Twenty-five years fighting the Good Fight

(Copyright 2018 by Nils E. Stolpe)
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Captain Kevin Wark and Mate Mike Lohr on the F/V Da na Christine offloading a catch of “bodacious” blue fish

at the Viking Village Dock in Barnegat Light, NJ

What is collected here represents a large parhat Whave written over the last quarter of a cantéll of it deals with fishing,
mostly commercial fishing, and the focus is alnadirely on our domestic (U.S.) fisheries. Excaptthe first entry, an embar-
rassingly complimentary profile by colleague Roligitchey, everything is entered chronologically aither directly or indi-
rectly documents many of the changes that have &aepted willingly by or forced upon our commerdighing industry.

By way of background, the total value of domektitdings — both fish and shellfish - was $3.44daillin 1991. The $5.50 bil-
lion value of landings in 2014 (the last year fdrigh data is available) was worth $3.26 billiorlBB1 dollars. In real value total
landings have decreased by slightly over 5% si®&4.1

But this relatively minor drop in value doesn'titible whole story. Both the Atlantic lobster fishend the Atlantic sea scallop
fishery have experienced an unprecedented incieasdue in the past quarter century. If it werdbitthe increased revenues
from these two fisheries, the national picture widog far different. In 1991 the value of Americahdters and Atlantic sea scal-
lops made up 9.3% of the value of total U.S. lagsliin 2014 lobsters and scallops made up 18%edtotial value. Not so obvi-
ously, the growth in these two fisheries maskedii@ant declines in others.

These declines are most apparent in the New Engjanohdfish fishery. The current condition of thienic fishery demonstrates
more than anything else the institutionalized ixiftdity that has plagued fishing and fishermenthbcommercial and recreation-
al, since they were discovered by crisis-hungryi$ed environmental activists (and the super-ricimdiations that support them)
in the late 1980s.



As far as navigating among the following pages, Working on a glossary but am afraid it's goindpoas long as this collec-
tion. For the time being | suggest that you uséfihd” function on your .PDF reader. | will be miak additions as | disinter
them from my hard drive, so if you follow me on Twer or Facebook you will be notified immediatdlyyou are as averse to
social media as | am, just check back here occaljon

As always, if you have any questions, commentsitiqees, feel free to contact meralsstolpe@cfl.rr.confand remember that
while | really appreciate the attaboys, well thauglit criticism should be valuable to any writer).

Thanks for your indulgence,

Nils Stolpe
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That sky keeps on falling. Apparently the anti-fisting foundation funding doesn't follow suit 07/03/17

Trawl surveys, what are they good for? 07/27/17
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By way of setting the stage, below is a profileva that National Fisherman ran in 2005. It wastamitoy author\Wetland Riders, Missing
Redfish: The Blackened History of a Gulf Coast Icopand NF correspondent Robert Fritchey and mighe lpminted a (slight-
ly) too grand portrait of me.

Nils Stolpe
Robert Fritchey/National Fisherman/April 2005

Back in the 1970s, as they backtracked from theyleahburglary at the Watergate Hotel to the Nixohit/ House, informant "Deep Throat"
told investigative reporters Woodward and Bernsteitollow the money."

Thirty years later, some of the hottest journaisiition is still in following the money. But dotdbk to your local newspaper, newsmagazine
or public radio station for enlightenment, becatlmemoney trails today often radiate from a handfuhe nation's wealthiest "charitable”
foundations, and end with those media outlets tleéras.

Thanks to Al Gore - or not - the Internet has featiéd the dissemination of many viewpoints, sshibuld come as no surprise that one of the
best sources on the undue influence that untaxatwifgions exert on the media, and on environmetdakcientists and government agencies
- indeed, on the fishery management process itsel Web site. Funded by members of the Gardate Steafood Association and the Na-
tional Fisheries Institute, www.fish

"Nils is such a good writer, in laying out ideasidathe factual basis he relies osdys Jim Lovgren, 48, a Point Pleasant trawleoymér
member of the Mid Atlantic Fishery Management Calyand director of the Garden State Seafood Asdimei, which retain Stolpe as its
communication director.

Stolpe downplays his efforts as a writdt.gets rid of my frustrations, so | don't havekiok the dog,'he jokes'So he's happier.”

In truth, the entire industry listens to what Seolays. We’ve had Nils working for the Jersey industry, éurything he does is benefitting
the industry around the country, in the informatlmngathers and so forth. He's been all over Pawéars, before anybody ever heard of
‘em.”

With billions in assets, the Pew Charitable Trimts funded a body of research critical of commeéfighing practices in this country.
"They're riding around on their white horse, andndy wants to touch ‘eml’bvgren says.

Stolpe definitely has Pew in his sightg/hen you've got a multibillion dollar, tremendoustedia savvy, ‘charitable’ bunch of foundations
selling only one perspective, and you don't haeentherewithal to sell the countervailing perspeetat any level at all, that bothers the hell
out of me."

Stolpe, 59, grew up in the heart of South Jersetyyéen Atlantic City and Philadelphia, and firsteleped an interest in the sea via his father
who held an unlimited captain's licenSleguess the longest trip he took, he and my mark #ograin tanker to India and they were gone for
six months,'he says.

Stolpe studied environmental science, with a magmehasis, at Rutgers University, and later eaenedster's degree in environmental plan-
ning.

"Back in those days they used to have plannersweudd say 'put this here, put that theredys Stolpe, who, nevertheless, started off his ca
reer in aquaculture.

"The professor that | used to work for as an undatgate got a grant to do some small-scale wastemlatat aquaculture at a power plant in
Trenton, on the Delaware River, and he hired mthagroject manager. We started out growing fregewshrimp in the summer and later
branched out to where we were also growing rainliwt in the winter.”



"We proved that you can do isays Stolpe;if you want to throw enough money and technoldgy.'a

After 10 years on that job, he hired on with theM\lersey Department of Agriculture, who wanted tonsome up with an aquaculture devel-
opment plan for the state.

Though he was still "young and naive" at the outSailpe’s vision for New Jersey's role in aquataldevelopment evolved until, after nine
years with the state's Department of Agricultur@révocably clashed with that of his superiors.

"l thought you could do aquaculture anywhere yon geow stuff. But | eventually figured out thatihevas no way in the world serious ag-
uaculture was going to happen in New Jersey. Negeyehas super high labor costs, super high largt;super high energy costs, super
high construction costs."

With that realization, Stolpe pitched the ideai®loss that they should be building up the cajggluif New Jersey's businesses to support
aquaculture in other countries, where it might nmemesibly be occurring.

"My boss at the time said, 'No, if it doesn't htvelo with growing stuff, I'm not interested. Sa'y® going to be doing aquaculture develop-
ment."

Said Stolpe’No I'm not," and | left. | was starting to feekdi a bureaucrat anyway - not a good thing for amybtw feel like."

The state agency's loss was the fishing indugiails, as Stolpe hung out his shingle as an indep#rmbnsultant. In addition to his role with
Garden State Seafood, Stolpe is also the commiomisadirector for the Fisheries Research Institwteich he describes &sort of an off-
shoot of the Blue Water Fishermen's Associatiarighgliner trade association, and he does warktleer industry group$as the opportunity
arises,"he says.

Visitors to www. fishingnj.org"a clearing house for information on the fish as&hfood Industry,are advised not to log on right before din-
ner, because even a quick search for a specifiecutan turn into an educational odyssey. Infiotuction to the site, Stolpe recalls his
pre-computer academic career when research wasictaadin libraries, antthe book that caught my eye on the shelf belovetigel want-
ed... was often more interesting and occasionaflyenuseful than what | was initially looking foBY listing topics randomly, Stolpe tries to
recreate that serendipitous experience for Welvigttors, therefore "nudging you to broaden youeiests."

One of the site's many links carries the visitoFighNet, a cross-referenced archive of "infornrasbeets"” that Stolpe writes and faxes or e-
mails to more than 1,500 industry members, medid,g@vernment officials.

"They're sort of like updates of what's going- ationally, internationally, in fisheries or related it," he explained:Or I'll pick a particular
topic and do something more in depth. Just basicalte, getting the kind of information out thabsla be getting out and, two, doing, for
lack of a better term, muckraking - all of the wthkt I've done on the Pew stuff and all of thericbnnections there."

In his informal FishNet pieces, Stolpe, with a sgacientific background, obviously enjoys decamnging the extravagant PR-agency-
contrived campaign rhetoric of "anti-fishing acsitg."

In the May 8, 1999 FishNet, for instance, Stolpmkd in on the early stages of Pew's anti-trawliagaign. Stolpe quoted three different
sources as they tried to dramatically quantifyahmunt of sea bottom disturbed by both dredgedramds: A pair of scientists funded by the
Philadelphia-based foundation claimed that the gearaffecting an aréas large as Brazil, the Congo and India combinedklle Ted
(Cheers) Danson's estimate Was area greater than the U.S. and Mexico combihadd a draft of a federal bill guess@ah area... twice the
size of the contiguous United States."

With the estimates varying by millions of squardesi Stolpe dryly suggest&y/e might have the start of an anti-fishing benctita rival
the “nets big enough to swallow a 747' mantra thas so widely used by the antis a while back. Migistindicate that the anti-fishing activ-
ist's possess some kind of equivalent of schobkhgvior?"

Stolpe goes on to calculate that if the methodolwigfe anti-fishing polemicists were to be appliedNew Jersey's motorized vehicléal-
most 5 million square miles of terrestrial habitatuld be flattened... by New Jersey's vehiculdfirannually - almost twice the total land
area of the contiguous 48 United States."

"You have to reduce these obscene claims to tieedéstupidity that they deservesgdid Stolpe’Nobody's dragging where there ain't any
fish. They're dragging where there are fish. Arglytte making the same tows every year becauseteaffdragging there every year, the fish
keep on coming back. So that's not a bad thind'stkat you want to do.”



"The anti-fishing groups have successfully confusedtainable’ fishing with "no-impact' fishing tltliey're two totally different things¢bn-
tinues Stolpe, who makes his point with photoseeffflots, plowed fields and chicken farttiss impossible to maintain a level of fish pro-
duction from the oceans that we have, without fgagim impact,'he says.

"You're not going to catch hundreds of tons of fielm an area without affecting the bottom, withaffecting the ecosystem, without affecting
the mix of fish in the area. The dialogue at thegmpis, “You're disturbing the ocean bottom, yeuiot supposed to be doing that.' That's total
bullshit. We need to start thinking about how trtsa public discourse about how much modificatidthe ocean are we willing to accept for

how much seafood production.”

As useful and entertaining as Stolpe's Interneings are, his contributions to the industry dem'tl there'He's the most under-appreciated
guy in the industry,insisted Lovgren'l bounce a lot of ideas off Nils, and | think & & people in the industry do."
This may explain why the same words crop up in@emations with New Jersey's fishermen, words Igasitive imaging" and "cooperation."

Even while he helps boost the public's awarenefiseohdustry, Stolpe suggests that its image isaadarnished as many fishermen think.

"My acid test for whether we've got an image proble whether Madison Avenue is still using comnagéfishermen to sell stuff. As long as
they are, | think we're OK. And they still arég said, referring to television ads for coughpdra@anned tuna, even E-bay.

"We're all real sensitive about all the anti-indyyspropaganda that comes down the pike, but | dbinik it's reached the level of the consum-
er, the average citizen. Hopefully, it'll contintgenot reach them $ays Stolpe, who sees commercial fishinttlaes only real connection that
the average person has to the oceans, other thmndbans being some kind of amusement park. Thevaylthe average person has to con-
nect to the ocean is through the fish he or she. &t to go down and see an actual fishing commatinit

Well, why not?'l mean, we've got schools out there where thehteacare buying into all this doom-and-gloom crap the same teachers
are looking for anything to do with their kids. @at 'em on a bus, take 'em down to a commercighfisdock, and show 'em a monkfish! Kids
love it, and it's building up a feeling for the udry, and for fishermen."

In addition to helping Viking make their tours asass, Stolpe's currently more directly involvea@imther public outreach via the Adopt-A-
Boat program. Based upon a successful pilot prognaMIT's Sea Grant)You put a class of kids with a boaéXplained Stolp€'A lot of
boats now have VMS'vessel monitoring system$connected to e-mail, so the guy's out fishind ba can send an e-mail to the class and
say "We caught this," and so on.”

"Last year, | did it with a scallop boat and a fohwgrade class,says Stolpe.

"They “adopted' the F/V Kathy Ann, and the capsagnbig guy who looks like a fisherman, about hayflvetween a fisherman and a Viking.
He walks in and these little fourth-grade kids,itleyes just popped out. He gave 'em a little spieut fishing and then we did "question and
answer.' The kids were all over him: "What's adishan do? What's the weirdest thing you ever caubid you ever catch a body?™

"These are things that the industry can do. Thaytdake a lot of money. They're inconvenient,tbaey have a fantastic payoff, PR-wise - and
the media will kill to cover something like kidsdafxdopt-A-Boat. If you have a dock, clean it ug] get people down there on the weekends
and show 'em what you do.”

"It's part of the industry having to come out afshell.”

"You know,"he adds!it isn't just us anymore. These are the kindshofgs we should be having Sea Grant do. Othenhigglt be out there
pushing aquaculture."

With his scientific background, Stolpe also helpsnpote better science through cooperative reseArobcent project involved the Monkfish
Defense Fund and the National Fisheries Institgtgntific monitoring committe€NMFS was trawling with bottom-fish gear to surfey
monkfish,"he said;'so we got the money for scientists to get outeloer fishermen's boats and catch monkfish. Progtimaghat are really
good because they educate both fishermen and isteeht

In a related venture, Stolpe worked with New Jéssieglustry and NFI to implement an innovative perg that raises research money by
setting aside a portion of a fishery's total allbieecatch, which is then auctioned off.

Ernie Panacek manages the privately owned Vikiray# Dock, at Barnegat Light on New Jersey's LBegch Island, where nearly 40
commercial boats tie up. According to Panacek,pgtalas a catalyst in setting up and promoting Wwhatbecome a very rewarding dock-tour
program.”Nils helped develop this, and a lot of these lahgositive-image public awareness-type thingspssthe board."”



Dock tours at the Viking Village Dock are conducteekekly during the summer. While Viking advertisles free tours, the Ocean County
tourism agency gladly promotes the popular tourgirg the spring, when schools are taking studentfeld trips,"we have them by the bus-
loads,"says Panacek.

"We have a big mural that New Jersey's DepartméAoiculture helped us build and paint,” Panaceks It illustrates the three different
types of fisheries we have here - scallopers, gilérs and longliners - and that's where the tdarts. They explain the three fisheries and
then show them the boats on the dock. We showwmagish that we're catching at the time, and tddkat the regulatory problems, the man-
agement, and the cooperative research that arelvedoin it.”

"This is what the people need to hear."

"We need to fight for what we think is right. Ahdttis by showing them the knowledge we have, wé'ae learned in fishing, and what we
know about the fish stocks. We can turn the tidecan get the people on our side. Because the @epi't know what's going on. It's all real
important stuff. And Nils has been a big part dftladt."

Despite the many challenges facing the industrgl,the efforts of its opponents, Stolpe says prasgec the future are bright if logic and
reason prevail:Obviously the public is starting to catch onto thenefits of eating seafood,” he says. "As we giteband better science, as
we improve the scientific foundation that the indusests on, and as the industry becomes morexae aware of how to do business in an
acceptable fashion - you know, reducing bycatchraddcing unnecessary damage to the ecosystemgstlook good."

Ad Hoc Mixed Trawl Management Committee
12/01/91 (printed in COMMERCIAL FISHERIES NEWS)

This article, written back in 1991, discusses soifrthe problems inherent in the fisheries-by-fissmanagement strategy that still predomi-
nates in the federal fisheries management estabbsi today. While | reported at the time (somewhatconfidently, I'm afraid) that the
Mid-Atlantic Fisheries Management Council was aényg to address some of the problems inherertigitype of management through a
Mixed Trawl Committee, that attempt was unsucckssfu

To anyone at all familiar with the process, itwious that what passes for fisheries managemeaytis really "fishermen management”
(more accurately commercial fishermen manageme&hg.reason for this is fairly obvious. When eveiytfthat impacts on a fish stock is
considered, (commercial) fishing pressure is tHg titing that the managers have proven themseivései least bit capable of controlling.

This has resulted in the assumption that fisherwiem harvest a particular stock can be managedtheyfwere the fish that are supposedly
being managed - in isolation and not affected liyageous factors. Thus we have a fluke managepl@nthat assumes that commercial
fishermen who land fluke are - or will be - onlyno@rned with catching fluke, that scallop fisherrshould only catch scallops, groundfish
fishermen only groundfish and a seemingly endliéssy of geographic, gear, possession and landisgictions and prohibitions all designed
to make the administration and enforcement of FNtizased on a single species effective.

However, fishermen can't be treated in FMP's & operated "in a vacuum®, at least if their vizging is of any concern to the managers.
Anyone with the slightest knowledge of the commadrfishing industry is aware that the ability teaptito changing short term or long term
conditions - whether they are environmental, samiaconomic - is vital to success in many of cammercial fisheries. (This isn't to say that
fisheries that are based on a high degree of djzatian - scallop, menhaden, sea clam, etc. + tensuccessful as well). A large part of our
industry in the Mid-Atlantic and New England haveleped around the ability to switch from one sped¢b another during the sea-son (or
even during the same trip). This style of fishimtpich has evolved over generations, is in balavitiethe changing resource base, with fluc-
tuating market conditions, and with the way of lifethose who either participate in or depend uipoiThe participants - many of them third
or forth or fifth generation fishermen - aren'grested in getting rich as they are in suppgrtireir families well and in passing on a tradi-
tion-rich heritage to their children.

This traditional mixed trawl fishery and the wayliéé it supports is being threatened by a managemegime intent on forcing fishermen into
easy-to-manage, convenient-to-enforce categortes Lltimate management plan, at least accorditigetphilosophy of this regime, would
mandate a restricted number of transponder equippat$ allowed to catch limited (by trip or seasampunts of regulated sizes of one par-
ticular species of fish during specific times usamproved gear and offloading only in limited (ntonéd) ports and only during specified
landing windows (and in the best of all possibleld®from the manager's perspective, paying forptiélege as well). All with a total disre-
gard for the impact on the lives and the livelihead the fishermen being managed or on the stagisasedly benefitting from this manage-
ment. | couldn't imagine anyone seriously sugggdtiat, because bank robberies are a growing probled because tax revenues available
for police departments are shrinking, we shoultrictghe location of banks to those areas thathEarasily policed and restrict the hours that
they are allowed to be open to those times whequade police protection was conveniently availaBlgt. this type of control is exercised



routinely in fisheries (fishermen?) management, iaigexercised with concern for nothing othentliae demonstration of a reduction in the
number of a particular species taken by commefisia¢rmen.

Fortunately the Mid-Atlantic Council in forming & hoc Mixed Trawl Fishery Management Committeethlen an important first step in
recognizing that it might be possible to managesiimen effectively without totally disrupting they of life, a way of life that has evolved
over generations and that is a vital componenh@fcharacter of many coastal communities. Thisthixawl fishery, having developed in the
Mid-Atlantic and New England in one of the mosthiigurbanized, used and abused sections of coastlithe U.S., proves that commercial
fishing can successfully coexist with competing anthany instances antagonistic uses while ataheestime providing significant year-
round economic activity and preserving an irrepddde part of our cultural heritage. From any pectige that recognizes values above and
beyond those necessitated by the declining budgekdic scrutiny, imprecise "science" and politipagssures that are presently driving the
National Marine Fisheries Service's policy towatdemercial fishing, this is a part of our cultunat, like so many other traditional fisheries,
should be a beneficiary rather than a casualtybfip policy. Every commercial fisherman owes atdaf gratitude to the Mid-Atlantic
Council and its Chairman, Axel Carlson, for recaimg this.

The task that this ad hoc committee is facing isag@y going to be more formidable than the creawf a typical plan or plan amendment.
But at the same time it should direct managemdattéh what might be far more appropriate and nyn@ductive directions. For example,
the current amendment to the Fluke FMP would farisherman to decide to concentrate on fluke leefierleft the dock, regardless of the
availability of other species once he started fighregardless of the price of these alternatieeigs, regardless of how few and far between
the fluke were, in fact, regardless of everythirgept the ease with which a regulation allowingyane net on board can be enforced. Is as
much as possible being done for the fluke stocksnadhfisherman is put in the position of havindish for them exclusively on a trip? It's
doubtful. More than that, it's not how a lot of dishermen have worked in the past and it's defipihot how they should be forced to work in
the future. There have been "shortages" in fisbkst before, but there have always been otherrfeshavailable as safety valves to take the
pressure of those stocks. The present managereadtis removing these options, wiring closed tifety valves, and concentrating the pres-
sure (fishing and political) on species that wougdy likely be better off without it.

