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January 26, 2010

Ms. Lauren Wenzel

National System Coordinator

1305 East West Highway (N/ORM)

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Ms. Wenzel;

The New York Coalition of Recreational Fishing is writing this letter to express our ideas and concerns about the establishment of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) under Presidential Executive Order 13158.

MPAs may be useful and appropriate solutions in some areas for protecting and preserving our marine habitats and the living resources they contain, but we are concerned that these efforts might exclude people who are invested in a form of recreation that does not have to damage protected areas: specifically recreational angling.
As we have examined similar efforts around the world we see examples of enlightened protection and others that fail to meet these goals in a reasonable and appropriate way. Under the heading of "reasonable" we note several examples. In northern Saskatchewan, Canada, at Wollaston Lake as well as other regional lakes, the government instituted regulations intended to preserve these fragile and unique habitats. The plan does not prohibit recreational activities such as fishing, allows for a thriving charter fishing business, but instead of closure the plan imposes meaningful regulations and restrictions. These include the use of barb-less hooks, a prohibition against natural bait, and catch and release that, with a few very minor exceptions including the recognition of the traditional harvest rights of native peoples, have been very successful.

In another type of example, managers of some creeks, streams, and rivers in various parts of the United States have set aside these habitats for controlled recreation in order to protect them. Regulations that include barb-less hooks, prohibited use of natural baits, and in some bodies of water prohibit the use of internal combustion engines, but continue to allow rafting and fly fishing for trout.
There are also more extreme protection schemes, such as in the Galapagos Islands, where all harvesting is prohibited including the surrounding ocean. However, we note that the Galapagos are remote islands and there are few people who seek to fish recreationally there. We also note that controlled tourism is allowed because it generates funds to help care for these precious habitats. Much the same could be done with MPAs. People wishing to fish recreationally in these areas could be permitted and required to conform to regulations designed to offer maximum protection for the protected habitats, including the use of barb-less hooks and catch and release.

The New York metropolitan area, including Long Island, is heavily populated. Recreational fishing on Long Island is part of a post World War II tradition that found people with better pay and more leisure time moving to the exploding surrounding suburbs in order to be closer to their water playgrounds. Recreational angling became, and remains, an important activity that pours millions of dollars into the local economy each year. The quality of the fishing at some of our ports also attracts tourists and their

Dollars further enhance local employment and the quality of our economy.

When we examine the reality of the decline of living marine resources and habitats worldwide, we find a variety of causes. But in the United States there are two factors, more significant than any others that have contributed to the decline. First, is pollution that has led to the deterioration of habitats, and this issue cannot be resolved by banning recreational fishing: a better law to regulate land-originating pollution is the solution. The second factor has been the inability of fisheries managers to grab the "bull by the horns" and properly manage our living resources. In some cases, the managers are forced to adopt policies that are ineffective because the documents and laws that guide managers insists that the maximum amounts of fish should be allocated to maximize the economic benefits to humans. In the end, this policy is an oxy-moron because removing large amounts of fish ultimately undermines the very economic endeavors the laws mandate. This mandate has become a loophole that causes managers to adopt policies that are neither conservatory nor protective. In the end, regulations are based more on politics and economics than on sound conservation and management.
We are not nay Sayers, rather a group of people who appreciate the need for protection and conservation but who object to extreme methods that aren't necessary and deny our traditional rights to fish. We ask why not copy the efforts used elsewhere that have proven to be so successful in protecting and enhancing these habitats without locking out so many people whose sole interest is to continue to enjoy a long-established tradition without treading there heavily?

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

William Young

President - New York Coalition for Recreational Fishing Inc.
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