginning with the Artificial Production Review 
(APR).  With the help of the Independent Scientific Advisory Board, the APR conducted a 
scientific review on the state of artificial production in the basin and produced a set of guidelines 
for hatchery practices, ecological interactions and genetics.  The APR also engaged regional 
stakeholders and hatchery operators in a series of workshops where hatchery reform 
recommendations and policies were discussed and developed.  At the end of the process the APR 
concluded that “[t]he region needs action and leadership to implement new artificial production 
policies, to decide whether and where to use artificial production, and to ensure that future 
artificial production funding is contingent on reforms being made.  These decisions need to be 
made for each subbasin and implemented as part of a broader strategy to meet regional fish 
recovery goals.” 
 
While the APR concluded that an updated and comprehensive hatchery policy framework was 
critically needed, it recognized that significant changes would be possible only after a deliberate 
and thorough examination and evaluation of the current system.  This evaluation was completed 
in the second phase of the Council’s response to Congress -- Artificial Production Review and 
Evaluation (APRE) (Council Document 2003-17).  As part of the effort the APRE examined 227 
individual salmonid hatchery programs within the U.S. portion of the basin.  The process 
reviewed each program’s stated purpose, evaluated how well the program met its intended 
objectives and outlined potential risks in operating the program.   The APRE then compiled the 
program information into comprehensive provincial and basinwide overviews of artificial 
production.  From this broader perspective several conclusions emerged.  The APRE concluded 
that: 
  

 Hatcheries are limited in what they can accomplish.  
 
 The social, economic, and ecological purposes on which the current hatchery programs 

were established have changed and will continue to change. 
 

 Hatcheries will continue to play a part in recovery and management of fish in the 
Columbia River and elsewhere. 

 
 Hatcheries require reform to align their policies and practices with current social 

priorities and scientific knowledge, to determine hatchery performance, and to operate in 
a business-like fashion. 

 
In recent years many efforts have been made by hatchery operators to improve and update their 
programs to meet current conservation objectives.  These efforts have included implementing a 
variety of operational changes and facility modifications.  While this work should be applauded, 
much more needs to be done.  In fairness, one of the greatest challenges in effecting change is 
that most hatchery programs were created under legal mandates and requirements that stress 
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different priorities than exist today.  In many cases this has produced conflicting objectives, i.e. 
harvest versus conservation, and has resulted in creating imperfect solutions to the inevitable 
problems that arise.  The legal mandates and agreements that helped to create the existing 
hatchery system must be reviewed to determine how much flexibility they contain to meet 
today’s regional priorities.   
 
The review and evaluation efforts of the APR and APRE demonstrate that artificial production 
programs need to be viewed in a new way. Many of the basin’s hatchery programs were 
developed decades ago under a different set of needs, social conditions and mandates.  Most of 
today’s hatchery production still seeks to produce fish for out-of-basin and mainstem harvest 
goals.  While these remain legitimate goals they need to be better balanced with current 
priorities.  More recently, conservation of the environment, ecosystems and species has become 
important national and local priorities.  Indian spiritual and cultural values have been legally 
recognized.  Fishery economics have changed due to rising costs, conflicts with conservation 
goals and competing sources of salmon such as aquaculture.  Finally, the emphasis on locally led 
and supported fish and wildlife planning efforts have broadened the base of stakeholders in fish 
and wildlife restoration, and in doing so, created a new constituency for hatcheries that is very 
different from before. 
 
A new paradigm for hatchery usage must be considered.  The new paradigm within which 
artificial production must fit requires that species and population diversity are emphasized and 
local needs are considered.  Salmonid populations should be returned as closely as possible to 
their historic range, distribution, and diversity through a variety of means including habitat 
protection and restoration and the appropriate use of hatcheries.   
 
The policy development for the use of artificial production in the basin must be guided by the 
Council’s basinwide vision statement that appeared in the 2000 Columbia River Basin Fish and 
Wildlife Program.  The statement, which follows, establishes the context for salmon recovery 
and encompasses hydropower, harvest, and habitat, as well as hatcheries.  The Council’s vision 
is echoed in watershed-level mission and vision statements throughout the basin including the 
Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds and the Washington Salmon Recovery Plan. 
 