Our mixed trawl fishery is there because it worksallows commercial fishermen to make a living support their families and to pump mil-
lions of dollars into the economy in the shadovthef World Trade Center. Having proven capabledafpéing to many of the pressures that
are driving the federal fisheries bureaucracy toddyg capable of surviving the current "crisis'waell. Beyond that, | hope that we can
demonstrate that management, whether of fisheriistermen, can be accomplished cooperativelybeaaccomplished effectively, can take
advantage of the knowledge, skill and experienabd@fishermen and can meet the legislative andradtrative requirements of the man-
agement establishment while at the same time priegethe economic and ecological viability and tharacter of the fishery being managed.
We are looking forward to working closely with thd hoc mixed trawl fishery committee and hope sioatewhere down the line we can look
back on this effort as one of the first that redegd the validity in managing the fishery, the éstmen and the fish.

The first committee meeting is on November 14 apdvill keep you apprised of our progress as weged.

A SURVEY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF BOATING ACTIVITY
ON ESTUARINE PRODUCTIVITY
presented at:
MARINE ENGINES AND VESSELS PUBLIC WORKSHOP
(sponsored by U.S.E.P.A. Office of Air and Radiatin)
Ann Arbor, Michigan
by:
Nils E. Stolpe
July 29, 1992

Link to NJ Fishing Consumer Alert page Link to NJ Fshing Consumer Alert page
[Link to imageLink to NJFishNet issue discussing bating impacts]

(This information is the result of reviewing literature from varying sources and is meant to indicatgossible directions for further in-
vestigation rather than to draw any definite - or hdefinite - conclusions concerning potential impast)

An increasing amount of attention is being diredteglards the health of our living marine resour@eclining stocks of economically and/or
ecologically important species of finfish and sfigll in recent years have generated a great déato$ed public scrutiny, unfocused legisla-
tion, high profile law suits and friction betweeonepeting user groups. Generally this culminatesti@mpts - usually successful - to fix the

blame on (commercial) over-fishing, power generatioloss of "critical" habitat. But, having beemmoyed by or for commercial fishermen
for the past fifteen years, | have yet to be coowihthat their efforts are up to the task of sdyatepleting so many stocks so rapidly. In fact
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the total commercial fishing effort in the Mid-Atiaic region on the traditional "inshore" species peobably increased less than 10% in the
last ten years. Likewise, installed electrical gating capacity hasn't increased significantlyhis time. And while coastal development, gen-
erally considered to be the prime cause of habi#atruction, has been continuing, in recent yedrad been carried out in an increasingly
controlled and environmentally responsible manner.

But what has changed? In 1979 the total numbeoafdregistered in New Jersey, including most nimedrcraft but excluding jet skies and
the larger documented vessels, was 110,000. In t@8aumber had risen to 173,000, an increas@ @f. §Juoting Dr. William Fox, who as
the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Admiaigin's Assistant Administrator for Fisherieshie hiead fisheries manager for the fed-
eral government, "Over 70 percent of the U.S. corsiakand recreational landings that provide ov&d 8illion to the U.S. economy are
composed of species associated with estuariesret 8me in their life history. Seventy percent af production is dependent upon the
preservation of nearshore habitat." (taken fromesgntation by Dr. Fox to the National Fisherieditate, April, 1991). These critical estuar-
ies are the site of most of the boating activityhia Mid-Atlantic and are obviously on the recefyend of most of the growth in that activity.

Through contacts with marine researchers, enviromatists and resource managers it was found thtt,thhe exception of a few narrowly
defined areas of investigation, virtually no recentk has been done on the impact of boating dagton the estuarine environment. Some
studies were completed in the 1960's and early(#®isn recreational boating was carried on at allsignificantly less intensive than it is
today, boats being smaller and with much less ppweme questions were raised, and then the réseanemunity directed its attention
elsewhere. But it seemed as if, at least with élrels of recreational boating use that have beammenon in water bodies such as New Jer-
sey's coastal bays, there might very well be araghpf such activities on at least some of the telgsant finfish or shellfish species.

With this in mind, a literature review was begumed at identifying negative impacts from sources ttould be related to those that might be
generated by boating. These impacts were groupedtiree categories: direct physical stresses aatagorganisms similar to those that
might be caused by vessel operation (impacts byghier leading edges or hull parts, propeller gatest turbulence and shear forces, hull
generated rotational forces), negative impacterphysical environment similar to those that mightcaused by vessel operation (increased
thermal loading, increased turbidity, disruptiorstratification) and biological effects of pollutanparticularly hydrocarbons, similar to boat
engine emissions. While little or no work is avhidirectly assessing the impacts of boat operagoough has been done in related or simi-
lar areas to allow inferences to be drawn regardingther or not an actual potential exists for sngbacts.

DIRECT PHYSICAL STRESSES:

Some research has been carried out, primarily &irps of Engineers, on physical impacts to fisthiavertebrates from commercial river
traffic - barges and tow boats - and a signifianbunt has been done to assess the impact on@grganisms of passage through hydroelec
tric turbines or thermoelectric generating statooling systems. Physical damage, principally ogegrduring passage through the circulat-
ing pumps, was reported as the major cause ofiemteat mortality of aquatic organisms during norpadver plant operation (Shubel and
Marcy, 1978) and shearing and striking were deteeahito be the major causes of damage to fish patsiough turbines (with significant
damage - decapitation and losses of chunks of flegtnibuted to cavitation forces as well. Be®7#). However, other workers (Taylor and
Kynard, 1985 and Cramer and Oligher, 1974) repdtiaticavitation in turbines was the chief causmoftality of entrained organisms.

(While the role of cavitation in turbine and purmgliced injuries and mortality is poorly understaiere is general agreement that it is a
factor).

The shear and rotational forces generated along¢fted surfaces of barge traffic on the upper M#$gpi were reported to have caused dam-
age to 20% to 50% of fish eggs in the area of ggsédolland, 1986). Propeller generated turbuleliteneters behind a vessel pushing barge
varied from 2,500 dynes/cm2 with unloaded bargésggopriver to 50,000 dynes/cm2 with loaded bamg@ag down river (Kilgore and Con-
ley, 1987) and Morgan et al experimentally detesdithat shear stresses between 120 and 785 dy@efecinto 20 minutes were lethal to
50% of eggs and larvae of striped bass and whitehd@976). In laboratory tests on paddlefish aagh csignificant differences in mortality
were seen in larvae exposed to low versus highdefd¢urbulence similar to those resulting frommrooercial river traffic (Pearson et al,

1989).

There isn't agreement on either the magnitudeefdttes generated by particular types of vessadatipn or pump and turbine impellers
operated under different conditions. Nor is theoemasensus on the magnitude of the forces reqtoreduse a specific level of injury or death
to particular organisms. There is general agreenhentever, that the disturbances to the water coloaused by vessels and by the impellers
of large pumps and turbines may be responsibl@faring or killing aquatic organisms and that #ggs and larval stages of finfish and shell-
fish are much more susceptible to damage by tlwrsed than juveniles and adults.

IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT:
Heat: To the extent that elevated temperaturesbeayconcern in an estuary under a particularfssralitions, added thermal input from

any source could be significant. With an understandf the intensity and distribution of boatingisity in a particular estuary, it should be
possible to model the effects of the resultantrttainputs to determine under what conditionsany - they could have any effect.
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Turbidity: The deleterious effects of dredging indd turbidity on the estuarine environment are nrommonly accepted and dredging pro-
jects are designed to minimize them. While adulfigh are capable of either avoiding or withstagdiigh levels of turbidity, eggs, larvae and
juveniles can be severely impacted. Effects ofdaased turbidity include: smothering of sessile nigas, prolonged hatching time (Morgan,
Raisin and Noe, 1983), reduction in growth, lesdeireding efficiency (Newcombe and MacDonald, 198fpaired schooling ability (Pear-
son et al, 1989), and impaired growth of bottometation due to lessened light penetration. Whipereed for only one species, herring lar-
vae moved to higher levels of the water columrudsidity increased (Johnston and Wildish, 1982iturg (1988) speculated that turbidity
and other factors affecting feeding in the Cheslapagstem might account for the difference betwasgtnal and predicted spawning success
in striped bass while Morgan, Raisin and Noe regabthat high turbidity levels could reduce larvahgval in the same species by 57%
(1983). Sediment loading and turbidity have longrbeecognized as significant factors in the sudakbhatching and development of salmon-
ids.

Organic and inorganic sediments also play an inaponole in the movement and concentra-tion ofdematerials in the estuarine environ-
ment.

Disruption of Stratification: Temperature and dénésalinity) stratification during certain periodse characteristic of some estuaries. While
it is possible that intense boating activity migigrupt such stratification, no descriptions of atlyer mechanisms capable of disrupting such
stratification nor any effects of such a disruptieere discovered.

ENGINE EMISSIONS:

The effects of hydrocarbons and heavy metals ornttegidmovements through the marine environmengelganerated volumes of material
that need not be surveyed here. However, areagaititular relevance to possible boating impauttude the concentration of these sub-
stances through adsorption onto suspended paréinke the flocculent layers of bottom sedimetits; persistence of these substances in the
marine environment (Burns and Saliot, 1986); amdf ttontributions to forming microlayers at thehamter interface. Von Westerhagen et al
(1987) reported that surface microlayer materigsiicantly affected development and survival odinne fish eggs and discussed the high
susceptibility of thin-shelled pelagic eggs to pktum hydrocarbon-derived pollution of natural watén Puget Sound it was demonstrated
that exposure to surface microlayer samples celiefrom urban bay sites resulted in increased cbsomal aberrations in developing sole
embryos and reduced hatching rates of sole eggseléffects were associated with high concentmatboontaminants, including hydrocar-
bons and heavy metals.

From the foregoing, it is obvious that, given arh@nough level of boating activity, there couldsbbene negative effects on the estuarine envi-
ronment or to fish stocks, particlarly at the msusceptible early life stages. From here, thenmeeed to a review of the available infor-
mation on boating usage (fortunately, a numberaté @ollection efforts - including the EPA initiai that has resulted in this workshop - were
underway or had been recently completed and waNiple a reasonably solid basis for future work).

BOATING USE LEVELS:

Going back to the early sixties (English, McDermaott Henderson, 1963), "extreme critical" boatiag intensity - one that would have a
significant toxic effect on fish life - was detemsi to be (converting their figures) at a levet teed 18 gallons of fuel per acre-foot of lake
volume per year. Eleven years later (Breidenba@kR4)1"Saturation Boating Use" was determined f@08,acre Lake Geneva, Wisconsin for
600 boats with 9,000 total horsepower (300 boatis &hp engines used for trolling, 150 with 40 bpwater skiing and 150 with 10 hp for
"boating" ). When converted, their figures yielded5 gallon per acre-foot per year fuel use (assgmi5 month boating season).

These can be contrasted with the current situati@arnegat Bay, New Jersey. Barnegat Bay is fabycal of estuaries in the Mid-Atlantic
region. Having a total area of 47,000 acres, anaavedepth of 4.5 feet, a maximum depth of abode&Band 44% of its area covered by less
than three feet of water, it is the site of intgagiecreational boating activity for four or fiveonths each year. There are 11,500 slips in mari-
nas, an unknown number at private residencestdrage for 7500 boats and 45 boat launching rampBainegat Bay. Thirty percent of New
Jersey's recreational boating takes place on #yigRogers, Golden and Halpern, 1990). Using régeetived figures for recreational boat-
ing fuel use in New Jersey commissioned by the Bish and Wildlife Service (Price Waterhouse, 19@3)an be estimated that 10,344,000
gallons of fuel was used in recreational boatinddamegat Bay in 1990 (30% of New Jersey's totieaional boating fuel consumption of
34,481,000 gallons). This represents a usage té\&) gallons per acre-foot per year and hasn'eigged any discernible interest as being
"out of the ordinary" or in any way exceptional.

What were once considered to be "worst case" lefdi®ating activity now appear to be regularly aighificantly exceeded during normal
recreational use of coastal waters.

DIRECT PHYSICAL IMPACTS:
Looking at the potential for direct physical impaof boating activity on estuarine organisms it wssumed that the propeller of a boat in
motion would impact on a volume of water - andfihfish and shellfish eggs, larvae and juvenile& mot capable of escape - equivalent to

the area swept by the prop moving through the wadtthte speed of the vessel (while this is probabljerestimating the volume - and organ-
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isms - impacted considerably it is adequate fondial approximation). A propeller 14 inches iradieter sweeps an area of approximately
one square foot. At 30 miles an hour it would ghssugh and directly affect 3.6 acre-feet of wateery hour. For comparison, an "average"
base load generating station uses 150,000 cultiofeeater a minute - sixty boats worth - for consgler cooling. If all of the 19,000 boats in
commercial storage (marina slip and rack) on Baah8gy were single screw craft capable of 30 malefour, a volume of water equivalent
to the entire volume of the bay - 211,000 acre featuld be completely swept by their propeller®imy 3 hours of combined operation.

While not quantifiable at this time, it is harditeagine that the impacts on affected estuarinerosgas - particularly the more fragile eggs and
larvae - of the propeller driving a boat at what aow accepted as normal cruising speeds arentatia They might well be of the same or-
der of magnitude as those of the pumps and turlimgérermoelectric or hydroelectric plants. [Lirkrore on prop impactsfor more on pro-
peller impacts]

EMISSIONS:

Because of a lack of accessible performance dadr{eengines are for the most part unregulatesiptitential impact of marine engine
emissions is one that is hard to get a direct feaon| at least for modern engines. Using the Riaterhouse recreational fuel use figures pre-
viously referred to and projecting the levels ofigsions reported by Breidenback in 1974 gives adiéand we hope inflated, based on the
improved performance of today's motors) measuthesfe emissions. Returning to Barnegat Bay, estim#tat 80% of the total recreational
boating fuel is used by outboard motors, and apglfreidenback’'s conclusion that the "average"j%&4 motor will contribute 2.5% of its
fuel to the water during most of the time it isuise would result in releases to the Bay of alm06tténs annually. Even assuming a signifi-
cant improvement in outboard engine efficiency amdssion control since 1974 and a correspondingcatézh in the release of condensable
material ("...found to contain parrafinic, olefiraod aromatic hydrocarbons, as well as small ansafiphenols and carbonyl com-pounds.”
Breidenback, 1974) to only 1% of the total fueluhpghe yearly release is still 200 tons for Baategay and 600 tons for the entire state.

POSSIBLE OBM INPUTS INTO COASTAL WATERS (and how th ey were estimated):

* 11,000,000 gallons = 55,000,000 pounds = 25,008/yr recreational fuel use in Barnegat Bay

* 34,000,000 gallons = 170,000,000 pounds = 77t0668/yr recreational fuel use in N.J. Waters

* 0.80 (Percentage of outboard motors in Barneggf B 25,000 tons fuel used = 20,000 tons OBM tseld/yr in Barnegat Bay

* 0.80 (Percentage of outboard motors in New Jérs&y,000 tons fuel used = 60,000 tons OBM fueldigr in New Jersey waters

* 0.01 (Total hydrocarbon contribution reduced frBneidenbeck*) x 20,000 tons = 200 tons hydrocarshanto Barnegat Bay annually
*0.01 (Total hydrocarbon contribution reduced frBmeidenbeck) x 60,000 tons = 600 tons hydrocarlims recreational boating into New
Jersey waters annually

"The total amount of condensable material whichreasonably be expected to be condensed in a baatiration varied from about 1.5 to 7
percent of the fuel used."(pg 1, Section 1, Brelidek, 1974)

Assuming New Jersey has 1/50th of the total U.$aard boating activity (a conservative estimategithe length of the N.J. coastline and
the abbreviated boating season here), then ann8ahydrocarbon inputs from OBMs could be 30,003 tomostly concentrated in the estu-
aries and near-shore waters. Total inputs of atbfEum products into the world ocean annually Hasen estimated to be from 1.7 to 8.8 mil-
lion metric tons. The estimate for the total (weride) from urban runoff in 1985 was 40,000 tons fnd industrial wastes was 200,000
tons. "While inputs from pleasure craft may be Iycsignificant, we believe that the total amoufthus input would not be on the same scale
with the other in-puts.”(Steering Committee ...839 Since 1981 total oil inputs from shipping ithe world's oceans declined 60% to
568,000 tons (Marine Pollution Bulletin, 1990).

While these estimates (and | hesitate to refenémteven with the level of accuracy that "estimatelies) are nowhere near conclusive, they
are an indication that, in spite of the Academgkdh to the contrary, outboard motor operationlddae a major source of petroleum products
released into the world's oceans, with effects$edwon our own coastal waters.

TURBIDITY:

As reported by Yousef (1974), in water depths ofel the operation of a 50 horsepower outboarddvaususpend bottom sediments in a
lake in Florida. Isolating turbidity attributable boating activity - and its impacts - from thatoaing normally or resulting from other an-
thropogenic activities would be difficult. Howevérseems obvious that in shallow water bodies egddo high natural inputs of silt, boating
activity could play a large part in re suspendiadisents and, particularly with the finest fracBpkeeping them in suspension. Along with
the direct contribution to increased turbidity stikbuld also contribute in-directly through makmgrients more readily available to the phy-
toplankton (Yousef et al, 1980). The role of baaffic in increasing turbidity - and decreasing thevival of bottom vegetation - has received
a great deal of attention in the United Kingdomrf@d and Hay, 1987, Liddle, 1980 and others).

OTHER IMPACTS:
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There are a several other potential negative inspastulting from boating activities - propellertooh scouring, leaching of toxics from bot-
tom paints, spills during fueling operations, wasieases, etc. - that are at this point beingidensd and evaluated by the research commun
ty and aren't covered here.

The potential impacts that have been surveyed, hervbave been ignored for the past twenty yedrsyBre - or should be - of particular
concern because any of them could be playing afsignt role in the decline of one or several spsthat are or have been important to the
inshore recreational and commercial fisheries éNfid-Atlantic region.

The bay anchovy (Anchoa mitchilli), one of the paitn forage fish in these waters, is an estuariagapr from April to September that lays
neutral density eggs. After hatching, the larvagrate to the lower salinity, shallower and neafae waters where they remain until winter
approaches (Grosslem and Azarovit, 1986, Voughkottial, 1987). Declines in the abundance of bahawvies is part of the impetus (declin-
ing weakfish stocks is the other) to force the tmttion of cooling towers at a nuclear power planthe Delaware River. Bluefish (Pomato-
mus saltatrix) support an important commercialdigtand the largest segment of the recreationihfisindustry in the Mid-Atlantic. Ocean
spawners, the juvenile fish move into the estuani¢be spring and remain there until the wategib&o cool in the fall. Striped bass (Morone
saxatalis) are important commercially and recreatiy. Severe population declines attributed td lathatching success and/or larval surviv-
al in recent years have forced the almost compgleture of the fishery. Supposedly based on asisigtcessful year-class, the striped bass
fishery has been reopened but severely restriciethé past two years. Striped bass are estugsaerers in the early spring, the juveniles
moving into the ocean in the fall. Weakfish (Cyriosaegalis), summer flounder (Paralichthys derggtAmerican oysters (Crassostrea vir-
ginica) and hard clams (Mercenaria mercenaria)elsase all dependent on the Mid-Atlantic estuaf@sspawning, larval development
and/or maturation during the peak of the recreafibnating season and all are experiencing sesmek declines.

These species would all be in a position to suffest acutely any negative effects of boat opena-fldney are in the estuaries during the peak
boating period; they are there in forms - eggvdaror juveniles - least able to avoid or withstphgisical or chemical challenges; they are
generally found in the upper water levels that wiaeiceive the greatest impact of boating actiyitgsibly in prolonged contact with toxic
substances concentrated in water surface micraayeon constantly re suspended solids; and thregfaen being stressed by low oxygen
levels and/or high water temperatures.

Considering the importance of maintaining the freaftour inshore waters, the intesive and increpase of these waters by recreational
boaters, the increasing demands placed upon therarbgeting user groups, and the growing publinétia directed towards the misuse -
perceived or actual - of any public resource, ferexamination of these areas that | have briefliglhed on is definitely warranted. Solely on
the basis of the volume of water that they direatigl violently disturb, it would seem that boatadjivities should receive a partial share of
the scrutiny that other coastal activities mustueadat least until reasonable estimates concemlrgg - if any - impacts they are responsible
for can be made.

In New Jersey alone the unburned residues, conadoustoducts and generated heat from 30 milliorogallof fuel are injected into our highly
productive estuarine waters each year, generaliytiate that is most critical to the delicate edgssae and juvenile life stages of many of our
important species. The impacts - if any - of thésnand investigation as well.

Penalties and restrictions levied against othersusfeour estuarine resources for the supposeddtsod their operations on our fishery re-
sources amount to billions of dollars each yeathdfe penalties and restrictions are misdireateldreeffective (and the continuing declines in
many of our fisheries seem to be arguing strorfghy they might be), then increasing them will baotenefit. At the same time, continuing
to ignore the effects of recreational boating fgataly cumulative and possibly devastating - atalahg its continuing unfettered growth
could be exacerbating a situation which could alydze far beyond critical.

(This survey was conducted with the support of Rubérvice Electric and Gas Company, Inc. and tee Nersey Commercial Fishermen's
Association.)
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The future of commercial fishing in the United Staes
05/26/97

Issues dealing with marine resource managementhanagse of our coastal and ocean waters have beeiving an increasing and long-
overdue public scrutiny. Most of these issues aceedingly complex, dealing with overlapping locdjte, national and international jurisdic-
tions, with often opposed social and economic press and, most significantly, with complicatechedor the most part poorly understood -
biological systems that are often influenced bydesfar removed from any “local” control.

