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Congressman Richard Pombo, Chair
House Committee on Resources
U.S. Congress
2411 Rayburn HOB
Washington DC 20515
(email: rpombo@mail.house.gov)
(fax: 202-226-0861)
RE: American Fisheries Management and Marine-Life Enhancement Act –
HR 5018
Dear Mr. Pombo and members of the California Congressional delegation:
The California Fishing Coalition includes 24 recreational and commercial fishing
associations, seafood processors, abalone growers, and kelp harvesters. Our
collective membership and economic reach includes more than 14,000 commercial
fishermen, 4,000 fishing vessels, several million recreational anglers, and
approximately 172,000 persons employed directly by our partner businesses.
Needless to say we are vitally interested in California’s ocean and its coastal
communities. We depend on a healthy marine environment for our livelihood and
our recreation. Similarly our activities support the livelihood and recreation of
hundreds of thousands of other California citizens and visitors, and the local fish and
shellfish produced by our coalition members reach millions of seafood consumers
both in California and overseas.
We are writing to voice our strong support for HR 5018, with particular reference to
Subsection 10(d), clarifying that management of fisheries within marine sanctuary
waters will be governed by the Magnuson-Stevens Act. We view this provision as a
clarification, not an unnecessary change, as marine sanctuary designation documents
now prohibit managing fisheries. Rather than weakening the National Marine
Sanctuaries Act, as some interests claim, this provision will require that fisheries
management be governed by peer-reviewed science, in a full public process with a
goal of adaptive management. Neither the sanctuaries, nor the NMSA as currently
written, provide for those essential elements.
We firmly believe that fishery management is best addressed through the
ecosystem-based policies of the federal Magnuson-Stevens Act and the ecosystembased policies of the State of California. CFC members concur that the Sanctuaries
have neither the scientific expertise nor the public decision-making process to
implement fishery management effectively; further, we oppose the recent proposals
advanced by the Sanctuaries to amend designation documents to authorize
Sanctuary regulation of fisheries in Sanctuary waters.
There is no need for an additional, duplicative layer of authority to regulate fishing
activities beyond the strict regulations already implemented by NOAA Fisheries and
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the State of California. In fact, considering the budget deficit currently engulfing the federal government, we
believe Sanctuary efforts seeking to duplicate existing fishery management authorities, which would likely entail
competition for funding for duplicative programs between the National Ocean Service and NOAA Fisheries, is a
wasteful use of taxpayers’ dollars.
When the marine sanctuaries were first implemented years ago, with the intent to prohibit oil development among
other purposes, their designation documents expressly excluded management of fisheries in sanctuary waters. In
order to win support from fishermen, sanctuary officials promised that they would not manage fisheries.
However, in recent years three California marine sanctuaries – Monterey, Cordell Banks and Channel Islands –
have requested changes to their designation documents for the express purpose of managing fisheries, alleging
that the Magnuson Act does not protect ecosystems.
Since passage of the Magnuson Sustainable Fisheries Act a decade ago, fisheries management has adopted a
strong ecosystem focus, particularly on the west coast. For example, the Pacific Fishery Management Council has
made huge strides to protect essential fish habitat as well as the six groundfish stocks that were designated as
over-fished. The Council also has worked cooperatively with the National Marine Sanctuaries in our region. As
one example of this cooperation, the Council recently acted to implement a harvest prohibition on krill throughout
the west coast EEZ, at the request of the sanctuaries. The current policy maintaining fisheries management
authority under the Magnuson Act should be fostered, and that is precisely what Subsection 10(d) accomplishes.
Both the PEW and US Oceans Commissions recommended better coordination in managing U.S. fisheries and
coastal resources. Right now, however, with the National Marine Sanctuary Program strongly asserting its
interest in managing fisheries resources under what we believe are erroneous pretenses, there is public confusion
as to who does what. This also leads to economic confusion, with fishing industry people reluctant to invest in
sustainable fisheries, which provide wholesome seafood products to consumers in the U.S. and abroad, when they
are uncertain as to the future of fishing in the Sanctuaries. Subsection 10(d) provides both guidance and
coordination as well as protection of resources utilizing the best available science. Nothing in HR 5018 or
Subsection 10(d) diminishes the existing cooperation with the Sanctuaries to achieve the mutual goals of
protecting ecosystems and fishery resources. Moreover, utilizing the existing scientific expertise and public
processes now imbedded in the Magnuson Act is the best use of taxpayer dollars.
We disagree with the claims of some members of the environmental community, whom we understand have
launched a campaign to remove Subsection 10(d) from HR 5018. Retaining this provision is essential to assure
that fisheries will continue to be managed under the strict provisions and policies of the Magnuson Act, which
requires best available, peer reviewed science to guide management decisions, as well as a full public process and
a goal of adaptive management, none of which are present under current sanctuary authorities.
Thank you for your attention and consideration of our concerns. Thank you also for including Subsection 10(d) in
HR 5018. We urge you to retain and support this essential provision in your continuing deliberations, and to
approve HR 5018 as written.
Sincerely,
Trustees for the California Fisheries Coalition
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