The vision for this program is a Columbia River ecosystem that sustains an abundant, 
productive, and diverse community of fish and wildlife, mitigating across the basin for the 
adverse effects to fish and wildlife caused by the development and operation of the 
hydrosystem and providing benefits from fish and wildlife valued by the people of the region.  
This ecosystem provides abundant opportunities for tribal trust and treaty right harvest and 
for non-tribal harvest and the conditions that allow for the recovery of the fish and wildlife 
affected by the operation of the hydrosystem and listed under the Endangered Species Act. 

 
This issue paper is based on the concept that all activities must proceed from a clearly articulated 
vision leading to identification of issues and attendant recommendations.  The paper delineates 
hatchery related issues and recommendations derived from the fish and wildlife program’s 
vision, and will be followed by the development of strategies and a strategic plan, definition of 
goals and objectives, and finally, formulation of fundable tasks. 
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Many processes and mechanisms are already in place that can be used to move toward the re-
alignment of and change to hatchery programs.  These existing mechanisms include federal 
programs such as NOAA Fisheries’ Hatchery Genetics Management Plans (HGMP) and the 
National Environmental Policy Act responsibilities of both NOAA Fisheries and the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service.  It is the Council’s intent to pursue hatchery reform in cooperation with the 
federal agencies, fish and wildlife co-managers and regional stakeholders. 
 
Many of the issues and recommendations described below are not new.  They have been 
highlighted in previous hatchery reviews and many were primary findings and recommendations 
of the APR process.  The difference now is that through the APRE there is more detailed 
information on individual hatchery programs and basinwide hatchery practices.  The new 
information gives us the tools to make better decisions and a greater ability to make specific 
changes and a better basis for prioritizing actions.  Likewise with the recent completion of 
subbasin plans, the region now has an opportunity to develop meaningful provincial and 
basinwide goals through the aggregation of subbasin plans and other regional objectives.  Finally 
it should be noted that this issue paper does not describe how specific recommendations will be 
carried out.  Once APRE recommendations are finalized, a plan to implement the 
recommendations will be developed jointly by the Council, NOAA Fisheries, Bonneville, co-
managers and other regional stakeholders.   
 

II. Issues and Recommendations 
 

Issue 1:  In order to meet the harvest and conservation needs reflected in the vision, major 
changes to many hatchery programs are required.  

 
Today’s hatchery programs must: 
 

 Be integrated with habitat restoration and enhancement efforts articulated through new 
locally developed subbasin plans. 
 Emphasize within Columbia Basin and subbasin harvest objectives to a much greater 

degree.        
 Align with a sustainable recovery strategy at the province/ESU and basin scales that 

meets legal mandates and ensures benefits to local communities.   
 Be consistent with sound science while appropriately balancing acceptable risks with 

intended benefits.   
 
The changes above are required to shift hatchery policy toward consistency with the overall 
vision for fish and wildlife in the Columbia Basin.  Discrepancies between the Council’s vision 
statement and current hatchery goals and objectives can be analyzed by comparing existing 
hatchery goals and operations with these requirements.  Attention can then be turned to 
addressing the disparities between the sets of goals. 
 
Regional priorities addressing both risk reduction and increases in benefits need to be 
established.  Subbasin plans will be a primary source of regional goals and objectives.  These 
goals and objectives will be analyzed to determine regional priorities that have been based on 
how well a species or population is performing in terms of abundance, productivity, distribution, 



APRE Issue Paper  Page 4 
July 15, 2004  

and diversity.  Stock-specific priorities must take into account conservation mandates (including 
ESA), treaty and trust responsibilities, the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program, and subbasin 
plans.  Key stocks at risk need to be identified and treaty/trust harvest opportunities by species 
and subbasin must be reviewed in order to determine in which subbasin and for which species 
treaty harvest opportunities are declining, limited, or non-existent.  The ultimate goal, of course, 
would be to have all stocks healthy enough to provide harvest opportunities for all users of the 
Columbia River and the subbasins. 
 
Recommendations 
 

1.1   The Council, NOAA Fisheries, and the Bonneville Power Administration should 
facilitate a regional discussion that clearly identifies basinwide goals and priorities 
for salmon and steelhead. 

 
1.1.1 Clearly articulate measurable goals consistent with the basinwide vision. 
 
1.1.2 Identify the disparities between the current status of stocks and harvest 

levels and the basinwide goals by examining the basin, the ecological 
provinces, the subbasins, the stocks and species at risk. 

 
1.1.3 Establish priorities at the subbasin level to close the gap between the 

current situation within the basin and the basinwide vision. 
 