In spite of this complexity, advocates on one sidanother of particular issues tend to presemhtimeoverly simplistic terms. While this is an
effective method of generating support for a positit can lead to shortsighted, narrowly focuselicges that address obvious effects while
ignoring the underlying causes. In this and latétiens of NJ FishNet we will be discussing soméehafse issues and presenting them in a
broader context than is usually the case.

Are the oceans being fished out?

Discussing the higher value, bottom-dwelling fiplecies, a publication of the Food and Agriculturga@ization of the United Nations re-
ports“once the two major species, Alaska pollock andtic cod, are excluded, landings of the remaimf§ resource items show a clear
pattern of increase up to the early 1970s, followgdtability since then"Another FAO document stat&s44 percent of stocks that have
been assessed are being exploited at their maxianiose to it; 25 percent are depletedhiit then goes otaggregate data on the fishing
vessels of the world show that the global fleetdiagted to decrease in siz& Clearly, some fisheries have been fished too heawit over-
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fishing hasn’t been pervasive. Fish stocks arend universal state of decline and most of the nfaghing nations - including the U.S. - have
embarked on ambitious and effective programs taagedishing effort and to eliminate wasteful fishipractices.

Who owns the fish?
“Our nation’s living marine resources belong toisIcitizens®

While the answer seems fairly obvious, questionsvafership of or access to living marine resousresone of the most contentious issues in
fisheries management today.

The most simple - and most accurate - answer, tasyptine USDOC's National Oceanic and Atmospheidnistration in the statement
above, is that we all do. Common property resouiregdading “wild” fish and shellfish are owned biyet public and managed for us by appro-
priate government agencies or appointees. A reaapatron in Chicago has as much ownership irtteresfish in the ocean off New Jersey
as does a recreational angler who docks his expespbort fishing yacht at a marina in Atlantic City

Most of the “owners” of the fish and shellfish etU.S. Exclusive Economic Zone - waters from 3a0 miles off our coast - aren’t interest-
ed in catching their share of these fish themselesreasons of time, expense, access or perpafarence they won’t pick up a fishing
pole, clam rake or crab pot and harvest their ogai®d special or catch-of-the-day. (Accordinggtineates by the National Marine Fisheries
Service, only about 6% of U.S. citizens fish foodgpn marine waters!) They depend on the commefisiaing industry to do it for them, and
to do it for them at a price they can afford to.pay

But increasingly, members of the recreational fightommunity and the yacht and tackle manufactutsrgports are pushing public policy
in the direction of “gamefish” status for selectgdnerally highly desirable, species of fish. Tdesignation means the only people who can
use those fish are the recreational anglers wirah¢hem or those they give them to.

The end result of this policy is exemplified byip&d bass in New Jersey. Striped bass were maddeaxi gamefish by the New Jersey legis-
lature years ago for what were undoubtedly weksitibned, conservation-related reasons. Howeveedant years the striped bass stocks on
the East coast have undergone such an explosikeasethat they are now at near-record levels widdnce. The ocean is full of striped
bass, fish that have been recognized as unparthbbel¢he table since colonial times, and yet net oiiNew Jersey’'s over seven million con-
sumers can legally enjoy a meal of ocean-freshedrbass - generally accepted as a product farisupethe farm-raised bass/perch hybrids
New Jersey’s consumers have been left with - uiless she caught it with hook and line, was gitdry a sportsfisherman or woman, or
leaves the state to do it.

Every two or three years legislation is introdugedlVashington to declare striped bass “gamefishthenentire Atlantic coast. If passed, this
would take these delicious fish off the menus afrgrestaurant and off the plates of every nonifigltonsumer forever.

What are fish worth?

Members of the recreational fishing community asig the concept of “relative economic worth” tatjfy having some species designated
“gamefish” and prohibiting the non-fishing publimf having access to them. Their argument is ttéievpursuing their hobby they pay so
much more on a per-fish basis to catch a fish theammercial harvester is paid for the same fighetock, they are contributing much more
to the economy with each fish they catch. Therefitrey argue, they should be allowed to monopdiziire species of fish or particularly
productive patches of coastal water, at the expehdee commercial harvesters and, ultimately,abesumer.

A logical extension of this argument would haveallgrowing our own meat and vegetables and bujldiar own houses and cars. It would
certainly cost everybody a lot more, but wouldeppresent any economic benefit?

Recreational fishing is a large and important indu®ne that is critical to the well-being of masfyour coastal communities. But it provides
recreational opportunities - an integral part ofchthis a cooler of fresh fillets - not competitiygdriced seafood. The economic “equivalent”
of a pound of fish caught on an offshore fishing would be a pound of fish eaten at a white tdbtaaestaurant. In view of New Jersey's
particularly restrictive laws, Philadelphia’s wigielcclaimed Striped Bass would seem a particubgspyropriate example. Served with some
adequate domestic wine, on a per-pound basissheséirved at the restaurant would definitely “cbuate” more to the economy than the fish
caught on the fishing trip, but that doesn't justifosing down the offshore recreational fisheries.

References:

Chronicles of Marine Fisheries Landings [1950 -1984nd analysis and fisheries potential, Graingéarcia, FAO Fisheries
Technical Paper No. 359, 1996.
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Water Quality in the New York Bight
06/25/97

The waters of the New York Bight are among the nhestvily traveled in North America. Commercial g into and out of the ports of
New York and Philadelphia, coastwise vessel traffier three hundred thousand recreational boatsdarge commercial fishing fleet all
pass through these waters. Along with this heagge&keuse, rivers that drain some of the most intelysdeveloped areas in the U.S. pour into
the Bight. And yet, in spite of all of this, thedlitly of the waters off New York and New Jersey haen steadily improving.

Thanks to the efforts of a thoroughly committediemvmental community, to effective environmentajukations at the local, state, regional
and national levels, and to a business communiyaanindustrial base willing to make the requiradriices, the last several years have
shown marked improvements in a number of impoitadites of water quality.

How much have things improved? Quoting New Jerseyabtment of Environmental Protection Commissidws Shinn, “h early 1997,

more than 600 acres of Navesink River waters weopened for unrestricted harvesting (of clams)rie of the first successful programs of
its type in the nation aimed at controlling nongaource pollution.”(NJDEP, Performance Partnerships for the Next Gioa - Annual
Report 1996). Possibly more exciting from a biotadjif not a culinary perspective, Dr. John Waldnaathe Hudson River Foundation re-
ports that for the last few years oysters have lhe@mnd in waters - the Arhur Kill, the confluencktibe Hackensack and Passaic Rivers, off the
Battery - where they have been absent for decéul®. Waldman'’s words, this & very good sign”of improving water quality. And from
farther out in offshore waters, according to DegnBett of the American Littoral Society headquadern Sandy Hoo%he catch of the
commercial fishing fleet landed in New Jersey igcibeis and wholesome. This includes the fish Wausually associate with ocean fisheries
- fluke, flounder, hake, weakfish, tuna, etc. wa#l as the mollusks - squid, scallops, surf clamd ocean quohogs - that are such an im-
portant part of the New Jersey industry.”

Finally, from the perspective of someone whose liahs made a living on the waters of the New YBidht for generations, Ray Bogan of
United Boatmen of New Jersey and New Yeays “water quality and clarity in the Bight hasprmved over the last twenty years to the de-
gree that the old timers feel that it is cleaneartht was back in the old days. Fin rot, an affbct that was common in the fish we caught in
the Sixties and Seventies (and generally attribtigubor water quality), has all but been elimirdifeom our primary fishing groundsUnit-
ed Boatmen represents those fishermen on partglaarter boats sailing from Northern New Jerseylaot Island ports who work in the
waters in the heart of the Bight.

Does this mean that things are the way they shoellid this piece of ocean that plays such a clit@a in commerce, transportation and rec-
reation in the Mid-Atlantic region? Certainly ndhere are still advisories associated with heansamption of particular species of seafood
from particular areas, and people with compromisedune systems should take the precautions thegllygio. We've still got farther to go

in a number of areas. But conditions have impralreanatically, and the improvements are far morei@ant than having bathers able to see
their toes in waist-deep water for the first timeyears.

Consumer Safety and Seafood Inspection

If things proceed as planned, and they most prghattl because the schedule was set by the U.SdBod Drug Administration in 21 CFR
“Safe and Sanitary Processing and Importing of Fistand Fishery Products,”by December 18 of this year all processors of distl fish-
ery products must have a Hazard Analysis Criticaitedl Point (HACCP) [Link to FDA page on HACCP]ggram in place to insure that
their products reach the consumer in a wholesomdition. “Fish” in the rule is virtually anythingoming out of the water intended for hu-
man consumption and “Processing” is very broadfinee to include anyone doing anything to thosk frem handling and storing all the
way through manufacturing. If it has to do withhfigr shellfish that are intended as food, it wihshlikely fall under these regulations.

The HAACP inspection system is one in which a pssoe analyzes his operation, determines all ofdbd safety hazards that are likely to
occur to his product, and identifies points in pnecess where predetermined critical limits musirtmmitored. For the product to be in com-
pliance these limits can’t be exceeded. Unlikenttoee “traditional” forms of inspection where thadl product is inspected for compliance
with various standards, in HAACP the processes us#tk production of the product are monitoredfdet, the HAACP system was designed
to get away from end-product testing.

In creating a plan the processor isn't left enyi@h his own. The U.S. Food and Drug Administratias published Blazards and Controls
Guide that provides the agency’s.best advice on safety hazards that are reasonkidyy to occur for virtually all species commaeaity
marketed in the U.S. and for virtually all typespobcessing operationsds wellas “...advice on controls available for those hazardgrom
a presentation by Philip Spiller, Director, OfficESeafood, Center for Food Safety and Applied Matr, U.S.F.D.A., at the Food and Drug
Law Institute on December 11, 1996)

Because over half of all of the seafood consumeteriJnited States is imported, seafood HAACP meménts will apply to imported as well
as domestic seafood. Importers will be respongil¢aking steps to verify that their imports meet U.S. HAACP requirements.
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In 1993 the U.S. Department of Commerce’s Nati@ed Grant program and the Association of Food angd Dfficials formed a National
Seafood HAACP Alliance which is offering trainingurses across the country. In New Jersey the Ralgikmod and Drug Administration
office, the New Jersey Department of Health and\tber Jersey Sea Grant Program are offering HAA@MRitrg to industry members
through a joint program of the Cape May Seafoodaisgion and the Rutgers Cooperative Extensiongfiabn’s Training School. To date 45
seafood processors and 28 shellfish dealers hiaga tedvantage of this program and courses arentlyrieeing scheduled for September and
October.

What does this mean to the seafood industry? Adegrd Robert Collette, Director of Food Regulatéiffairs at the National Fisheries Insti-
tute (in HACCP Management Manual Monthly Report].\19 No. 8, Jan. 1997)..a well-designed and properly implemented HACCé&npl
provides great insight into how well a processipgi@tion is running. This allows firms to bettemtml the process - potentially yielding an
improvement in product quality and a reduction iaste, as well as improved product safety.”

And for the consumer? While seafood has consigtéettn demonstrably safer than other food prododtse past, this new program should
put any lingering concerns consumers might haveltadeafood products - whether from our local wabefsom distant oceans - to rest.

Commercial harvesting and sportsfishing - who'’s cathing what?
07/09/97

There’s a common misperception that commerciakfigten - often referred to by the anti-commerciahgwnity as “netters” with the infer-
ence that there is something inherently immoraluabarvesting fish with a net - are taking much enthran their fair share of the fish. We
addressed the issue of the ownership of fishegigsurces several FishNet editions ago. It seenngtiahle that, along with the estimated 16
million U.S. citizens who fish in our estuarine ayzkan waters as a hobby, each of the two hundméoaty million U.S. citizens who don’t
fish also has a right to these resources. Howavdinge face of significant declines in some of aportant fisheries, we thought it would be
interesting to contrast the recreational and coroiaelandings in the Mid-Atlantic over the past emal years.

We started out with the comprehensive recordsefittmestic recreational and commercial catchebli8eDepartment of Commerce has
made available through the National marine FiskeSiervice's statistics site on the World Wide Wbk to NMFS statistics site link to
NMFS statistics site]. These records can be rezddwy time period, geographical region, harvestotspecies, etc., imported into a spread-
sheet or database program and subjected to varitalgses.

For the purposes of this FishNet we downloaded fbaiténe period 1990 to 1996 from the five Mid-Aita states (NY, NJ, DE, MD and VA)
on the major warm-water species that support bextheational and commercial fisheries. We omitteztgs caught more-or-less exclusively
by either recreational or commercial methods andgwered species with a combined catch in the MildwAtic of less than a million pounds a
year. This gave us twelve species to examine. gslighted in the quote below by the chairman ofReereational Fishing Alliance, our list
conveniently duplicated most of a listing of spedigat are alleged by some sportfishing advocates tthreatened” by commercial harvest-
ing. We graphed the total commercial landings @ibtines) and recreational landings (solid lines)dach of the species. These graphs are ol
a separate page [[Link to Chart Comparison pagétirdtomparisons]

“No more tuna. no more billfish, no more stripel more blues, sea bass, dolphin, sea trout, fleyradbacore, redfish, snook,
grouper, sharks, tautog...Right now every one e$¢hspecies - in fact every species of saltwataefjah - is threatened by the pred-
atory tactics of the politically-powerful commericfshing groups.”From a brochure produced by the Recreational idsAiliance,

a sportsfishing organization based in New Jers#ly members in a number of Mid-Atlantic and othaitess.

In the aggregate

Considering the amount of attention focused ongyeed commercial overharvesting in recent yearsalse looked at the total commercial
harvest (landings) of our dozen selected specieslation to the reported recreational harvesh(ffisought to the dock, used for bait or re-
leased dead) as made available by NMFS. Agairgdhemercial harvest is represented by the dotteqd tire recreational by the solid. Bear in
mind that this isn’t a measure of the total redoeetl or commercial harvest in the Mid-Atlanticsjwof those species that seem to be most cor
troversial (Note - because of what appear to heifiignt discrepancies in the reported landingSpdt and Croaker in 1996, these species
were omitted. These and other discrepancies, hawsheuldn’t detract from the overview of harvegtthat is presented).

In spite of what are unquestionably some “holedjath the recreational and the commercial datdattdy obvious that the commercial fish-
ermen (and the consumers they are fishing for)'tagetting the majority of all of the fish in theit#tAtlantic and leaving the sportsmen with
empty coolers.

The actual picture in the Mid-Atlantic

Of those species or species-groups that the RemmahEishing Alliance zeroed in on in its brochlast year, twelve are common in our wa-
ters in the summer. Of the twelve, one - billfisk reserved solely for the recreational anglef¢h@se remaining, the NMFS data indicate
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that six - striped bass, bluefish, sea bass, do)pbifish (channel bass) and tautog - have hatettreational harvest exceed the commercial
for each year since 1990, three - sea trout (welkfalbacore (we show all tuna species togetmelsharks - are now being harvested at
higher levels recreationally than commercially, ameé - flounder (fluke and winter flounder) - shoavseasonable balance between recrea-
tional and commercial harvest.

In view of these facts it's hard to avoid asking tjuestion “when it comes to Mid-Atlantic fishingho’s really threatening these species?”
So what'’s really going on?

Due to a number of factors, gauging the conditibfish stocks often presents unique scientific E@raes. Management jurisdictions overlap.
Fish refuse to remain within administratively const boundaries. Fishing efforts respond to ecao@menvironmental conditions (notice
the drop in recreational landings in 10 of the fi@cées graphed in 1991 - 1992, a year when it daimemore than half of the summer week-
ends) as much as to the availability of fish. As thoint we’re only beginning to look at the intetians between different species or between
species and their habitat, while declining budgetge seriously reduced fisheries managers’ efforedfectively estimate populations of fish
at sea. We're increasingly reliant on fisheriesesgfent measures while it's becoming increasinglyals that these may be the least reliable.

However, even granting its shortcomings, the infation we have is accurate enough to show thapite sf some “doom-and-gloom” predic-
tions of the impacts of commercial fishing, in t@&l-Atlantic as much or more attention should beuged on the impacts of sportsfishing.
Redfish and codfish are two species that havevedai lot of media attention in the last severakyeRedfish, also known as red drum,
achieved national prominence when, as blackendishedhey were popularized by renowned Louisiamef aul Prudhomme. Accompany-
ing this prominence was increased market dematehsified fishing pressure, declining stocks amliize - successful in a number of states -
to declare the species a “gamefish” and removetitedy from the plates of the non-fishing publ@odfish is one of several species contrib-
uting to the so-called “collapse” of the New Englagroundfish fishery. While neither is a primargneational or commercial fish in the Mid-
Atlantic, each is caught in significant numbers anpopular as both recreational quarry and tadole. fThe commercial landing figures - again
indicated by the dotted lines - are in keeping witiat should be expected for declining stocks aoteiased conservation, but what of the
recreational effort?

This isn’t to imply that what’s happening to cotifiand redfish in our local waters is indicativeishing for them throughout the rest of their
respective ranges. However it does seem to bedaheuytattern of recreational and commercial fishimthe Mid-Atlantic region. And proba-
bly in other regions as well. The important posithat any fishing activity is going to impact fistocks. We can't afford to dismiss the im-
pacts of recreational angling any more than wehezas@ a management establishment unable to seedt#y®nets of the commercial harvest-
ers.

Commercial fishing and international trade
07/31/97

In spite of much rhetoric to the contrary, the \@diStates’ coastal waters are rich in fisheriesurees. While stocks of New England cod,
haddock and yellowtail flounder - collectively refed to as “groundfish” - are currently depressadtive to former periods of high abun-
dance, fisheries experts believe they have bedaaeg by equivalent amounts of other species ssidogfish and skates. Happily, due to a
combination of stringent management measures andahpopulation processes, the majority of theugdiish stocks are now in the process
of rebuilding.

The waters off the Mid-Atlantic and New England auerently home to several millions of tons of Atli@ mackerel and herring. (Exactly
how many tons is a matter of some debate. Fishlptpus are estimated using complex statisticalimdations that don’t always enjoy uni-
versal acceptance. For purposes of scale, theweight of all the edible fish and shellfish comgially caught in 1995 from Maine to Florida
was under a million tons.) Similarly, the menhaéiehery, which has been a stable source of praiemfish meal, fish oil and sports fishing
bait for over a century, is supported by a tremesduoass of fish ranging from the Gulf of MexicdNew England. Many other species of fish
and shellfish are available at high levels of atzume.

Unfortunately, some of these species - in manyaimss the most common - aren’t compatible withcthimary preferences of the U.S. sea-
food consumer. Much of the domestic seafood densafal processed tuna, fresh or frozen shrimp aibd-tasting, white-fleshed fish like
flounder, cod and striped bass. Conversely mudhefnternational demand is for species unpopultir W.S. consumers but common and
readily available to U.S. commercial harvestersuninshore and offshore waters. These includernggrmackerel, dogfish and squid.

In recognition of this disparity between the fiskagable in our waters and the seafood preferentesr consumers, one of the goals of the
Magnuson Act, the controlling Federal fisheries lahich was enacted in 1976, was to replace thegomatcher/processor fleets that were
harvesting these high-demand (in international etakspecies with U.S. boats and shore-based mingescilities. Another priority set forth
in the Act was the development of foreign marketstifie products the revitalized U.S. commercidiifig industry was producing (see the
following page).
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This was one of the more successful aspects of slicreommercial fisheries policy in the two decafi#®wing the passage of the Magnuson
Act. From a primarily small-boat fleet fishing nestrore waters and for the most part supplying locaegional markets, the domestic com-
mercial fishing industry has evolved into one emgig state-of-the-art, ocean-spanning vessels gingicompetitively priced seafood to
global markets. The positive impacts of this glatzion have extended far beyond the fishermer;gssors, dealers and consumers that hav
benefitted directly from it.
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
Total deficit ($ millions) 103,062 67,020 84,546 115,610 151,415 160475 168,488

Fish product imports 5,202 5,638 5,657 5,820 6,593 6,741 6,657
Fish product exports 2,299 2,463 2,171 2,722 3,440 3,443 3,599
Fish product deficit 2,904 3,175 3,486 3,099 3,153 3,298 3,059

Table of seafood imports/exports

As the table above (from the U.S.D.O.C. Web Sitemita.doc.gov/industry/otea/otea.html - U.S. AggregForeign Trade Data: Tables 23,
24 and 25) illustrates, the U.S. trade deficit ehfrom $70 billion to $170 billion in the periocbfn 1990 to 1996. In that time annual seafooc
imports exceeded exports by from $2.2 to $3.6dilllollars, accounting for approximately two petderfour percent of the total deficit each
year.
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Chart of Trade Deficit due to seafood imports

The graph above contrasts the actual trade ddfi€itto fishery products with what that deficit wbbave been in the absence of any fishery
exports. It illustrates how the U.S. fishing indys increasing focus on products with strong ogassdemand and increasing capability to
catch, process and sell those products has haghifichnt impact on holding down the deficit. Ifviteren’t for the export of fishery products in
1991, for example, the deficit would have risemfr67 billion to over $70 billion, an increase ofif percent.

While not receiving the attention that other matifeed goods or commodities do, fishery producteteafar from trivial impact on our bal-
ance of trade. The harvest of fish and shellfisimflour rich coastal waters, whether to satisfy dstrne@lemand or to supply foreign markets,
is extremely important to our national economy #rat importance is all too often overlooked by palicy makers and the management es-
tablishment.
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20



According to data provided by the National Markigheries Service, the per capita consumption afosel remained remarkably constant
from 1910 to 1970. Excluding the years of the Degien and World War I, the annual figure varietileen 10 and 12 pounds per person
(with a single puzzling dip in 1914 to below 9 pdsh

The 1970s showed a gradual increase in consumiatiabove the 13 pound level. Then, starting in 1988hed by an upsurge in health con-
sciousness, research demonstrating the dietaryitseoeseafood consumption and the easy avaitgholi high quality domestic seafood
products, average consumption rose to above 16dsaunril988. It has remained around 15 pounds psppesince then.

When the Congress of the United States passedabaudon Act in 1976, and as it has been amended,dime intent was and con-
tinues to be to maximize the benefits gained by d¢itidens from the utilization of the living maginesources of the U.S. Exclusive
Economic Zone and adjacent waters through:

» Assuring the sustainability of the U.S. fiskerfor future generations through identifying amedserving (or restoring) essential
habitat and effectively managing recreational anghenercial harvesting “...for the conservation andmagement of the fishery re-
sources of the United States is necessary to prewenfishing, to rebuild overfished stocks, tauiesconservation, to facilitate long-
term protection of essential fish habitats, anddalize the full potential of the Nation's fisheggsources.”

» Encouraging the increased recreational and comumméharvest of not fully utilized species up beir sustainable limits “...for the
development of fisheries which are underutilizedi@trutilized by the United States fishing indusimgluding bottom fish off Alaska,
is necessary to assure that our citizens benefibfthe employment, food supply, and revenue wioighl e generated thereby.”

» Encouraging the development of domestic andréxparkets for species not traditionally consumedhie United States, to maxim-
ize the benefit to the domestic economy and tageanuch needed protein to world markets througho6th the advancement of ex-
isting and new opportunities for fisheries expdrtan the United States through the purchase o&figlproducts from United States
processors, and the advancement of fisheries tfaeigh the purchase of fish and fishery producisfUnited States fishermen....”

The above quotations were taken from the Magnusewe®s Fishery Conservation and Management Actli@®uéw 94-265 As
amended through October 11, 1996 - J.Feder velgitd/96)

In spite of the positive effects that the high lesefish and shellfish export activity has hadtbe trade deficit - and the obvious beneficial
impacts of these exports on the overall economiaraiful of anti-commercial fishing groups are nastively campaigning against the har-
vest of fishery products from U.S. waters if thgseducts are bound for foreign markets.

They seem to be arguing that the purpose of thenMsan Act was to “reserve United States’ fish foiteld States’ citizens” and that export-
ing “our fish” is somehow counter to the public do®@ur perusal of the Act hasn’t shown where thisither stated or implied. In fact, as il-
lustrated above, the Act not only allows for butuatly encourages the export of fishery products.

Commercial fishing, seafood consumers and the media
08/20/97

The cover story and an accompanying article irctireent issue of TIME magazine are the latest tiaria on a theme that has become part of
the standard repertoire of print and broadcasnjalists covering environmental issues; using sfgec#nd often misunderstood or
misreported - instances of commercial harvestingdict the entire commercial fishing industry. Withrases like “...computerized ships as
large as football fields” wielding nets “...widearmgh to swallow a dozen Boeing 747s” these andairarticles leave the casual reader

with the impression that fisheries worldwide haeei pushed to the brink of disaster by uncontraledi rapacious commercial harvesting.
While it’s true that commercial overharvesting bagn and still is responsible for declines in sdisteeries, other factors which are

usually ignored can be equally or more signifidgarinfluencing fish and shellfish populations. Urtfmately, as these TIME articles

illustrate so well, fisheries facts and figures banwielded in such a convincing manner that it'tully impossible for the casual reader

to not buy into the “blame it on overfishing” argams. While “as large as football fields” mightd®somewhat dimensionally inelegant term,
it sure feels like it's bigger than any fishing sebought to be. Yet in the Alaskan and other figsethat these 300’ vessels are a part of,

as large as a football field might well be the optin size - for the owners, for the crew, and ferdbnsumer. Then consider the seemingly
pejorative use of “computerized.” In these day$2%,000 computerized automobiles, $400 computerizshing machines and $23 comput-
erized cyberpets, should we expect a fishing vebsaglcosts millions of dollars and is the onlynthseparating several dozen crew members
from hundreds of miles of very cold, very inhospltawater to not be computerized? Evidently we sthduecause that's the feeling we're left
with after finishing the paragraph.

A little farther on in the article we find “In 1993hrimp trawlers in the Gulf of Mexico caught ghdew away an estimated 34 million red
shappers, including many juveniles.” Thirty-fourllion is a lot of fish. It's a lot of anything. Blét's look at it from a slightly

different perspective. Assuming the author is mafigrto the bycatch of the U.S. shrimp fleet inestand federal Gulf waters, and assuming
those vessels are fishing in waters extending hore out to ten miles, those 34 million fish wiadeen from about 9 million acres of
water. This is less than four red snapper from each of water fished. This doesn’t seem like qagenany fish, nor does it seem like

a level of removal likely to do serious harm to fisbery.
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The obvious assumption is that those 34 millioh,fisthey hadn’t been discarded as bycatch, wbalke matured into commercially
marketable or recreationally catchable fish, sigaiitly increasing the Gulf's annual harvest of iliom red snapper. As any somewhat
advanced biology student will attest, that isn’itgjtnow it works.

Most of the fish and shellfish utilized by seafammhsumers and sports fishermen, including red srappoduce eggs far in excess of those
that would be needed under ideal (high-survivaliwnstances to keep the species going. This isusedae mortality levels in the
estuarine/ocean environments for the eggs, thadathe fry and the juveniles of those fish andifs$teare truly staggering. While a

large codfish might release several millions ofseggch year, if everything works the way it shauidhe average just two of those eggs
will become mature cod. Ditto for oysters, ditto &arfish and ditto for red snapper. While it igrass ecological oversimplification, it's

not too far off to say the Gulf of Mexico is goitmproduce just about as many mature red snappeisagble to support biologically. The
rest, the excess production, are going to get egtrkilled by the toxins from a red tide, getwied up by the impellers of personal
watercraft, get caught by other fisherman, or bexbytatch in a shrimp trawl.

This isn’t to say that unnecessary bycatch is aetdpin the shrimp fishery or in any other. It'isand a lot of research is going into

the development of devices that will reduce bycatbiie still allowing the fishermen to produce caastifively priced seafood to meet an
ever-increasing worldwide demand. But when byc#@&donsidered, it seems reasonable to considetthiei context of it's actual biological
and/or economic impacts. What proportion of thar8fion Gulf red snapper would otherwise reach m&f@ Would a decrease in the amount
of shrimp bycatch result in an increase in thegational or commercial red snapper harvest? Theemsdo these questions are

critical to the health of the Gulf ecosystem, te survival of the thousands of families that depemdhe shrimp fishery and to the

gustatory pleasures of millions of seafood conssigut they aren't getting asked, let alone ansdere

In a similar vein, the August 13 Philadelphia Inguiran on the op-ed page an article titled “Swishdfechnique depletes the swordfish
population” written by Joshua Reichert, Environmertigram Director of the Pew Charitable Trusts i{sinarticles by Mr. Reichert have
appeared in other publications as well). A triyoair local fish market will show how important swifish, which are harvested primarily
by longline-equipped vessels, have become to thi®@sd consuming public.

Mr. Reichert reviews the various swordfish managgmeeasures imposed by both the International Casion for the Conservation of At-
lantic Tunas (ICCAT) and the National Marine FisberService here in the U.S. These measures inahimienum fish sizes, closed seasons,
strict quotas and limits on the number of vessisvad in the fishery. He continue3He root problem is not only the size of the quibta,
length of the season, or the number of vesseldvieatolt is how the fish are caughtdllowed by what is becoming a standard litany of
anti-longlining arguments. He then finishes witk gtatemeritUse of long-lines must be barredind calls for a swordfish fishery limited to
rod-and-reel fishing and harpooning.

A response to a previous print assault of Mr. Rexitd on longlining was written by Niels Moore, Natal Coordinator for Seafood for
America, and Nelson Beideman, Executive DirectoBloe Water Fishermen’s Association. Among the t®othey make:

» Pew also misses the mark when it claims that tbepmblem is HOW the fish are caught rather thaw MANY are caught! In
fact, fishery conservation is about the numbeiissf harvested, not about by whom, or how, theyhareested.

» The allowable U.S. catch of swordfish has beerbgutore than 50 percent since 1989.

»  Swordfish migrate throughout the Atlantic and aaeviested in the waters of many nations. Many okihenations in the fishery
have agreed to the catch quotas of ICCAT, whichreasmmended that member nations like the UnitedeStstop importing
swordfish from those nations that don’t abide by tjuotas. “The American fishermen who make theingj catching sword-
fish....have asked U.S. officials to implement ICC&recommendations and prevent swordfish impadmfthose nations vio-
lating international catch limits. Pew’s failure lelp in this effort, or even mention the interoatil aspect of the fishery in its
column, is disappointing.”

We have been grossly neglecting our coastal ananogeosystems for the greatest part of this centumy for most of that time the voices of
commercial fishermen have been among the few raispbtest. Now that the results of that negleetteecoming obvious to the rest of the
world, it seems tragically ironic that membersha tainstream media and the environmental commbaitg decided to make those same
fishermen scapegoats.

(One of Pew’s other ventures into the world of figld fishing is SeaWeb. In its own words “SeaWebriailtmedia public education project
designed to raise awareness of the world oceartlaadife within it. We aim to provide information@opinion from a broad spectrum of
sources to help us all become more connected amdvied in the life of the sea. SeaWeb's approachjective but not neutral - our bias is to
protect the living ocean.” Sylvia Earle is currepthe "voice for the oceans” for SeaWeb. Ms. Eamnle,New York Times Magazine profile
back on June 23, 1991, referred to fish as “oulofglcitizens with scales and fins” and was quotedaying during dinner at a seafood res-
taurant “I never eat anyone | know personally,...lukin’t eat a grouper any more than I'd eat a cockpaniel. They're so good-natured, so
curious. You know, fish are sensitive, they havegmalities, they hurt when they’re wounded.SéaWeb’'s WWW address is
http://www.seaweb.org/)
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Is “managing fishing” the same as “managing fish?”
07/27/97

In the last decade or so we've become adept atgiaméishing effort, at least commercial fishindaef. As we've discussed in previous edi-
tions of FishNet, commercial fishermen are tolavinich fisheries they can fish, when they can flehwy they can fish, what gear they can use,
how many fish of what size they can catch, whay tten't catch, and where and in what form they sglhwhat they do catch. Disregarding
these management measures results in fines comraomynting to tens of thousands and ranging upittmns of dollars and may even re-
sult in permanent expulsion from commercial fishiNgedless to say, industry members take manageémpaosed restrictions very seriously
and total landings in virtually every commercialfery have dropped significantly in recent years.

However, in spite of increasingly restrictive conoial regulations and in the face of severely reducommercial harvest levels, the conven-
tional wisdom is that in most of our fisheries tgrare getting worse and that in the remainderdrgnent isn’t happening rapidly enough.
According to the “blame it on overfishing” philogopclung to by the management establishment andrgyembraced by the mass media
and the environmental community, as we are getigtter at managing fishing we are getting worseataging fisheries. Predictably, this
results in pressure for even more stringent reguiat But is this the appropriate response? lirfigimortality is among the dominant factors
influencing the abundance of a particular spedties it definitely is. But what if fishing mortaliig insignificant in comparison to other fac-
tors impacting on a fishery? Consider the following

“Canada’s Fisheries Resource Conservation Councitecommending a commercial cod fishery of 22 ®@fric tons in the waters
off Atlantic Canada in 1997 estimated that ...Sioml harp seals live in the waters surrounding Newvfdland and Labrador and that
they consume about 140,000 tonnes of cod each’y@anm a Reuters article written by Gavin Will oetGber 24, 1996)

“....0ver 75% of commercial fish depend on the ettnf estuaries....Chesapeake Bay - 90% of sessgreeadows were destroyed by
1990; in 30 years (1959-89), oyster harvest falhfr32 million pounds to 4 million....Hudson-Raritastuary - 75% of original tidal
marshes are destroyed in both New York and NeveyerdNorth Carolina Estuaries - North Carolinaiesore wetlands than any
other state from 1973 to 1983, and most of the ¢osdinues to be in the coastal plain. [From the Restore America’s Estuaries
website]

“Imagine a city as big as New York suddenly graftetb North Carolina's Coastal Plain. Double it. Wamagine that this city has
no sewage treatment plants. All the wastes fromilllon inhabitants are simply flushed into opetsmnd sprayed onto fields. Turn
those humans into hogs, and you don't have to imeagfi all. It's already here. A vast city of swirees risen practically overnight in
the counties east of Interstate 95. It's a megdlsmsd 7 million animals that live in metal confment barns and produce two to four
times ?s much waste, per hog, as the average hliffarom a series in the Raleigh News & ObserverthenNorth Carolina hog in-
dustry?)

“The two-stroke motor, found on 75% of all boatslgrersonal watercraft, causes 1.1 billion poundbyirocarbon emissions per
year. These high emissions are attributed to trsigmeinefficiency of the two-stroke motor.... Twefitg percent of the fuel and re-
quired oil that conventional two-strokes use, nudst unburned, is emitted directly into the waserd air.* (According to the
USFWS 34 million gallons of fuel were used by reti@nal boaters in New Jersey waters in 19913¢n4B, approximately 75% of
all motorized boats and personal watercraft (omillon units) are powered by two-stroke enginesEtery year marine two-stroke
motors spill 15 times more oil and fuel into watags than did the Exxon Valdez.*** The EPA estimatest one hour of operation
by a 70-horsepower two-stroke motor emits the sameunt of hydrocarbon pollution as driving 5,00@wiln a modern automo-
bile.****

Sources * National Marine Manufacturers AssociatidmAndre Mele, Polluting for Pleasure, Norton, Weé&'ork, 1993; al-
so, EPA, ibid. *** Eric Nelson, "Polluting for Pleare?", Sail Magazine, November 1994, 26. **** Frgonversations with
William Charmley, Technical Specialist, EPA OffiscENon-Road Emmissions, Ann Arbor, MI, 1996.” [Frdahe Bluewater
Network website 4Link to the Bluewater Network witbls

“The researchers say rapid wasting disease, so mhpeeause it can spread several inches acrossa bead in a single day, is all
over the reefs of Bonaire and since January has spetted in Mexico, Aruba, Curacao, Trinidad, TgbaGrenada and St. John’s
in the Virgin Islands, an area spanning 2,000 migst more alarming than the spread of rapid wagtilisease is the fact that it is
only one among many mysterious new diseases thatlieen discovered attacking corals around the dvan what they are describ-
ing as an epidemic, researchers say that in thefas years corals, some centuries old, from theiéfh Keys through the Caribbean
to places as distant as the Philippines, are qyisklccumbing to diseases never before seen. Uhkkemany other stresses on corals
with which scientists and the public have becomte damiliar, including bleaching, sedimentatiomllption and rising sea tempera-
tures, the rash of new diseases has taken resaarblgesurprise.”(From the New York Time3
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One might easily imagine any of these phenomenabalramatic impacts on fish or shellfish availdapilAnd the listing certainly isn’'t ex-
haustive. How about the effects of El Nino? Thdlék? dinoflagellate Pfiesteria (check the Northr@Glana State University "Pfiesteria" web-
siteLink to North Carolina State University Pfiasdewvebsite]? Ocean temperature increases altemiggatory patterns or reproductive cy-
cles? Inter-species competition? There’s a lotgaim in our oceans and estuaries that could elaaitg as much or more impact on the abun-
dance of particular species as fishing, but disonssof fishery management never seem to get betfundffects of fishing and how to reduce
them. Why?

In The Evolution of National Wildlife LalvMichael Bean goes back to feudal Europe. DrawinmfBlackstone’s Commentaries, Mr. Bean
makes the point early in his report that the puepafsgame regulation in feudal Europe was to kbegkings and barons in their castles and
the peasants (Blackstone’s “rustici”) in their hisvd he focus was obviously on controlling fishisugd hunting activities and the objective
was to manage the fishermen and hunters, notgherfot the game and not the habitat that supptread. Since then, while we've gotten
away from the concept of maintaining the politisitus quo by restricting hunting or fishing prges, we still heartily embrace the tradition
of managing fishermen and hunters. Maybe we embtace heartily.

There is a full spectrum of factors, both anthragag and natural, that interact to determine thendbnce of particular species of fish or
shellfish in particular areas at particular timésong the most obvious are water quality, habitatlability, predation mortality, fishing mor-
tality, prey availability, spawning success, wdaemperature, currents, competition from other gmaliseases and parasites. The only one o
these capable of control by fisheries manageiish#. It shouldn’t be any surprise, thereforeseée the almost total reliance by today’s fish-
eries managers on controlling fishing. There ise&lly much else they can control. But what isdkerall impact of their understandably con-
strained focus on fishing mortality?

Fisheries in which fishing mortality is a critical a major factor unquestionably need some levéisbing control. The fish, the harvesters
and, ultimately, the consumers will benefit fromiawestment in sustainably managing these fishehieisheries in which fishing mortality
plays a minor or insignificant part, however, coliing fishing will be at best an exercise in fittiland at worst an expensive diversion, draw-
ing much-needed attention away from the actualeso$stock declines.

If we accept the fact that at this point (receneadments to the Magnuson - Stevens Act shouldggeater prominence to critical habitat
issues in the future) our management system candesall effectively with controlling fishing mortali what should we be doing differently?
Determining the relative impact of both recreatiarad commercial fishing on each fishery being nggiwould be a logical starting point.
This would allow us to commit our limited managemeasources to those fisheries where they woulthdanost good. It would also focus
some much needed attention on those non-fishingdtsponly a few of which are detailed above, taate almost completely escaped public
scrutiny up until now.

References:
! Restore America's Estuaries site.
2 Joby Warrick and Pat Stith, Boss Hog 1, Febru&ryl1995.
3 Price Waterhouse, National Recreational Boatiny&u- Final Report, June 30, 1992
*Blue Water Network site.
®Carol Kaesuk Yoon, Mysterious New Diseases Devaslaral Reefs, August 19, 1997.
®by the Environmental Law Institute for the Couraml Environmental Quality, GPO Stock# 041-011-00633977)

Fishing impacts: How much is too much?
09/14/97

An increasing amount of attention is being diredteglards the effects of various seafood harvesgogniques on the estuarine and oceanic
environments. In the capture fisheries the prinfacys is on the impacts of mobile gear - trawlsli@dges that are pulled behind the fishing
boats - on the bottom. Responding to this growinigrest, a one day workshgjfects of Fishing Gear on the Sea Floowas organized by
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology Sea G2ali¢ge Program and the Conservation Law Foundalibe workshop was well attended
by commercial fishing industry representativeseagshers, fisheries managers and members of thiemental community.

Interestingly, one of the early presentations atworkshop included a transparency that illustrétedorevailing Japanese perspective on pro-
ducing fish and shellfish in coastal and ocean gata Japan, engineered structures and biologiealipulations are routinely used to maxim-
ize the production of particular species in sekdeteas. Cage culture of fish, raft and rope celafrshellfish and algae, fish aggregating de-
vices on the surface, and poured concrete halitetise bottom are all employed to exceed naturdtdiions on production and harvest.

This perspective represents one end of the “fooh fhe sea” spectrum: an integrated seafood primfusystem that yields a greater econom-
ic return, but does so at the expense of the “afitecosystem.

Building reefs or disposing trash?
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When it comes to enhancing the productivity ofdbean bottom we in the United States are somevéfant the Japanese. To date the only
materials that have been used widely for such mapm our coastal waters are discarded wasteddikmlition rubble, worn-out tires and
surplus weaponry “donated” by the Pentagon to eredat are somewhat euphemistically called aréifi@efs.

The other end of the spectrum was illustrated lkwibws of some of the participants in the MIT &rant/CLF conference. From their com-
ments, it was obvious they felt that any significdisturbance caused by bottom tending commerisiaing gear or other commercial fishing
activities was unacceptable, regardless of thegifféad on increasing the harvest or improvirg éfficiency of harvest of the targeted spe-
cies.

There are always individuals and organizationswilhtstaunchly defend what they see as the natndér and oppose any activities that inter-
fere with it. Dealing with them has become a padaing business for many industries and often wveeb&tter off because of their efforts. In
the case of fisheries, however, their ideal of impact” fishing seems to be increasingly — and g purposefully — confused with the
popular though somewhat vague concept of “sustihéibhing. Anything even hinting at further degpiment or increased efficiency in the
world’s fisheries is automatically and strenuougtyposed.