1.1.4 Assure that goals are consistent with legal mandates and a sustainable 
recovery strategy. 

 
1.2   Use the regional subbasin planning effort to design and implement long-term 
strategies (consistent with the basinwide vision) to reduce disparities among production 
policies of existing hatcheries 

 
1.2.1   Determine the role of hatcheries in subbasin planning. 

 
1.2.2   Determine the priority hatchery actions needed to reduce the disparities. 

 
 
Issue 2:  Promptly implement hatchery reforms. 
 
The identification of hatchery reform actions delineated under Issue 1 will result in both short- 
and long-term priorities.  Some priorities must be accomplished immediately and their 
implementation should not be delayed.  While these short-term reforms are being accomplished, 
work should continue on setting the stage for achieving long-term priorities.   
 
Prioritization criteria for hatchery reform must be tied closely to the vision statement and must 
be based on a determination of the greatest cost-effectiveness and certainty of biological benefits.  
Areas of need would be prioritized based on populations in greatest jeopardy or those slowest in 
recovery.  Prioritization can occur through the subbasin process and can draw on NOAA 
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Fisheries’ latest hatchery status review.  The criteria should emphasize improvement of hatchery 
broodstocks and their relationship to natural spawning populations.   It must be applied to at-risk, 
natural spawning populations most in need of improved performance, as defined by ESA.  
Targeting immediate hatchery reforms on the most at-risk natural populations will benefit all 
socio-economic sectors in the basin. Effort would continue to be focused on the immediate and 
short-term actions until the long-term actions are identified, prioritized, and ready for 
implementation 
 
The prioritization process and outcome should undergo scientific and policy scrutiny and should 
be reviewed on a periodic basis to assure that it reflects the most current research findings, cost 
benefits, and implementation methods.  The review should result in a list of hatchery reforms 
that could be refined and implemented as budgets allow.  Whatever short-term reforms are 
proposed, however, should maintain a clear connection to natural populations and habitat. 
 
Recommendations: 
 

2.1  Adopt prioritization criteria to immediately reduce hatchery risk to weak, natural 
stocks. 
 
2.1.1 Reduce risks through broodstock management, i.e. using local broodstocks, 

integrating natural-origin fish into broodstocks and/or reducing excessive 
straying. 

 
2.1.2 Reduce risks through addressing acute needs at facilities, such as fish passage, 

disease, and water quality problems. 
 

2.2 Develop and implement an action plan reviewed by the stakeholders and derived 
from recommended subbasin plan and Hatchery Genetics Management Plan actions. 

 
 
Issue 3:  Establish a results-oriented, performance-based management system to guide 

hatchery reforms. 
 

Hatchery reforms aimed at reducing ecological and biological risks and maximizing benefits can 
be accomplished through a results-oriented, performance-based management system.  A results-
oriented, performance-based system will result in improvement of population viability where it is 
most needed.  This type of system requires that the desired results be defined and must be 
consistent with the vision statement and legal mandates.  Performance management that is 
oriented to achieving mandated results is a way of assuring success and accountability.  It is 
accomplished through development of a strategic plan that describes goals and objectives, 
performance standards, and how the standards relate to the goals and objectives.  The plan will 
also describe factors outside its influence that may impact its application and/or outcome.   
 
The standards established under the strategic plan define the level of performance to be achieved 
by program activities.  Application of the standards must be objective and measurable.  
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Measurement of success will likely be defined through performance indicators that are 
characteristics such as trends in abundance and harvest.   
 
The results-oriented, performance-based management system will rely upon hatchery program 
reviews.  The APR document recommended formation of an ad hoc “oversight team to oversee 
the implementation of artificial production reform.”  The Council recommends that the oversight 
team be expanded into a panel that would have the responsibility to review the performance of 
hatchery programs on a periodic basis.  The panel should include scientists, the hatchery 
manager, agency representatives, the funding entity, and the operating entity.  Reviews can be 
conducted at the provincial and basinwide levels as well as the subbasin level, and can be 
coordinated with other on-going reviews. 
 
The goal is to create a transparent and self-governing regional decision-making process, 
facilitated by the Council, which can serve more than one need.  Panel deliberations would be 
tied to decisions that need to be made in any program, such as funding or operational changes, 
and would aid in recognizing and facilitating changes.  Effort would be focused on changes that 
are needed to meet program goals.  The periodic review could assure that hatchery programs 
meet the requirements of the Council’s fish and wildlife program, ensure that progress is being 
made toward ESA goals, allow the public to understand the benefits and risks of individual 
hatchery programs, and assure funding entities that their investments are being used to meet 
mitigation obligations cost-effectively. 
 