Impacts unavoidable

Since that time in history that fishing moved beyaohe subsistence level unintended mortalitiespbotisturbance, and interference with the
behavior of non-targeted species have been the.rdorfact, it's hard to imagine any cost-effectos@mmercial fishing methods — those al-
lowing a harvest much beyond the personal neettsost doing the fishing — that wouldn’t involve sesort of ecological disturbance.
Commercial fishing, after all, is about removinghfifrom their natural habitat, and that is bountdee some effect on the assemblage of or-
ganisms left behind.

Is this inherently wrong? One of the charactersstiwat differentiates Homo sapiens from the reshefanimal world is our ability to manipu-
late our environment. This ability, coupled witlveral millions of years of evolution and severalublands of years of agricultural develop-
ment, is what allows us to produce enough foothénUS to support several hundreds of millions afghe. Particularly to the point, consider-
ing the present situation in Korea, where wouldbgeavithout it?

Agricultural parallels

But how much of a parallel can we, or should wawdbetween food production on the land and foodlyeton in the sea? The movement to
high-intensity agriculture that began with the sdled “green revolution” a few decades back hasdwade dramatic and originally unforeseen
consequences that we would probably have beerr loétteithout.

But without getting involved in a “chicken or egdiscussion of modern agriculture and overpopulati@tause of our ability to modify and
manipulate the terrestrial ecosystem for food petidn we have been able to keep up with a too hagixpanding population in many - but

tragically not all - of the countries where an adse diet isn’t taken for granted. While there hagen occasional and sometimes dramatic
missteps, overall this surely can’t be considerea negative light by any but a small handful ofisnmental zealots.

Viewing the ocean

In view of our growing worldwide protein requiremignshould this same philosophy apply to the tkjpegters of the earth that is covered by
water? Should we be looking at our coastal watetk@open ocean as a potential source of fargreatounts of much needed protein than
they are supplying today, given “proper” managensertt development? Or should we be devoting ever miffort to maintaining what we
decide is the natural balance at the cost of deecktotal production?

While it is possible to harvest fish or shellfisitwno or minimal impacts on the ocean ecosystaimgiso would be a lot closer to subsist-
ence fishing than to carrying out economically \gabusiness operations. From a global or even maltiperspective, is this the wisest and bes
use of our coastal and oceanic resources?

There aren't any clear-cut answers, or even thenhexgs of any, here. First off, we don’t know rniganough about the particular impacts of
fishing activities — let alone the indirect effedfsthose impacts on the ocean ecosystem — to egiredict what we might be doing. This
was made abundantly clear at the “Effects of Figl@ear on the Sea Floor” workshop and the orgasigleould be complemented on their
conclusion that more research is sorely needed.

Secondly, we don’'t have a public policy-making feamork in place that would allow a rational consatiEm of the benefits to be gained or
the costs incurred by major, or even minor, alterat of selected portions of the ocean ecosystem.
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Today narrowly-focused political pressure is driythe decision making process that will determireefuiture direction of the utilization of
our oceans for protein production. This is obviguslt the way to force the objective consideratibwhat are exceedingly complex yet in-
creasingly important issues by representativedl of ¢he involved stakeholders.

Rather, we need an ambitious research progranistdasigned to evaluate fishing and production rodiment techniques not only in terms

of their capacity to alter the ocean environment,dtso in terms of their ability to efficientlygride fish or shellfish. We need the ability to
model the direct and the indirect impacts of theterations, and we need a political process tf@awa balanced decisions to be made accord-
ingly. If the predictions of coming protein shoréggare close to accurate, we can'’t afford to dohémy less.

In the meantime, our public policies should reflechuch needed conservatism from a food produetsorwell as an environmental perspec-
tive. They should also acknowledge the fact thatyraf the world’s coastal nations might be cominthés issue from a direction more close-
ly aligned with the Japanese perspective. Beingnaitted to fuller utilization rather than presereatiin their own waters, they can probably
be expected to exert increasing geopolitical prestuestablish international policies reflectihgit philosophy.

For all intents and purposes, our ability to colfisty and shellfish production and harvesting begit our coastline and ends at an artificial
boundary two hundred miles farther out. This boupd@esn’t have much of an impact on those fishsmalfish, and what goes on in waters
adjacent to or offshore of our EEZ (or on the o#ide of the ocean) could affect them. We shoulde’putting our fishing industry, our con-
sumers, our balance of trade or our fisheries regsun jeopardy because we assume the world’sxedezgin and end with our EEZ. Until
now, far too much of our fisheries policy has dorst that.

(This was modified from an article originally puditied in the July, 1997 issue of Commercial Fissd¥iews and is used here with the permis-
sion of the editor)

Who deserves the fish - myth and reality
09/28/97

On January 7 of this year New Jersey Congressnarkfrallone once again introduced legislationprohibit the commercial harvesting of
Atlantic striped bass in the coastal waters andekelusive economic zoneThe Bill (HR 393) would make funlawful to engage in, or to
attempt to engage inSuch harvesting. Assuming that he is represefdnmore seafood consumers than sportsfishermemvarmen, we are
sure that Congressman Pallone and the Bill's séeesponsors have been convinced that this legislatill in some way help to conserve
the Atlantic striped bass stocks and/or provide@nomic boost to coastal communities in theiridist But will it? Let’'s examine some of
the arguments put forth by those who advocate Beec&amefish status and a ban on commercial héingeand sale of striped bass (or any
other species).

Status of Atlantic coast striped bass stocks

In testimony presented at a hearing convened bidthese Committee on Resources’ Subcommittee orefieshConservation, Wildlife, and
Oceans on September 11, 1997, Rolland Schmittexl, biethe National Marine Fisheries Service, stétedl there were more striped bass
available in East Coast waters than there have &eany time since monitoring of the species began.

Myth: The only way to conserve a fishery is to reswmnmercial harvesting. Reality: From a conservapierspective it doesn’t
matter whether a fish is killed by a recreationah @ommercial fisherman. Dead is dead. What nsigsezontrolling the number and
size of the fish that are killed. The commerciaiMeat, as well as the charter/party boat harvest,be effectively and precisely con-
trolled. The number of participants can be regdaed what they catch can be accurately monitdried.size selectivity of their
fishing gear is the basis for many commercial fighiegulations and is an accepted method of cdimigahe size of the fish harvest-
ed. With no controls whatsoever on the number opfeeallowed to catch fish recreationally, the ratity by sportsfishermen and
women can’t be as easily monitored or controlledividual catch limits are obviously meaninglesswlthe number of people
catching the fish isn’t limited. The “catch andaa&$e” style of fishing that is touted as one ofgtimary conservation measures by
the recreational fishing industry can result in death of up to one-third or more of all of theéhflseing released and the highest re-
lease mortality levels are usually associated aitialler, pre-spawning fish. Controlling fishing radity is one of the more effective
tools available in fishery management. It's hardde any conservation benefit in banning the easitiyeffectively regulated com-
mercial harvest while allowing the difficult if nghpossible to regulate recreational fishery totcare with no limits on how many
people can fish.

Myth: Commercial fishermen take more than their shafesbéry resources that belong to everyone. Redlitych of the “Make
them gamefish” rhetoric focuses on misidentifyirognenercial fishermen as consumers, ignoring thetfettthey are really just the
first link in a chain that, whether ending in sesfanarkets or restaurants, is the only way thatr@d@n U.S. citizens can benefit
from the harvest of our coastal waters. Commefishermen allow those consumers who don’t wishaor'tcafford to catch their
own fish to have access to public resources tlagtivernment is supposed to be managing for everyhile those few sportsfish-
ermen and women who are trying to turn our coassérs into their own private playgrounds woulekliou to think otherwise, it is
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they who want exclusive rights to entire, and uguabhly regarded on the table, species like stlipass and it is they who are ac-
tively campaigning to keep the non-fishing pubtiem enjoying them.

Myth: Striped bass caught by recreational fishermerritorté more to the economy than those that are cneiaily harvested. Re-
ality: This continues to be one of the rallying mtsiof the anti-commercial fishing, anti-seafoodsuomer groups campaigning to ap-
propriate entire species for their own exclusive. ey are trying to sell the idea that the retweal fishing industry is dependent
on sportsfishermen being able to pursue their guaithout competition from or interference by crassnmercial fishermen who are,
after all, only catching fish to provide to consumat a reasonable price. A fresh tuna entree dextva four star restaurant contrib-
utes significantly more per pound to the econonayttihe same fish would if caught on an offshoefieom a half a million dollar
sportsfishing yacht.

Of fish and tomatoes

The average amateur gardener probably grows tosatdes backyard for something in the neighborhob#5.00 per pound. But if the
backyard was in Princeton or another upscale sulifutie use of the property and the cost of thedddes used to drive to the garden supply
store were factored in, if the gardener was pdeitginept at tomato growing and if the accountimgre creative enough, tomato production
costs could skyrocket to hundreds of dollars pempo Would this justify legislation banning theiei#nt commercial production of tomatoes
because every pound grown in backyards contritgebetiuch more to the economy than those grown byaeaers and sold in markets at
prices any consumer could afford? Would it juskéfgislation mandating that anyone wishing to ergdgmato would have to produce it inef-
ficiently in his or her backyard?

Probably not, but a small handful of sportsfishatr(tee fishing equivalent of the backyard gardersmyl some of the businesses that are de-
pendent on their infinitely more expensive hobbrg, taying to convince us that the economic valutheir product, fish caught for fun, is
greater than that of commercially caught fish sirpcause they cost so much more to catch. If ikeamy logic there, it probably escapes
the millions of consumers who benefit from the gffmf the commercial fishing industry to keep saftwn so they may enjoy competitively
priced, domestically produced seafood.

Myth: Agquacultured striped bass can more than competisatmnsumers who would be forced to give up thgitt to naturally
harvested fish. Reality: Real striped bass, atfisihwas put out of the reach of virtually everyishing New Jersey consumer by
the State Legislature several years ago, are g lceltured in commercial quantities anywhere. Witass/striped bass hybrids are
being raised in limited numbers in several locaichdvertising claims for these hybrids to the cant, A.J. McClane, noted
sportsfishing author and expert on seafood coolstayes in hiThe Encyclopedia of Fish Cookery'landlocked populations of
striped bass ..(are)inferior to a prime fish taken from saltwate\Vhile the farming of a number of species of fisll ghellfish has
fully matured, for many others, including non-hylized striped bass, it hasn't yet lived up to itsmpise (And when it does it's
doubtful that it will be able to provide the vasietnd the quality of fresh seafood that commeffcsalermen have been supplying to
consumers for generations).

In his section on striped bass McClane quotes f@w England’s Prospects written by William Woodl34 “The Basse is one of the best
fishes in the Countrey, and though men are soorei@kwith other fishe, yet are they never with &asAfter three and a half centuries
striped bass are still counted among the most #ddkcEast coast species. Should the unparallelgetrience of dining on ocean-fresh striped
bass be reserved for those few thousands of sighsinen and women who can afford to catch onedkbms, or should they be available in
restaurants and seafood markets for everyone ty2iijisn’'t a question of fisheries conservatilv's.a question of who has a right to enjoy a
natural resource that belongs to us all.

Who is catching striped bass?

In 1995, the striped bass harvest by commerciaéfimen was 3,072,334 Ibs. In 1996 it increased ®44¢130,156 Ibs. In 1995, the striped
bass harvest by recreational fishermen was 8,384(84 In 1996 it increased 30% to 10,884,772 (Bsrsonal communication from the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Fisheries Statistind Economics Division)

Is this an argument against sportsfishing? It defipisn’t. Sportsfishing is a large and importamdustry in many of our coastal communities.
It is, however, a refutation to the anti-commerdéisthing, anti-seafood consuming arguments, hidakhind the banner of “conservation,” that
some sportsfishing groups are using in attemptederve entire species of fish for their own peatose that should belong to everyone.

Pfiesteria- Killer Algae or Killer Media Opportunity?
10/16/97

There has been a recent media onslaught centera@adnicroscopic, unicellular organism - technicalginoflagellate - named Pfiesteria pisci-
cida. This organism, proven to have caused a nupftfesh kills in the Chesapeake region and a caxplf physical disorders in researchers
and technicians working on it, is responsible fonalti-state task force, for a significant decreesseafood sales affecting much of the Mid-
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Atlantic, for a number of Pfiesteria” hotlines, for a tremendous amount of public conctar several television “specials” and for serghy
countless words giving particular, and possibly-setving, spins to what is at this point a relalvmeager amount of hard data.

Much, if not most, of the information d®fiesteriais available through the World Wide Web. A simpléa Vista

[Link to Alta Vista search page] search f@fiesteria” yielded over 900 hits. This internet activity 8tuates some of the most positive as well
as negative aspects of the Web. On one hand, faotdaup-to-the-minute research findings are ab#glat the “official” sites (visit those ref-
erenced here). On the other, some sites are usingterest irPfiesteriato contribute further to what has already beeméet“Pfiesteria hys-
teria."

What is known for sure aboBfiesteria piscicid@ It is a single-celled organism, a dinoflagellatih the complicated life cycle characteristic
of the group. Two dozen distinct life stages, idahg flagellated, amoeboid and encysted, have lksmiified. It's not a “new” organism.
Research by the U.S. Geological Survey has shoatritthas been present in Chesapeake Bay andbitgatries for at least 3,000 years (From
the Infobeat/Reuters email news service - www.iefttltom -10/08/97 Pfiesteriagoes back thousands of years).

Pfiesteriarelated illnesses have been documented amongchses (particularly Dr. Joann Burkholder, the Md@arolina State University
researcher who has done much of the pioneering motke organism, and her colleagues) coming ise;lday-to-day contact with the organ-
ism. Whether any illnesses can be attributed t@leetoming in contact with the organism outsideltimratory has yet to be determined
[From the University of North Carolina website LitikthePfiesteriapage at University of North Carolina website].

While there has been a detectable decline in coesaonfidence in locally produced seafood in the-Mtlantic, there has not been any indi-
cation that consuming fish or shellfish from “infed” waters is deleterious to human health. Qudiiom a September 19 press release from
the National Fisheries Institute, a trade assamiatepresenting over 1000 companies involved iasdlects of the seafood industigfiester-

ia is not an infectious or contagious diseasecaitnot be caught like a cold. There is no evidehatit can be passed along in the food chain,
or passed from fish to human....No cases of segfombning have been reported from eating fish sgddo Pfiesteria. Nor has there been
evidence of tainted shellfish, oysters or crabshenmarket.”

There has been a great deal of speculation thaenuenrichment of the waterways, possibly fromi@gdtural run-off, is causing the Pfiester-
ia blooms. This has not been proven either. (floenAmerican Farm Bureau website).

As mentioned above, the governors of Pennsylv&yetware, Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia and NwoiCarolina have formed a Task
Force to provide a coordinated Pfiesteria researegram (Six states joiRfiesteriasummit, UPI Science News - Yahoo News - Link to UP
Science News - Yahoo News- 9/19/97). Several fédgencies, including the Geolgical Survey, theiddetl Marine Fisheries Service, the
U.S. Department of Agriculture and the EnvironmeRtatection Agency have also been involved. A nands universities and research in-
stitutions have initiated agressiRPéiesteriaresearch programs and several millions of doharge been made available to support this vital
research effort.

Finally, there has been a well-coordinated andcéffe outreach program coming from a number ofiisbns and agencies providing author-
itative and timely information oRfiesteria Collectively they are invaluable in gaining arderstanding of an extremely complex, but by no
means catastrophic, situation.

Pfiesteriais a pretty gruesome organism, but is it uniquelylesome?

When particular aspects Bfiesteria’slife cycle are presented in the popular presgven in the technical literature, they can appedetthe
stuff that horror movies are made of. For example:

“Pfiesteria piscicida has a complex life cycle thatludes at least 24 flagellated, amoeboid, anclysted stages or forms. Both flag-
ellated and amoeboid forms are known to be toxfcsto...the cyst (dormant) stages...commonly oacwwng the bottom muds of
North Carolina’s estuaries. Amoeboid stages cafooed in the water column as well as among theobotediments; they feed on
other organisms (bacteria, algae, small animalspaorbits of fish tissues by engulfing their prefagellated stages...can also engulf
similar prey, but more often they feed, insteadattgching to prey cells using a cellular extenstatied a peduncle and suctioning
the prey contents.

Pfiesteria often makes its living as a nontoxicgatery animal, becoming toxic when it detects ehanfgan ephemeral substance
that live fish excrete or secrete into the surrangdvater. When fish (e.g., a large school of &t such as Atlantic menhaden)
swim into an area and linger to feed, their excreitggers encysted cells to emerge and become.tAgitve amoeboid and flagellat-
ed cells which are present also become toxic irptesence of the fish excreta. The small cells sawmard the fish prey and, in turn,
excrete potent toxins into the water which makdidtelethargic so that they tend to remain in #nea. The toxins also injure the fish
skin so that they lose their ability to maintaieithinternal salt balance. As the skin is destrgyaguen bleeding sores and hemorrhag-
ing often occurs. Once fish are incapacitated, ftéea feeds on the sloughed epidermal tissue dyland other substances that leak
from the sores. When the fish are dead, flagellatades transform to amoeboid stages and feedeofisth remains or, alternatively,

if conditions become unfavorable (e.g., suddemsyoPfiesteria cells make protective outer covesiagd sink out of the water col-
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umn as dormant cyst stages. All of these changesaga place in a matter of hours.” (from the NCS&glatic Botany laboratory
Pfiesteria piscicida homepage Link to NCSU Pfigatsite)

But compare this to the following description oétlife cycle of the parasit®acculinaa member of the order of crustaceans called bE®a
that are usually found growing on rocks or boatdros delicately sifting small organisms out of tegter with their feathery appendages.
(The words in parantheses were added for clarity).

“The Sacculina cypris larvae swims about for a tjrmeentually attaching to a suitable crab. It unglees a dramatic metamorphosis,
in which the whole trunk is discarded and a cuticulbe is formed, through which the remains ofléttea gain entrance to the host
(crab) body. The parasite is little more than a magundifferentiated cells at this stage. It migsathrough the host haemocoel
(body cavity) and attaches to the intestine. Rid@{brocesses grow out, eventually extending tpaadis of the (host crab’s) body
while the central mass below the intestine is dgiah into the mantle and visceral mass of the piéea..at the next molt the central
mass (of the parasite) pops out of the host (chdisly and hangs down from the external surfaags ttecoming an ectoparasite,
but with an extensive system of internal roots &i@img in the host crab). For some reason, Saceuiithibits the host reproductive
system, causing the phenomenon of parasitic castrat(Invertebrate Zoology, Paul A. Meglitsch, 1967 f@® University Press)

Compared t&acculina(which, we emphasize, has absolutely no effe¢herguality or the wholesomeness of crabs comingdiket),
Pfiesteriadoesn’t seem quite so horrible or quite so unidire world out there is filled with little beasti#tsat, were we more familiar with
them, would provide us with enough inspirationddifetime of bad dreams.

Boating impacts - Just fun on the water?
11/05/97

In the 1963 articl@ollutional Effects of Outboard Motor Exhausts - Léboratory Studies published in the Journal of the Water Pollution
Control Federation, a water body was considerdzbtat an "extreme critical" boating level, onewing significant toxic effects on fish life,
if the boats on it burned 18 gallons of fuel peredoot of water (about a third of a million galE)rper year.

Eleven years later in a study funded by the U.SiBnmental Protection Agency and contracted toréoeeational boating industry titled
Analysis of Pollution from Marine Engines and Effe¢s on Environmentthe saturation boating use level determined fiwel@eneva, Wis-
consin was reached when boating fuel use reachedllids/acre-foot/year.

Today in Barnegat Bay, a typical Mid-Atlantic estpa New Jersey, the calculated recreational Ingdhilel use is 50 gallons/acre-foot/year.
This is at least a threefold increase over whatwensidered maximum levels of boating two decades If the fuel efficiency of outboard
motors has improved significantly in this peridag levels are even higher than the fuel use perfact would indicate. Levels of recreational
boating that were unthinkable a few years ago ave accepted as being normal and, considering tagtdef research on the impacts, evi-
dently considered of little or no environmental sequence.

“You've been waiting all week to get out on theavaNow you're idling until you’re out of the maainin just a few minutes you'll be
able to slam down the throttle. To release youulies in a single blast. To experience Mercury powsdaunted....More speed.
More power. No worries....(From Mercury Marine website — November 1997)

In Polluting for Pleasure (W.W. Norton & Company, 1993) author Andre Melatss that in a technical paper prepared for théeSoof
Automotive Engineers two outboard motor industrypéoyees report...a 70 horsepower outboard spews out 1,529 grg& pounds, or
slightly more than half a gallon) of unburned hycldbons per average hour, based on the Univergit/igconsin's duty-cycle studiesie
then speculates on the fuel use of such a motocancludes that, assuming it is 5 to 6 gallonsaur,H'..at the very least 1/12th, or 8.3 per-
cent, of supplied fuel and lubricating oil is blowat unburned."

Mele then discusses an EPA report that concllidéso-stroke outboard motors pass fully 25 petagfrtheir total hydrocarbon intake, fuel
and lubricating oil, out the tailpipe and into teavironment." The E.P.A. has also reported that in one howndboard powered boat emits,
on the average, as many pollutants as an autonaidséie in 700 miles of driving.

“A high-performance hybrid...produces an adrenatmemping 803 pounds of thrust to blow the runalpgmrformance envelope to
shreds.” (from the Kawasaki Personal Watercraft website ltimKawasaki site)

From another perspective, at a normal cruisingépé80 mph the blades of the 14" diameter propellen outboard or in-
board/outboardpowered boat passes directly thradgk000 cubic feet, roughly a million gallons, odter during every hour of operation. A
typical generating station pumps a million gall@fisvater a minute, sixty boat’s worth, for condenseoling. The hydraulic forces generated
are comparable. If you've ever observed the turtm@ldrom an outboard motor's propeller at speed3@0 rpm, a point on a 14" propeller's
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periphery is slicing through the water - and amyghelse it encounters - at over 100 miles per hgor can imagine the devastating impact it
must have on the delicate, slowly swimming orgasisihat hatch and mature in our estuaries.

Based on an annual average of 40 hours of cruittiegl0 million outboard and inboard/outboard p@eguleasure boats in use in the U.S.
impact as much water - and the fragile eggs, laamdljuvenile fish and shellfish living in it - 890 base load nuclear and fossil fueled gener-
ating stations would in a year, but the boatingvégtis concentrated in a short boating seasorctvig also the time of maximum biological
activity in our estuaries.

To bring this closer to home, in 1990 there wer@,080 power boats registered in New Jersey. OktHE3000 used outboard motors (with a
median size of 60 horsepower). There are approrimna0,000 boat slips and racks, most of them declipy outboard powered boats, on
Barnegat Bay, one of New Jersey's largest and heastily used estuaries. If it takes only 60 of éhksats to impact as much Barnegat Bay
water, and the rich estuarine life contained iagtthe Oyster Creek nuclear generating statios faseondenser cooling over an equivalent
time period, what is the combined impact of alttefm? Upwards of 30 million gallons of fuel arediby New Jersey pleasure boaters every
year, about 20 million by boats powered by outbaaadors. The residue from this fuel, estimated ltyrar Mele to be 8% to 25% of the total
amount used, is injected directly into the watduem in these estuaries, and has been for sevecabl@s. It appears as if outboard motors
might well be adding one Exxon Valdez equivalenbydrocarbons to New Jersey's coastal waters éweryo six years.

What are the implications of this? Billions of dol have been and are continuing to be spent deqirtg our estuaries and the fish and shell-
fish in them from the impacts of generating statidbitto to control non-point source pollution. Baand every citizen has been paying for
this, and what has been the result? In the paste@rs production in many of our estuarine-depenfigmeries has steadily declined, and the
number of recreational boats has increased justeaslily.

Most importantly, who's doing anything about it?f8g surprisingly, no one. Perhaps because ofifieence of recreational boating inter-
ests, perhaps because of their importance to th&ta@loeconomy, perhaps because public utilitiebetter targets for “environmental activ-
ists” than the average suburban family out foraafdun at the shore, or perhaps because of sdatan public funding conflicts (see box on
left), this issue has been almost completely igtdngthe people, the agencies and the organizatwthsa supposed interest in preserving the
ecological integrity of our estuaries for over aalde.

Outboard motors used recreationally last for desaBiberglass boats are virtually indestructibleery year we are adding significantly to
what might very well be an environmental catasteophthe making.

Emissions standards for outboard motors were pplsice several years ago. According to Earth Islastitute“These rules will accelerate
the introduction of alternative cleaner outboardyere configurations (four-stroke engines, diregeation two-strokes and engines with cata-
lytic converters) starting in model year 1998, reithg the average HC emissions of new motors by B 2006, after an absurdly lengthy
eight-year phase-in. The regulations will be impdeted through a system of tradable emission creglitsng manufacturers. However, the
final rulemaking is highly favorable to industrydafails to sufficiently protect the marine envircemhfrom petrochemical discharges. While
manufacturers had anticipated a complete ban orstite of new carbureted two-strokes, the regulatiostead effectively sanctioned their
continued sale through the averaging provisionaAesult, up to 15% of all new marine engines dlcompletely uncontrolled. In addition,
there are no plans to institute a retirement or 4nack program for the 12 million carbureted twoedte motors already in use. As a conse-
guence, these motors will continue to pollute fotaithirty years, the average life of a motogFrom Earth Island Institute’s website Link to
Earth Island Institute site)

A brief history of “Overfishing” (or, with apologies to Mr. Berra, Deja vu all over again)
12/15/97

It seems as if just about anyone with any clainthenpublic ear would have it that we are now eitivethe verge of or well into a “crisis” of
world fish production and the health of the worldteans that is of unprecedented proportions. Sguibpthis crisis is a direct result of the
severe overharvesting of fisheries resources brtaalgbut by modern fishing technologies. Primary agithese doomsayers are fisheries
managers, environmentalists, and sportsfishermasir(g as “fisheries conservationists” in a tranepteffort to deflect attention from the
impact their “sport” has on fish stocks and theiaste environment). Even allowing for the incregsability of the modern media to turn
what was once the commonplace into the unique aridaus (recent EI Nino coverage is a stellar exapnphe volume and the stridency of
the “sky is falling” attention that fisheries prebhs are receiving is surprising. But is it justiffels the fisheries “crisis” we are facing all that
unprecedented or, for that matter, all that muchsas?

In Hitting bottom - As trawling goes into high gear, undersea coastal habitat is being razed to the grodrfrom the Winter, 1997 edition

of a quarterly journal published by the Natural ®&eses Defense Council, author Dick Russell statds/ the end of World War 11, the era of

the trawler had arrived. Diesel-powered boats tagvihe newly devised otter trawls proved so effedtnat the schooner fleets could not com-
pete.” The quote, of course, leaves the reader with tinpgseful impression that trawling is a post-WWilhdvation and that prior fishing was
done much more “nicely” with low-impact sailing wets engaged in hook-and-line harvesting a la Geaptourageous. The point of the arti-
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cle is that trawling with motorized vessels, a nradechnology, is having severe impacts on thembettom and is in large part responsible
for the current crisis in the world’s fisheries.

Then, from Greenpeace International’s web ‘sitébut by far, overfishing is now indisputablyetigreatest threat to the marine biodiversity in
the North Sea. Overfishing in the North Sea hashed crisis levels as the region's governmentsimoato ignore scientific recommenda-
tions to cut fishing levels....Since the North 8easystem faces a crisis, urgent measures are deeWéll they (fisheries ministers) choose to
save the North Sea and the fishing industry indhg-term?...commercial fishing fleets are excegdive oceans' ecological lim-
its....unravelling the intricate web of marine bieetsity....Fisheries research and managementtirtgtns everywhere have fallen far behind
the rapid advances in fishing technology, which esatwverexploitation of fish stocks the rule rattiem the exception.”

Or from a Sunday, December 14, 1997 article inNber York Times on the plight of the Atlantic Salmt@®arl Safina, a scientist, researcher
and director of the Living Oceans program of theiblaal Audubon Society, said the north Atlantithe most fished-out ocean in the world.
Safina....believes the North Atlantic is on thegeenf becoming an ecological disaster zone.”

These are all descriptions of an imminent and wettented crisis brought about by the wide-spreddraemperate use of modern technolo-
gy. But how unprecedented is the crisis, how modkethe technology?

In hisBritish Sea FishermenWilliam F. Anson writes of a port on Great Britainvest coast facing the North Sea’s productive g@vd@gank

“It was not until 1844 that Hull began to develop atrawling port....The first steam trawler mad® hppearance at Hull in 1884. Twelve
years later there were about two hundred steamlaesras compared with one hundred and sixty (sgilsmacks. By the close of the century
the picturesque, brown-sailed smacks had disapgeioen Hull. New fishing grounds began to be exphhi Trawlers began to work off the
Faeroes and Iceland about 1889. Then they wenhsmifar as Spain. Northwards - still further -Bear Island and even more distant
grounds in the Arctic circle. ‘High altitude’ fishg became the chief characteristic of Hull, as aslits mainstay, for after 1936 very few
trawlers remained fishing on the North sea.”

While these early trawlers used beam trawls ratiear today’s otter trawls, it appears as if powawting isn’t such a modern innovation but
has been in widespread use, at least in the Ndfémtic, for over a hundred years. How can trawliregheld accountable for the “recent dev-
astation” of our fish stocks? And, if we make thkatively safe assumption that these late 19theanky 20th century trawlers were steaming
over convenient North Sea grounds to distant wadtecause there weren’t enough fish closer to harappears as if the Greenpeace “over-
fishing crisis” was here before and might not bérely the result of modern fishing technology.

In The Historical Development of Fisheries Science afdanagementtaken from a lecture given at the Fisheries CamigtiCelebration
(1985) by William F. Royce and available on the NBANortheast Science Center’s web site the authtessthat fisheries..were vital to the
early settlers because they provided profitablelegmpent and winter food before the settlers co@dbistained by farming. By the middle of
the nineteenth century some of the fishery ressulineJ.S. waters) had already declined by alarmangpunts, as they had in the Northeast
Atlantic, where the causes were hotly disputédiete we have a reference to fisheries decliningf@ming rates” 50 years pre-trawling and
150 years prior to today’s unprecedented “crisigg we to believe that we're in the hundred antififi year of the imminent destruction of
the world’s fisheries?

And what of our inshore waters, areas that, spshisfy “conservation” groups would have us beliaye been transformed from the angling
wonderlands of a generation ago into today’s biigigvastelands by the depradations of modern cawiaidishermen? Are today’s well-
heeled recreational anglers the first to recogthiaéthe only “salvation” of these areas and thke fn them was to grant their exclusive use to
those who can afford to fish for their own amusetden

Quoting from Peter Matthiesser¥en’s Lives, which chronicles the decline of eastern Longndia baymen and their way of life:

As early as 1924, in an amendment to the statenadisheries conservation law, it was proposed #iladragging or trawling of any kind be
prohibited in (New York) state waters, and thatather netting be so severely curtailed that, feaf all fishing except angling would come to
an end.... Eventually the bill was defeated inléggslature by a vote of 45 to 3. The sportsmenitarings continued, however, and a decade
later their delegates in Albany were back agairhveitsimilar bill: "It shall be unlawful for any pson or persons to take fish in any of the
tidal waters of Long Island by means of nets, fishnds [traps], set lines [trawl lines], or beanatls [dragging], except that minnows or
shrimp may be taken for bait....This act shall takfect immediately.'Chapter 7 of Men's Lives should be required reattingnyone inter-
ested in fisheries allocation issues.

Other proposed measures that year forbade thessiieped bass and bluefish under a certain sigeentually this legislation was defeated
too, not only because weakfish were plentiful, ibetause it was clear that recreational fishermene te&ing many more than the commercial
men.

As Captain Charles L. Tuthill wrote in the East Haam Star, Feb. 2, 1934...We would like to believe that the anglersegeances concern-
ing commercial fishing methods, the supposed needrservation measures, are due to a lack of palkisg efforts to get at the true facts.
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But if this is not the case, the only sane conolusd which we can arrive is that this whole consgion propaganda is nothing more or less
than a mask behind which is a desire to monopélemonic Bay for sports activities alone."

What does this all mean. That's hard to say. Ithhigell mean the current fisheries “crisis” miglut mequire the immediate and drastic solu-
tions that are being pushed by some. Perhaps ttbaltg is time for adequate research leading tosmeal and effective responses. Perhaps th
severe economic dislocations to large parts of#atood industry or entire fishing communitiesIseate avoidable. Perhaps it also means
that sportsfishermen are simply continuing theingsald tricks to gain exclusive access to what'tleeglecided should be “their” water and
“their” species.

Mr. Anson, whose book is cited above, quotes ttee$tephen Reynolds, who died in 19180 analysis of the trade of our fishery, which is
fairly varied and typical, will probably convey tetearest idea of the longshoreman's situation aefithe difficulties with which he has to con-
tend.... were it not for some pleasure boatinguimser, as a stand-by, fishing could hardly continu&/hereas twenty years ago upwards of
thirty drifters used to put out to sea, there acewfewer than ten in active service. Fishing hasobee sad."It's evident that hasn't changed
much. It still is. The question we should be askodpy is why?

Fishing and subsidies and excess capacity
01/07/98

Government subsidies of fishing operations - batimestically and internationally - are being inciegly identified as a primary cause of a
worldwide fish “crisis.” The theme is used as martiistification for the National Marine Fisheri@gervice’s homage to limited access and quo
ta based management titlEdonomic Status of U.S. Fisheries 1996..a fishery resource is optimally utilized wheretamount of fishing
effort....is at the point where net economic bésédi the Nation are greatest, or at lowest costliat level of harvest. This means harvesting
only to the point where the additional benefitavirbarvesting the last fish just equal the additlasts incurred to harvest itlt's rein-

forced by a Scientific American article by Carl Bafreprinted on the Pew Charitable Trust's SeaWeb site a United Nations report
notes that current world fleet cost cannot be matchy revenues at any level of effort, and thathesopportunities for an increased catch
from fishery resources have declined considerablyontinuation of high subsidies can only leadreager and greater economic distress as
well as further depletion.And, in a Worldwatch Institute press releassubsidies for the global fishing fleet have helggdduce enough
boats, hooks, and nets to catch twice the availtibte contributing to overfishing and destructioffisheries.”It's even being misapplied, as
in the Philadelphia InquireF€eding The World - Seas lose bounty to overfishing.1/15/96), when commercial fishermen are righgful
exempted from paying taxes which they were nevenithed to pay “American fishermen, for example, are exempt frogDacent-a-gallon
federal diesel fuel tax, a subsidy worth about $&#ilion a year.” Like the Boeing 747 comparison (below) this antdsidized fishing rheto-
ric is being echoed by virtually every group contedtto“saving the world’s fisheries.”

The connection between government subsidies ansuy@osed fishing crisis is the idea that excesdrfg capacity - the ability to harvest
more fish than the fishery can comfortably affavchave harvested - is a result of subsidies artcetteess capacity is wasteful both in and of
itself and is, in addition, the primary cause oédishing.

As far as any negative value being placed on hawiagnuch “fishing power” in a fleet, let's considenother situation. Major universities
have large, expensive football stadiums. They'retgr89% of the time. They aren’t designed for théydpractice sessions held in them.
They aren’t designed for the run-of-the-mill garmpésyed on most fall weekends. They're designediferhomecoming games and the end of
the year, winning season games, the games thahpdylls and that keep the school playing footbHtley are purposely “overdesigned” for
everyday football conditions and are wasteful dolyhe extent that college football is wasteful.

Fish share with football spectators the inconvenibaracteristic of not being evenly distributeckither space or time. They are generally
found in concentrations that from season to seasmre from place to place. Much of a fisherman'erffs devoted to seeking these concen-
trations - his equivalent of practicing. His gansgins when he finds one. When he does, when igiefough, and when he has a boat that
has enough capacity, he can turn the fishing etpnvaf a run-of-the-mill Saturday game into a haoraing weekend or even the Rose Bowl.
This ability to catch the fish when they are thisrequivalent to the ability to seat as many spgertaas possible when they want to see a
game. This ability, which we are now supposed imktis undesirable, is what allows a fishermaneaegkon fishing through the lean times.
And it applies to fleets as well as to individuahiermen. Sometimes it’s financed privately, somes publicly.

However it's paid for, it isn’t the cause of ovatfing in those fisheries that are being overfisirehlistically, considering the growth in the
regulatory burden on every fisherman, it's difficid see how overfishing can be seriously relaveahything other than ineffective manage-
ment and/or inadequate enforcement.

A good crisis doesn't just happen

The National Marine Fisheries Service publicati@momomic Status of U.S. Fisheries 1996 states‘thdt993, of the 163 U.S. fisheries whose
biological status could be assessed, 40% wereifiledss overutilized and 43% were fully utilized¥While this isn’t good news, it's not that
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bad, either. A not-so-obvious problem with theesta¢nt is that it doesn’t put those 163 fisheriés any relative context. It would mean a lot
more - but could have a lot less impact - if itwld just what proportion of our fisheries are atyuzeing overfished.

The Natural Resources Defense Council, in the BikeeGummary oHook, Line & Sinking - the crisis in marine fisheries reports

“roughly 70 percent of the world's commercially iontant marine fish populations are now fully fishegerexploited, depleted, or slowly
recovering. This situation is mirrored in Uniteca&is waters, where 80 percent of marine fish pdjpra of known status are classified as
fully fished or overexploited.While containing the same information as the abeWd-S statement, this sounds a bit worse, a bitenooni-
nous. (On a somewhat related note, in a world iithvitarvation is a critical, ongoing and increggimoblem, who wouldn’t expect a large
percentage of the world’s fisheries to be “fullgtfed” and by what stretch of the imagination cdhlt be considered to be part of any crisis?
The compassionate might actually consider it asctigat there are any fisheries at all that arebedatg fully fished.)

Then an announcement this week for another “doatingésom” press conference, this one by the PewiGide Trust's SeaWeb, referred to
“...recent reports that roughly 80 percent of marifish populations in the United States have bisted to or beyond their limit.Again the
same information, but omitting the three wotdsknown status”and other changes turn it into a declaration eéseproblems. It appears
that we’ve gone from an undetermined proportionwfU.S. fisheries being fully or overutilized“t@ughly 80 percent fished to or beyond
their limit” in only two iterations.

Time and again, these extremely pessimistic anjdgieal pronouncements of too much fishing andemmugh fish are being peddled, with
subtle variations, to an only partially informedbfio. And they always seem to be carefully crati@dast the worst possible light on the situa-
tion - and the commercial fishing industry’s rateit.

Crisis in fishing or in communications and credibilty?

Is the condition of our fisheries as grim as itSriy made to appear? Are the self-styled “expéntslgreement on the extent of the problems
confronting the United States’ fisheries? Accordinghe National Marine Fisheries Service - thes&mderal agency that originated the utili-
zation estimates that appear to have initiatecdidwve escalating alarms - in its CongressionallgydatedReport on Status of Fisheries and
Identification of Overfished Stocks:“based on the criteria specified in the Magnusoev@ns Act, the Report on the Status of Fisheres fi
that 86 species are listed as overfished, 183 spearie listed as not overfished, and 10 speciescaresidered to be approaching an over-
fished condition; for 448 species, the status redato overfishing is unknown. Whenever possilplecies were assessed using existing over-
fishing definitions in FMPs or FMPs under developitnéhe remainder were evaluated using the 1998a@dof Our Living Oceans."

The PEW, NRDC and first NMFS statement each creatdistinctly and significantly different impresgithan the one NMFS conveyed to
Congress. According to the Congressional reporgf#ies out of 727 are known to be at or approgdtie overfished level. That’s thirteen
percent, far less than PEWBuUghly 80 percent and a figure that would obviously have conveyaduah different message concerning the
health of our oceans and marine fisheries resolr@e@$EW chosen to use it. One can’t help wondédravg an organization like the Pew
Charitable Trusts, with the vast resources it hdts aisposal, could be at such seeming odds tivitH-ederal agency charged with monitoring
our fisheries, particularly when that agency, thiy@ne collecting comprehensive data on maringefiges in U.S. waters, is responding to a
Congressional mandate.

So what'’s really going on? Sure, some fisheriedaneg fished too hard. Because we can't manageprecisely, some always have been anc
probably some always will be. But are we on thealbof a crisis? If we are, why don’t the real numsb@emonstrate it? Why all the semantic,
statistical and aeronautical contortions? Lawyesksthe expression res ipsi loquitor. Perhaps thalies here as well.

A Good Image Is Hard To Find

As we've seen in NJ FishNet before, the image Bbaing 747 has been used to indicate the perceeeld of the harvesting methods em-
ployed in a few of the largest-scale commercididiges (fisheries that probably couldn’t be undertesafely or economically using, in keep-
ing with the airplane image that seems so puzatipgbular in the blame-it-on-commercial-fishing aoomity, Piper Cub - or even DC 10 -
sized vessels or gear). While reviewing recengfigs publications of the “imminent crisis” typeeound that a surprising number of writ-
ers/organizations share a bit more than an abhmarehefficient fishing technology.

» FromThe Fish Crisisin Time Magazine’s September 1, 1997 issueomputerized ships as large as football fiel@iheir nets--
wide enough to swallow a dozen Boeing 747s....”

* From A SeaWeb website background artidlerld’s Imperiled Fish by Carl Safina originally published in Scientifienerican
“...and bag-shaped trawl nets large enough to ehtutlve Boeing 747 jetliners.”

» From the Greenpeace web pdgeazing Facts About The Global Fishing Crisis“one of the world's biggest trawl nets could en-
circle more than a dozen ‘jumbo jet’ Boeing 74 7ceaft at its opening.”

* From a U.N. background piece for Earth Summit $pecial Session of the General Assembly to reviewdiappraise the im-
plementation of Agenda 21; The Agreement on High &8 Fishing - An Update “the most notorious nonselective equipment in-
cludes nets large enough to envelop twelve 74ihaid”
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* FromVacuuming The Seady Dick Russell in the July/August 1996 E/The Eaowimental Magazinéat sea 200 miles southwest
of Iceland last summer, the crew of a super-trawigrenough to contain a dozen Boeing 747 jumim.jeEach ship was trawling
nets with opening circumferences of almost twosntleat's the equivalent of 10 New York City bloside by two Empire State
Buildings high.”[Link to E/The Environmental Magazine's website]

» From Dr. Sylvia Earle’s preface to the NatioRa&lsource Defense Council's February, 1997 rdgodk, Line and Sinking, the

crisis in marine fisheries “...trawlers large enough to contain several 74¥caaft....”