Data and information flowing to and from the review process would be gathered on a website 
available to all interested parties and linked to future regional databases.  This would result in 
more efficient record-keeping, assuring that data and information is current and accessible. It 
also would assure that the type of data collected is timely and addresses both benefits and risks.  
The system would allow planners and managers to communicate with one another as well as 
with the public and would contribute to the transparency and self-governance of the process. 

 
Recommendations: 
 

3.1 Establish periodic hatchery program reviews for all subbasins where progress toward 
resource goals is evaluated and program changes are directed. 

 
3.2 Structure the program review process as a results-oriented, performance-based 

management system. 
 

3.2.1 Formulate a set of questions, linked to measurable performance indicators 
and standards, whose answers will determine the success of hatchery 
programs. 

 
3.2.2 Establish a panel of experts, representatives of which would attend the 

periodic reviews, whose role would be to provide advice, contribute to the 
subbasin reports, ensure consistency across the basin, and identify 
research needs. 
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3.2.3 Create an internet-based system for efficiently and effectively 
disseminating data and information needed for the review process and to 
generate the subbasin review report. 

 
 

 
________________________________________ 
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Radisson Lord Baltimore Hotel 
Baltimore, Maryland 
October 19-20, 2004 

 
DRAFT AGENDA 

 
 

 
 
Purpose of the Workshop:  To inform Council members regarding a variety of topics relevant to fishery managers 
today, including policy issues and MSFCMA processes.  The main purpose is informational, while stimulating 
discussion to help clarify items for the Council member participants. 
 
Format of the Workshop:  1-hour to 2-hour presentations on a variety of topics.  Each presentation will have a focus 
presentation, normally by somebody from NOAA Fisheries (15-20 minutes).  Each presentation will also be 
accompanied by 3 to 4 panelists/commenters, which would include NOAA Fisheries staff and Council 
representatives.  After the presentation, the commenters will be given a few minutes to suggest particular points of 
interest in the presentation, or questions others (2-4 minutes each, total 10 minutes).  The floor will then be opened 
up for Council member questions and further clarification (20-30 minutes). 
 
 
MONDAY, OCTOBER 18 
 
Evening:  Informal Welcoming Reception 
 
 
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 19 
 
9:00 – 10:00 Welcoming/Introductions 
 
10:00 – 10:15 Coffee Break 
 
 
 
 
10:15 – 12:00 Presentations on Ecosystems (3) 
 
 

1. Ecosystem Approaches to Management:  What are They? 
2. Guidelines for Ecosystem Approaches to Management 
3. Review of Pilot programs

 
12:00 – 1:30 Lunch (informal) 
 
1:30 – 3:30 Presentations on Science Issues 
 

1.Fisheries Management and the Best Available Science 
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2.Cooperative  Research 
 
3:30 – 3:45 Coffee Break 
 
3:45 – 5:00 Presentations on the Economic Performance of Fisheries:  ITQs, Capacity, Buybacks 
 
5:00 – 6:00 Prospects for Magnuson-Stevens Reauthorization 
 
  (Invited Hill Panelists) 
 
6:00 – 8:00 Reception 
 
 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 20 
 
8:00 – 9:00 Improving Fisheries Regulations:  Regulatory Streamlining and Performance Measure 
  for Fisheries Management 
 
9:00 – 10:00 Revising the Guideline for National Standard 1 
 
10:00 – 10:15 Coffee Break 
 
 
10:15 – 11:15 Protected Species Issues 
 
11:15 – 12:00 MPAs and Marine Sanctuaries 
 
12:00 – 1:30 Formal Lunch (Invited Speaker) 
 
1:30 – 2:30 Future Plans for Council Member Training and Orientation 
 
2:30 – 3:00 Current Legal Issues 
 
3:00 – 3:15 Coffee Break 
 
3:15 – 4:00 Council Operational Issues 
 
4:00 – 5:30 Open Discussion:  “Our Shared Vision for the Future of U.S. Fisheries, and What 
  We Can Do to Make it Happen”  (W. Hogarth) 
 
5:30  Wrap-Up and Adjourn 
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