* FromThe Vegetarian Winter 1994/@m the Animal Rights Resource Web sfteishermen use some dastardly tricks to catch their
pound of flesh. Legal drift nets are an incrediBlb kilometres in length, large enough to trap &g 747 jets, but fishing boats
are often suspected of using even bigger nets.”

Considering the amount of attention it's been gjuhis obviously isn't a trivial issue. Unfortungtethere seems to be some confusion as to
whether it's the boat or the net that’s poisedrigudf, swallow, trap or envelop the aircraft. Pgrhane of our readers in the Seattle area,
home of both a large factory trawler fleet andBoeing Company, might be able to shed some ligte.Heyou do, you will be given full
credit in the nexNJ FishNet. Also, if readers come across other comparisoffisiuihg vessels or gear with 747s, B-52s or angotarge
flying objects (no UFOs, please), let us know amdwill include them in the web version of this page

A consumer campaign that missed by a mile
01/25/98

The Rationale

The Pew Charitable Trusts’ SeaWeb in 1996 commissidhe Washington, D.C. consulting firm The Melin@roup to conduct a survey
“...on U.S. public attitudes toward the ocean andaocissues."The survey results, in conjunction with those gkdes of focus group exer-
cises conducted the previous year, were eviderflfiasteria piscicidd@fiesteria piscicidased by Pew/SeaWeb in plotting a campaign to in-
crease the U.S. public’'s awareness of ocean isShesesults are reportedime SeaWeb/Mellman Group Landmark Poll on US Public
Attitudes Toward the Oceans(but are no longer available at the Pew/SeaWelsieebr any other website that | could find, bugatrd like

a copy, contact me — N.Stolpe, 01/31/2016). Indsdrom it's introduction, the survey providesa strong sense of what will work to en-
gage the public in this issue, but the public séfjuires educating before acknowledging a problem.

From the Pew focus grougsirtually every message we tested increased redpots’ concern about the oceans. Three messages
proved most salient: raising participants conscioess about the potential benefits from the oceanskplored resources; the harm
caused by overfishing, and the danger to humantihealused by contaminated seafood. Across the grdauywas evident that some
combination of these concepts will be most suagkeiss€apturing the public’s attention and motivagithem to change their own be-
havior and mobilize them to action.... Rejection &fsBnal Responsibility Was The Prime ImpedimerAdimn - Some participants
were eventually willing to accept responsibilityt bvere unsure of how they could personally ma#tgfarence. They expressed feel-
ing helpless; that they were only one person....”

From the Pew surveydestruction of our oceans is an issue waiting torbade.... Oceans being destroyed ranks lower dlisth{ef
the respondents’ most important environmental protd), with only 14% saying it is one of the twotrimoportant environmental
problems.... At the same time though, most of thicpattitudes required to create a major issue arglace.... All this latent con-
cern about oceans can be translated into signifigaiitical action.... Americans Believe The Oced?rgblems Stem From Many
Sources, BuDil Companies Are Seen As A Prime Culpritn fact, 81% of Americans believe that oil spdre a very serious prob-
lem. This is followed by chemical runoff from laxgeporate farms (75% very serious), improperlatezl water from towns near the
coast (69%), contaminated seafood (65%) and traghand chemical runoff from streets (65%). In tast, people believe the least
serious ocean problems are air pollution from cansl industry (40%), and the killing of sharks (30%)0il, The Plate, And The
Critters Are Key Ways Into The Issu€hronic oil dumping in the ocean most clearly commigates that the oceans are in trouble,
and makes people very angriyeople see the fact that 3.25 million tons okatlers the world’s oceans each year as a strodgi

tor that the oceans are in trouble (71% ‘great dehtrouble’). This statement also makes a pluyal#0%) feel very angry. Other
meaningful indicators that the oceans are in treulsiclude overfishing and the loss of critical 9ped61% great deal), beaches be-
ing closed 5000 times in the last decade (60% gieat), and marine mammals being destroyed (58%tgteal). Surprisingly, what
makes people the most angry is shark finning, tiinguthe fins off living sharks and then throwitng sharks back in the water to die
(42% say it makes them extremely angry).”

What are the Pew Charitable Trusts?
From the Capital Research Center's Foundation WéRdw is composed of seven named charitable trugtsdifferent missions, established

from 1948 to 1979. One hundred fifteen employees @it $180 million each year, making Pew the megithird largest foundation.In
1997 the trusts, established by the family thahétad the Sun QOil Co., sold off their last stakéhie family business (Philadelphia Inquirer,
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August 5, 1997). Five of the ten Directors of thests are Pews and the trusts had total assets®bfflion in 1997. According to the Capital
Research Centésjnce fall 1993, the foundation has pledged atste®19.7 million to various media enterprises....”

From the Pew Anti-Swordfish Consumer Campaign:
GIVE SWORDFISH A BREAK! A project of SeaWeb antli#iaral Resources Defense Council:

» Tuesday 20 Jan. 1997 - 27 Leading East CoastsChfiounce They Are Taking Swordfish Off The Menu

« Although fresh North Atlantic swordfish are a ptgy food item in restaurants, at markets and oitiggr they need a
break. Populations need to be replenished. Thenfggtd a chance to recover from a decade of ovérfish

* You Can Help. If you are a chef... don't COOKAIh owner or work at a restaurant or market... ddDFFER it. A fish
lover... don't EAT it.

* North Atlantic SWORDFISH will be back if we da part now.

* Write the President and ask him to adopt stromgservation measures that will ensure the prompovery of swordfish.

...and the Natural Resources Defense Council?

The N.R.D.C. is the environmental organization thatredited with being the primary force behind ttighly controversial Alar apple scare
of several years ago. Based on what is reportedigpplied and definitely controversial scientifiddence, this episode unquestionably cost
domestic apple farmers hundreds of millions ofasll (For an interesting discussion of Alar fropualic relations perspective, see “Alar
revisited: Yes it was a hoax” at the Inside PR viteljkink to Inside PR Website].

The Alar issue is an important one, and not onlif applies to our food supply, the regulatory ages that protect it and the pressure politics
focused on it. The link above will take you to e ghat obviously presents one view of the Alartoorersy. This view is shared by the Amer-
ican Council on Science and Health [Link to Ameni€2ouncil on Science and Health website]. Thereotirers that look at it from the other
perspective (RACHEL's Environment and Health Wedkigne). This issue - like many in fisheries aratime resource management - is fair-
ly complex, difficult to understand, easy to "owl'sand definitely not amenable to quick fixes.ithdut getting too far afield, Cornell Uni-
versity offers a long but very informative piece Agricultural BiotechnologyA Public Conversation About Risk ontheir website. In the
section by Will Erwin titledRisk Assessment: A Farmer's Perspectivéne writes’how do we develop a realistic attitude toward r?sRisk,

risk assessment, risk management and risk - tenefit relationships have all consumed much oftbaughts. But logic does not grab human
attention as much as fear does. The body politistsvaimple brief explanations. Unfortunately, rédsessment at the citizens level is too oftel
typified by the young mother who came to my wifenduhe Alar scare smoking a cigarette with hel@in her arms and said, ‘Will apples
hurt my baby?’ Public pressure generated by thigllof misunderstanding of relative risks is inciegty driving ocean resource issues as
well, and often driving them in the wrong direction

The Reality:

« Out of the approximately 30 million pounds of sdfish consumed annually in the U.S., nearly twioethis harvested in the Pacific - with
more than 8 million pounds being harvested by fisBermen. Pacific swordfish stocks aren't classifas overfished. Of the remainder of the
U.S. supply, more than 7 million pounds are caliyht).S. and Canadian fishermen in the Atlantic..l&u® Canadian swordfish fishermen
have demanded international management and conigbiythve strict regulations under the rebuildinggraom for Atlantic swordfish estab-
lished by the International Commission for the Gamation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT). Two million ¢fie remaining 3 million pounds of
swordfish consumed in the U.S. are caught by Bearil Uruguay in the South Atlantic. The South Atilastock is healthy, estimated to be at
99% of its optimum level, and is under strict ICC4liota management to ensure that it remains that wa

 The remaining 1 million pounds of swordfish comsad in the U.S. is caught by the vessels which medye fishing in compliance with
ICCAT’s regulations. Of all the vessels affecteday.S. swordfish boycott, the few catching thésle Wwould be the only ones that might not
be in compliance with ICCAT regulations.

» Approximately 90% of the total Atlantic swordfistarvest is now caught, landed and consumed outstdd.S. market and will be unaffect-
ed by any attempted U.S. swordfish boycott. (Tretatistics, from National Marine Fisheries Sendega sheets, were provided by Blue Wa-
ter Fishermen’s Association).

“The ‘Give Swordfish A Break’ campaign penalizeSUfishermen who are already abiding by the lavd &doesn’t recognize that
we have a rebuilding program in placeDr. Rebecca Lent, Chief, Office of Highly MigraydBpecies, National Marine Fisheries
Service, U.S. Department of Commerce.

A U.S. swordfish boycott will....

* have no effect on nearly 90% of Atlantic sworlffearvests, which are not currently marketed indt®;
* not stop the major Atlantic harvesters from catghAtlantic swordfish;
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* punish U.S. and Canadian fishermen, who insigstednd are complying with a rebuilding programAdlantic swordfish;
« hurt Pacific swordfish harvesters, including UiShermen, who are fishing responsibly in a heefishery and who provide nearly two-
thirds of the swordfish consumed in the U.S,;
« result in significant economic losses to the {JaBd
* prevent American consumers from enjoying nutuisie@wordfish while having a negligible effect ongh nations that are unwilling to effec-
tively regulate their swordfish fleets.

(From the National Fisheries Institute respongiéoproposed boycott)

So why the boycott?

Given the makeup of the international swordfishdises and markets, it's obvious that a consumgeditbin the United States isn’t going to
have very much impact on the North Atlantic swatffishery that Pew and the NRDC are so intentawing. A very small percentage of the
vessels that are not complying with the ICCAT ragjohs are selling their fish in U.S. marketshiéy are closed out of our markets they will
easily find alternatives. U.S. (and Canadian) fisten who are fishing by the rules, dock operatiuskers, distributors, tackle and gear deal-
ers, wholesalers, retailers, restaurateurs anuatiély consumers will pay the price of the boycatid for what? Pew makes it plain via the
Mellman Group report it posted on its SeaWeb welisiat its aim is to engage the public’s interesidean issues. The focus group and sur-
vey work reported there shows that one of the thaton” issues for doing that is overfishing (is@lshows that oil dumping is the “hottest
button”) and that to really become “engaged” peapiest be shown how they themselves can make aetife individually. We've had over-
fishing in the North Atlantic swordfish fishery,dfe are a lot of people that can be convincedahatS. boycott of swordfish will help the
fishery, and that their participation can makelibgcott successful, so away we go - along withetfotks that brought Alar to the public’s
attention. A lot of people - almost all of them aaws or employees of small businesses - are goibg severely hurt economically and the
swordfish aren’t going to be significantly bettéf. @ut more of the public will definitely be engad. Is that all that matters?

Flotsam and jetsam
02/24/98

We usually try to devote each FishNet to a singlgext. In this edition we find it useful to covenumber of topics in somewhat less detail.
Where possible we will expand on these particulaas at the NJ Fishing website and suggest tlyatifire looking for more in-depth materi-
al you start there.

Are habitat issues finally getting their due?

As those of you who have been reading NJ FishMeesis inception are aware, it's our feeling ttetre are many factors impacting on fish
stocks that are of possibly equal or greater dicanice than fishing pressure. Perhaps it's becafuak of the attention that the dramatic - and
sometimes tragic - El Nino-related effects haveegeted, perhaps the high visibility of such vividimples of habitat deterioration as last
year's Pfiesteria outbreaks or the Gulf of MexicD'sad Zone (see box below), perhaps just that ayraflooking at estuarine, coastal and
oceanic systems is evolving. Whatever the reasegise been very pleased to see that in the pasralemonths these non-fishing impacts
have been given much more attention than they haea in the past. (See the following discussior@system management)

“It can stretch for 7,000 square miles off the doafsLouisiana, a vast expanse of ocean devoitiefégion's usual rich bounty of
fish and shrimp, its bottom littered with the rensaof crabs and worms unable to flee its suffocpgrasp. This is the Gulf of Mexi-
co's "dead zone," which last summer reached tleedithe state of New Jersey.Alarmed, the Whiteseloecently commissioned six
teams of scientists to begin the first large-scilely of the area, hoping for a remission or clree dead zone, researchers say, is
emblematic of the growing ills suffered by the piseas. Earlier this month, hundreds of scigtimarking 1998 as the interna-
tional Year of the Ocean, warned that unless adsaaken, overfishing, coastal development, artbfion will multiply the kinds of
problems that already plague the gulf. The troukilh the dead zone is that it lacks oxygen, s@&nsay, apparently because of pol-
lution in the form of excess nutrients flowing ittte gulf from the Mississippi River. Animals irstbmothering layer of water near
the bottom of the sea must flee or peridffitdm A 'Dead Zone' Grows in the Gulf of Mexico Byarol Kaesuk Yoon - Copyright

1998 by The New York Times Link to Dead Zone a€jcl

Driven by the rapid pace of population growth andremic development, dead zones are a new andylanggtudied problem that is growing
more quickly than governments and scientists cap kg with it. Scientists say that in just the gagt years, as many as a dozen dead zones
have appeared in different areas of the worldcallsed by the same combination of agriculturailifest and sewage runoff. "No other param-
eter of such ecological importance has been chasgeldastically in such a short period of time bynfan activities as dissolved oxygen con-
tents in the world’s oceans," said Robert J. Déamsearcher at the Virginia Institute of Marinée8ces and president of the Atlantic Estua-
rine Research Society. (from the New Orleans TiRieayune's The Dead Sea article in the Oceansonible series Link to Oceans of Trou-
ble Dead Sea article)

“Risk-Averse” Fisheries Management
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Over the past several years some fisheries manhgeesbeen promoting management strategies th&traned “risk averse.” The underlying
philosophy is that, when uncertainty exists abdiliee the initial condition of the fishery being neged or the effects that the management
measures will have on the condition of the fishémg, management measures put in place should Eddso minimize the impacts of fish-
ing on the fish. In essence, the fish being managedssumed to be much less able to withstaniddigitessure than the fishing businesses
are able to withstand the economic penalties thatlyrestrictive management measures would bring.

At first glance this seems like a reasonable aggroparticularly considering the way in which tliekraverse measures are usually presented
A 20% reduction in the commercial harvest of aipalar species might be proposed rather than &i&n$10% reduction. The supporters of
such a management philosophy, people almost alweslsing for a regular paycheck, equate this totarcpay to the affected fishermen, and
the difference between a 20% and 10% pay cut @hthat great, especially if it's someone elsey getting cut.

But is that the way the affected fisherman or dog&rator or wholesaler sees it? Of course notoHrer operating expenses are high and for
the most part fixed. The mortgage on the boatirtberance, the fuel, the amount of wear and tedherquipment and other expenses don’t

diminish as the allowable catch does. A seemingiglsreduction in what a fisherman is allowed ttcbausually means a much larger reduc-

tion in his or her take-home pay and a much greatpact on the viability of his or her business.

This, of course, would have to be acceptable ifigteeries being managed were as threatened asafdime groups committed to “saving the
oceans” would have us believe (or if we were reabbncertain that it was fishing pressure that Yeliving” our estuarine, coastal and open
ocean ecosystems). But their crisis-oriented rietotally ignores the fact that commercial fishingur coastal and ocean waters has only
been restrictively managed for the last ten oeéift years, that prior to that there were few céstvo how, when or where a fisherman could
work, that twenty years ago foreign fleets of aligtwater catcher/processors were intensivelyrfgiith no restrictions a “cannon shot” be-
yond our beaches, and that our fisheries survillesf that.

To suggest that today’s commercial fishermen, tithgear, area, time, size and quota restrictioey are complying with, could have an
impact greater than that inflicted on the stock#hapast seems at best disingenuous. It's obtfaidhe fish stocks are capable of surviving
much more fishing pressure than that of today'$ilyigegulated commercial fleets. It's questionaibev many of the small businesses that
make up our commercial fishing industry can absodzh more risk-averse management. Once these basmare lost, for a myriad of rea-
sons they will probably not be replaced.

The case for Ecosystyem Based Management

There has been a growing movement in some scientifiles to adopt a more “holistic” approach tarlg marine resource management. Sev-
eral years ago, when this movement began to reseive notice, it was termed “Ecosystem Managerard”was unfortunately taken by
some members of the fisheries management estaldighas a threat to what has become the acceptedfmagnaging fisheries - managing
fishing effort and ignoring other equally or podgitmore relevant factors.

While we plan on devoting an entire FishNet to thibject in the near future, we would like to dingaur attention to the article on it that was
part of the New Orleans Times-Picayune’s award imiguseries on the state of the world’s fisherieg th available at both the Pulitzer and
Sigma Delta Chi websites.

“Ecosystem scientists argue for a shift away frost managing fishing toward a more comprehensiyra@grh taking into account
habitat, current flow and interactions with othgregies. But the new approaches face many obst&demtists violently disagree,
for example, on the role of chaotic changes in fispulations. Many fishery scientists say any deadtanges will almost always be
impossible to separate from other factors that &rehaotic. And while agencies such as the Natidvatine Fisheries Service em-
ploy new techniques as they can, they must funictian era when government is shrinking — not egpanits mandates across en-
tire ecosystems. One reason fish management spdotsf effort on controlling fishing is that's &hthe law allows fish managers
to control. That has the most immediate impact, thiadfs what the public is most concerned abowiaid Bradford Brown, director
of the Southeast Regional Science Center of theFkés Service, who is also an expert on ecosystedeling. But the biggest prob-
lem is history. Institutions are set up and budgetsdetermined the way they are because agenaigsiteen doing it that way for
decades, not because their approaches are the’ béfisam Bold new ‘chaos theory’ says fishery experts way bfrack by John
McQuaid fromOceans Of Trouble- Day 8 of 8 Copyright 1996 by the Times - PicayuNew Orleans, LA)

Legislation and fisheries management
Increasingly legislative bodies are being usedrmumvent the science-based management systemi Waie@ been put in place to insure that
the benefits of the fisheries resources belongirgjitof us are utilized in a sustainable and edplé& manner. It seems that in most of these

instances legislation is sought by small, narrofelgused interest groups because the appropriatagearent authorities won't support their
self-serving positions.
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This focused political pressure continues to be#ason that well over seven million non-fishingsemers in New Jersey are by law denied
the right to enjoy the ocean-fresh striped bassateaso abundant today in our coastal waters. Mggey legislator's have demonstrated a
willingness to ignore the rights of the non-fishimgjority of their constituents to grant the tdtalvest of striped bass to a small but vocal
handful of sportsfishermen. Emboldened by this saifirighteously proclaiming their agenda is matacaby conservation rather than a desire
for the exclusive use of our coastal waters foirthetertainment, recreational fishing groups are imtent on using the legislative process to
bypass the management system in other fisherieglas

As we've stated in these pages before, sportsfisisia large and important segment of the coastal@my in New Jersey. We in the com-
mercial fishing industry recognize that the bussessthat provide the recreational opportunitieghidse citizens who chose to catch their own
fish are facing many of the same challenges thaneeWe have not suggested - either through thagement process or through our electec
representatives in Trenton or Washington - thanthre fishing majority that we serve has any greeli@m to the fish or shellfish from our

rich coastal waters than the sportsfishermen andemodo. But, by the same token, we can't agreetiigasportsfishing community is exclu-
sively entitled to entire species of fish simplyhese they chose to - or can afford to - investithe, effort and money into catching those
fish themselves.

In the commercial fishing industry we've made a ogitment to strengthening the fisheries managemerdgss. That's where our future lies.
It's unfortunate that some of our sportsfishingeagues with the help of a few legislators woulthea circumvent that system than improve
it. Our fisheries resources and the non-fishinglipudeserve much more.

Media spin (or what's really going on in fisheries)
03/15/98

When it comes to information on the fisheries reses and the fishing industry in the United StaisZ, the National Marine Fisheries Ser-
vice is just about the only game in town. While soumiversities carry out fisheries research inipaldr areas, NMFS does the greatest part o
the survey work, data collection and analysis. Wrstjonably, through its role as the national figgemformation clearinghouse, NMFS is
responsible to a much larger extent than any ahsty for the public's perceptions of the statfiswr fisheries. Accordingly, this puts the
agency in a position to greatly influence publgh&ries policies. Given this level of responsipi{eind the fact that much of the agency's work
is science-based and many of its employees aretst#), one would expect that fisheries informatimiginating in NMFS - or it's parent
agency, NOAA - would be totally objective and nobgect to the kind of "spin” that has gotten so moedia attention recently. Unfortunate-
ly it appears as if - in at least one instances i#n't the case.

A press release from the U.S. Department of Come'®idational Oceanographic and Atmospheric Admiatgin heade&harks protected
in federal ruling that supports precautionary approachread‘In a victory for natural resource conservation,dge Steven D. Merryday of
the U.S. District Court for the Middle District Bforida ruled today that strong management measaregustified to stabilize Atlantic shark
populations, officials with the Commerce DepartrigeNational Marine Fisheries Service announced todehe ruling, which is in response
to a suit brought against the agency for reducihgrk quotas because of overfishing, confirms thatfisheries service’s science is sounidl.”
included the statement by Terry Garcia, Assistattr&ary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmospherdapdty NOAA administrator that
“this is a victory for sharks and fisheries servitenagement alike.lhitially we, and undoubtedly other readers, atedphis at face value.

The information in the release seemed unambigwoosgmnagement program of the National Marine FislBeBervice had been challenged in
court by the commercial fishing industry, and oagain the agency, its science and the fish had Wetrious.

The press release was reporting on a ruling otit dwught by the Southern Offshore Fishing Assteiaand participants in the commercial
shark fishery against the Secretary of Commerce.plaintiffs claimed that the commercial quotalfoge coastal sharks (LCS) proposed in
the Shark Fishery Management Plan was unjustifiedsjrictive and based on inadequate scientifierimftion, that the National Marine Fish-
eries Service failed to consider the economic irtgpatthe proposed management measures on théeaffieshermen, and that the regulations
did not allow for the international nature of tlighkry.

By way of background (and taken directly from tleeidion):

* “In the 1970’s and 1980’s the U.S. government atyiypromoted commercial exploitation of the Atlargihark fishery. The gov-
ernment’s objective was to develop a ‘presumabbeunmtilized’ resource and to relieve the acuteifighpressure on more commer-
cially popular fish stocks. Fishermen, includingrsoof the individual plaintiffs in this case, unek commercial shark fishing in
the 1980’s as a result of the government’s pronmati@fforts.”

« “U.S. fishermen share the Atlantic shark resourdghvishermen from Mexico, Cuba, Nicaragua, andeottountries bordering the
Gulf of Mexico, the Caribbean Sea, and the Soutteresvaters of the North Atlantic Ocean.”

* “The initial 1993 LCS (large coastal sharks) quati2,436 mt (metric tons) contemplated as a taagé8 percent reduction from
the estimated 1991 LCS commercial landings of apprately 4,300 mt.”
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* “On April 7, 1997, NMFS issued the final rule, hialg the commercial quotas for LCS from 2,570 ni,&85 mt....”
Note that the fishermen who brought this suit hatebied into and invested in the shark fishery atutging and with the support of
the same agency, the National Marine Fisheriesi@grthat is now intent on closing it down.

After receiving the government’s release, howewerread articles from two Florida newspapers tanhewhat confusingly, seemed to be
reporting a completely different outcome.

On February 25, Jacqueline Soteropoulos of the Bafnipune reported iBhark catch limits analysisordered‘a federal judge criticized the
National Marine Fisheries Service Tuesday for fajlto weigh the tremendous impact of stringentagion commercial sharkers. U.S. Dis-
trict Judge Steven D. Merryday ordered the U.Sr&ary of Commerce to study the economic effedtseofjuotas and potential alternatives,
and submit an analysis by May 1 (subsequently abdiby the Court to May 15). In the meantime, tH&71quotas will remain in effect to
protect the overfished shark population.... Merrydaled the National Marine Fisheries Service fdite comply with a law that requires fed-
eral agencies to assess the impact of proposedatgus on small businesses.”

On the same day St. Petersburg Times reporter Davagherty inJudge orders officials to review effects of sharkighing limits wrote“for

the time being, the order upholds the reduced $imit the harvesting of large coastal sharks.... ifitfgact of these rules on fishing businesses
needs another look, though, according to U.S. isfludge Steven D. Merryday. The judge orderedtveamerce Secretary to consider the
economic effects and potential alternatives tol®@7 quotas.... The judge soundly rejected theoNatiMarine Fishery Service’s contention
that no shark fishing operation would be put oubo$iness by the new quotas because they coulg sagich to other prey.He went on to
quote Judge Merryday when referring to part ofégency’s justification for claiming no significaimpact on the affected busines$esit is

a contrivance that imports arrogance.”

The discrepancies between the newspaper and theyagecounts being so glaring and the decisiongoeirpotentially great importance to
many members of the domestic fish and seafood tnduwse went to the ordetJpited States District Court, Middle District of Florida,
Tampa Division, CASE NO. 97-1134-CIV-T-23¢filed by the Court on February 24 for a realibeck. In agreement with the NOAA re-
lease, Judge Merryday conclud@ldat the Secretary (of Commerce) acted withinreigulatory discretion in setting the quotastt that he
had also failed to conduct a proper analysis to determine gluota’s economic effect on small businesses.”

The NOAA release reported that the ruling confirntieat the science used by NMFS in the shark steskssments was sound. However, on
page 31 of the ruling Judge Merryday writébe (Large Coastal Sharks) modeling studies intéozollectively that, at present, there is no
scientifically mature, experientially validated,dafproper’ method for measuring and projecting shatocks. Presumably the ideal method
awaits the assimilation of more complete data,rdstoration of old data, the development of mofaesl modeling, more conclusive studies
on stock and fishing migration, and the enlightgnpassage of time and eventsid later (page 35undeveloped science and incomplete
data currently preclude precisionJudge Merryday did conclude that, based on thentmiaty regarding the status of the shark staties,
Secretary was acting within his discretion in setthe quotas. It's difficult to imagine how thiarche interpreted by NOAA to be a confirma-
tion of the soundness of the underlying science.

Both newspapers reported on the failure of the @gémanalyze economic effects of the proposedlatigns (the Regulatory Flexibility Act -
RFA - requires Federal agencies to consider effefgisoposed regulations on small businesses asidrdenechanisms to minimize adverse
impacts). NOAA addressed this issue with the statefidudge Merryday ordered that shark quota reductioesain in place pending fur-
ther analysis of economic impacts on fishermen....”

This glosses over a significant and extensive, ghainflattering to the agency, portion of the diecisNMFS initially certified that the pro-
posed reduction in the commercial LCS quota woualeeti'no significant impact” on the types of bussesspecified in the RFA and accord-
ingly failed to prepare an Initial Regulatory Flegity Analysis (IRFA). On this point Judge Merrygarote in his decisiofiThe RFA watch-
dog, the Small Business Administration, also stlprgticized NMFS’s ‘no significant impact’ celitition, stating that it was ‘perplexed’
and ‘bewildered’ by the ‘illogical’ certification.. Even ‘crude’ calculations, SBA explained, denas that the Commerce Department’s
RFA thresholds were metThen, looking at NMFS’s Final Regulatory FlexibilAnalysis (FRFA), Judge Merryday wrote:

» ‘“Ultimately, perhaps recognizing the tactical mikéaof not preparing an IRFA, NMFS prepared an FREAThe FRFA added little
of substance to NMFS’s prior ‘no significant impamrtifications.... This effort partakes of anifide to feign good faith, statutory
compliance.”

* “The lapses and inconsistencies in the record riksly stem from NMFS'’s failure to prepare an IRiAhe first place.... an IRFA
would have required NMFS to engage in a careful mreningful study of the problem.... the publiclddwave engaged the agency
in the sort of informed and detailed discussiort thees characterized this litigation. Instead NMA®se an insular approach de-
signed to block further investigation and publicuiny.”

*  “NMFS’s refusal to recognize the economic impandtis regulations on small businesses also rasgg®us questions about its ef-
forts to minimize those impacts through less deaddtiernatives.”
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Accordingly the Court remanded the RFA determirreito the Secretafyvith instructions to undertake a rational considgion of the eco-
nomic effects and potential alternatives'the LCS quotas and to submit to the Coart &nalysis that complies with applicable lat May
15, 1998. The quotas that had been set will beikgpace pending this analysis.

This is a significant victory for the commerciadting industry in particular and for small busiressi general. The fisheries management
system has been increasingly ignoring the econontecests of those affected by its management pfam&ng other things, Judge Mer-
ryday’s decision has shown that this trend won’albewed to continue.

Of greater possible significance, however, is NOXNKFS’s apparent willingness to “spin” its commurtioas, something that both the shark
decision and the subsequent agency release gripldemonstrate. NMFS is for all practical purpo#ies sole source of information dealing
with marine fisheries issues in the United Stafés. or its parent agency NOAA, can distributeckia one sided and obviously self-serving
interpretation of a court decision, how much trest we have in the other information it release¢opublic or in the decisions that are made
based on that information? The public should expacte objectivity, even if that objectivity mighbssibly damage the agency’s public im-
age.

David Frulla of Washington, D.C.'s Brand, LowellRyan, counsel to the plaintiffs, stated that he laisdtlients are grateful for the attention
and consideration that Judge Merryday provided. Fviulla observed that the very strong languagetuet used to condemn NMFS' failure
to follow the law means this case is far from ovie explained;Any rational consideration of the directed shaighgry, the economic im-
pacts of the 50% quota reduction, and the availaiernatives will compel NMFS to modify the 199%&large coastal shark quota reduc-
tion. NMFS cannot obey the Judge's order by tigmmthe equivalent of a junior high school boogae on economic impact and returning
to business as usual.”

The Future of Commercial Fishing (Part 1)
04/09/98

NOTE: While the following addresses New Jerseyadrtipular and the East coast of the United Stategneral, we expect that the situation
relative to "misinterpretation” of existing datdimited to neither that state's nor that coasisefries. Anti-commercial fishing groups have
assaulted commercial fisheries in many areas, thefics are more or less identical. So are thertids they take with the available data.

We’'re going to devote this and the next FishNet thscussion of where the commercial fishing induséems to be headed. However, we
thought it might be helpful to first talk about whdhe industry has been and where, in our opiriiés today. In this way we hope we can
provide readers interested in fisheries issuesreesadat broader context than is usually presentéioketo.

“Commercial” fishing has been around for quite & fgars. Fish and shellfish have been an impoparitof humankind’s diet since our first
ancestors stumbled onto a beach. The earliestrfi@reand women used simple gear - hands first,spears, then hooks - to harvest water
dwelling creatures one-by-one. Considering the alwiimitations of such techniques, fishing coubd Imave become an efficient means of
feeding larger numbers of people until the develephof nets, either fixed in place and set in W@ithe fish, or movable and used to pursue
them through the water. In either case, the netedesimply to strain the fish out of the wateruwoh. As far as the basics of catching fish are
concerned, not much has changed since then.

As we've written in earlier FishNets, fishing on atlis sometimes referred to as a truly commercialleshas been practiced for well over a
century. For most of this period it was more oslesiooth sailing for the commercial fishing indusBarring the occasional attempts by
groups of sportsfishermen to grab entire specigscéssfully with striped bass in New Jersey) oasyrand several World Wars, commercial
fishermen went quietly about the business of priogidhe non-fishing public with their share of wheds a bounteous public resource without
interruption. But in the Sixties our waters weredded - legally, of course - by huge fleets of igmefactory ships and the catcher vessels that
supported them. This invasion, and the resultingipwutcry, was the impetus for the drafting of tdagnuson Act in 1976. This legislation
eventually resulted in virtually halting foreigrsifing in our Exclusive Economic Zone. It also elsthled the Regional Council centered fish-
eries management system that is still in placeytoda

From the brochure Fishery Products from the Nor#twélantic Available for Export published by theskeries Development Divi-
sion of the National Marine Fisheries Service iT4%ince the enactment of the Fisheries ManagemedtGonservation Act in
1977 it has become obvious that many opportunitigest for exporting U.S. fisheries products abroathe species identified (in-
cluding dodgfish, silver hake, scup, Atlantic maekeAmerican eels, herring and monkfish) are bymeans the only products availa-
ble for export. They do represent those for whigheading harvesting potential exists.”

Starting just about twenty year ago, and spurrethbyenthusiasm generated by the phased remof@ieifn fishing boats from our coastal
waters, a major initiative in Washington - one twvas echoed in most coastal states - focused amedkpg our commercial fishing industry.
State governments, usually in partnership with Feddegencies, were competing to build integratedcs® processing centers on undevel-
oped coastal sites; government loans and othemdiabincentives were readily available for vess®dl onshore handling and processing con-
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struction; fisheries that were “underutilized” wédentified and utilization plans were designedamedy this situation; and new markets were
being sought for U.S. seafood products worldwidewhatever extent overcapitalization is a problarour fisheries today, this is the period
when most of it occurred. And it occurred not omwith the approval, but most usually with the vecyiwe support of those same agencies that
are now convinced it is the greatest problem alnefies are facing.

Less than two decades ago commercial fishing wasidered a growth industry, one deserving of thi@ge attentions of governmental
agencies and private investors. In stark contiasgcent years few other industries have come n@elevel of public scrutiny, and fewer
still have generated the focused antagonism, tratmercial fishing has. Media assaults on variopeets of commercial fishing have be-
come commonplace, and severely restricting seadfiaogesting - and, of course, restricting the corgion of domestic seafood - has
spawned its very own group of dedicated “conseowétorganizations.

Various technological innovations - progressingrfreail to steam to diesel power, from beam to dtgawls, from cotton nets to synthetics,
from dead reckoning to radio direction findersdmah to GPS, and from sounding leads to precisiosunits - have supposedly all con-
spired to make today's commercial fishermen towieffit for their own or anybody else’s good. Intepf this supposedly out-of-control fish-
ing efficiency, as the box below and the charhleft show (and assuming Mr. Cunningham’s re$easas at least as accurate as NMFS’s),
the annual harvest from New Jersey’'s and the eBtist coast's waters has remained remarkably sfabtee better part of a century. While
it’s beyond our abilities to prove it, it's harditoagine that the slight overall decline is a refflen of anything other than significant and con-
tinuing habitat loss and water quality degradation.

Total Landings minus menhaden
{in metric tons)
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The increase in fishing effort that is generallglaned, at least by everyone with what increasiapfyears to be an anti-commercial fishing
rather than a save-the-fish bias, to be doomindiskieries isn't reflected in the commercial largnNot in New Jersey’s total commercial
landings going back a century or the East coast'§ifty years. Granted there have been signifitaohnological advances that allow today’s
commercial fishermen to fish much more efficietttign they did fifty or a hundred years ago (anrggtng exercise that we’'ll be getting to in
an upcoming FishNet will be a comparison of techgial innovations in recreational and commerdgaiihg). But the landings seem to
demonstrate that this efficiency isn’t really atfag the overall fisheries. While today’'s commeldishermen are surely capable of catching
more fish than they were at any time in the pastie is a compelling amount of evidence indicatireg they aren't.

John T. Cunningham wrote in The New Jersey Shougg@Rs University Press) in 1958 New Jersey fishermen still bring in some
30,000,000 to 40,000,000 pounds of edible fish gael - about the same as 50 years agoActording to the National Marine
Fisheries Service, in 1950 commercial landingsdilble fish in New Jersey were 28,589,000 pounds(teported landings minus
menhaden, crustaceans, mollusks and freshwateespeg figure very close to Mr. Cunningham’s targye 1996, again according to
NMFS’s data, they totaled 43,800,000 pounds, irtifigaa significant increase. However, Atlantic maek accounted for 18 million
ponds of the total in 1996 and less than 2 mililoa950. “Correcting” for mackerel - a fishery mage of newer, larger vessels that

takes place beyond the New Jersey commercial §l¢ttlitional grounds - the total was 25,800,000nuais in 1996 and 26,900,000
pounds in 1950.

Those with an interest in things environmental havecent years enthusiastically adopted the tsrmstainable.” This is used to describe that
desirable condition in which our demands on thelpotive capacity of those components of the natuceald that we find useful are in bal-
ance with the ability of the natural world to reggavhat we use. Either due to fishing pressurengiofda number of other natural or unnatural
causes, the availability of particular specieshim [East coast fisheries rises and falls. Howelierapparent steady state of the overall landings
of the commercial fishing industry, regardlesshafde species-by-species variations and the evilsgbved harvesting efficiency, seem to us
to indicate a level of sustainability that shoudthe goal of other natural resource-dependenstnids rather than the target of a large part of
the environmental community.

If, once we allow for the impacts of habitat destian and pollution, the overall level of commetdandings has remained more or less con-
stant for several generations, what has changed?
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The fishing industry’s ability to adapt to varyingnditions has been destroyed. Before modern feshananagement, fishermen could switch
from species to species when conditions in thesfish evidenced by declining catch rates - warmitteThe species-by-species management
in force today precludes this. Fishermen and frehpaying the price.

Public perceptions about commercial fishing haventseverely distorted. This is in spite of easilgessible information showing that the
domestic fishing industry on the East coast hdseén rapaciously expanding it's harvest from yeasear. It's also in spite of the fact that
participants in today’s so-called “overfished” fistes are there at the invitation and with the suppf the same management establishment
that is now, with the enthusiastic backing of aal@nti-commercial fishing movement, blaming themthere not being enough of particular
species of fish.

Our estuarine, coastal and ocean ecosystems hawugedh, or been changed, in ways that without qurestie significantly affecting the fish
and shellfish species that depend on them. Inasteckentury we’ve lost over half of our wetlandsléwelopment [Link to Wetlands page to a
page on wetlands]. We've turned the remaining essianto the recreational boating equivalentshef Garden State Parkway [Link to Boat-
ing Impacts article to an article addressing bagitmpacts]. We've added untold tons of noxious citeta to our coastal waters and bottom
sediments. And our weather patterns have changedatically - as have the oceanographic procesasésté determined by them.

All of this has had a major impact on the fishindustry. Unfortunately the commercial fisherman basome a scapegoat for inadequate,
underfunded science and politically distorted pupblicies. We'll discuss what changes could rentbiyand the consequences of those
changes in the next FishNet.

The future of commercial fishing in the United Staes (Part Il)
06/06/98

For the last several weeks we've left our readeponder the future of commercial fishing in theitdd States. We hope that nobody is ex-
pecting to read anything of a definitive naturethis important subject here. From our perspectieen questioned on our ideas of where the
fishing industry will be in the future, we can ordifer a resounding “it depends” - and to a largeit what it depends on are decisions made
by a number of people who are now reading this.

One of the factors most important to the futuremhmercial fishing is the question of whether thdividual coastal states and the Federal
government can develop rational and balanced magsmurce management and coastal developmentgsoligt this point they haven't been
able to. While there has been some movement irdthedtion, it doesn’t take more than a casual aogance with fisheries issues or a drive
along ten or twenty miles of coastline anywherthcontinental United States (right behind a “sptility vehicle” towing two jet skis

would be most appropriate) to know we’ve got a laray to go. As a somewhat perverse result of #Hik bf coherent policies, over the last
few years any suggestions that seafood harvestatiyads can be improved, fishermen can work withexadficiency, new fisheries can be
developed or existing fisheries expanded have bestrwith fierce opposition; opposition unfailingdyiginating from members of a coalition
of groups that, regardless of their original chartean best be characterized today as anti-fishing

Resource management decisions with overwhelmingétspon working fishermen, the communities thepbeglto and the businesses they

support are increasingly being made as a resportse misinformed or manipulated public opinionutéag from the activities of these anti-
fishing groups and individuals. However, fishinglaelated businesses aren’t the only ones paymgtice. Restaurateurs and health con-

scious consumers in the developed nations anchtineasingly hungry populations of the less protah-areas of the world are all paying as
well.

There are a number of factors that have contribsigificantly to the present situation regarding fisheries. The listing we offer here isn’t
meant to be exhaustive, but it does include isthssanyone interested in fisheries or coastatjgsishould be familiar with. We’'ll offer
some possible solutions in the next FishNet.

The willingness of anti-fishing groups to manipulag reality to support particular positions:

Coastal and oceanic ecosystems are both complesyerasinic, and are influenced by many natural anldrapogenic factors. We haven't
been able to identify, let alone predict or contmbst of these factors. In spite of this, the goand individuals that are intent on attacking
working fishermen at every opportunity unfailinghanage to blame fishing-related activities for gymrturbation, natural or man-made, in
what they claim is the natural order in the ocedhgy are aided in their attacks by a fisheriesagament system that can’t manage anything
other than fishing.

“For most of those who spread phony statistics akenwildly inaccurate predictions about the prolmbffects of public policy,

there is no downside. They are never called to aetdheir bungles are forgotten, and they are fefe to fudge the numbers
again.” David Boldt in Agenda setters paint pictures obmoand gloom by the numbers, The Philadelphia hegqudune 2, 1998.
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It's doubtful if any natural systems that are efractionally as complex as our coastal or oceao@sygstems are capable of “sound bite” anal-
yses, yet the anti-commercial fishing forces wdwddle us believe that most of the ocean’s ills ablbmed on the impacts of efficiently
catching fish for sale - not, of course, for sportelaxation. Due to some subtle biological pheapna) those fish killed by our recreationally
oriented colleagues, some would have it, experiambemise much less injurious to the natural world.

The Recreational Fishing Alliance, with Robert Halwho runs Viking Yachts in New Gretna, New Jgse Chairman, announces
on its website it iSon a mission to end longlining in America!... Thengliners, Pair Trawlers, Purse Seiners and thet & the big
industrial fleets....have been successful in stapilicy to their advantage and that is why todag,have marine fish stocks that are
near total devastation. They have been ‘strip nghour oceans!...When the rules are slanted in fafdhe industrial fishing fleets,
recreational anglers, and our already-depletedifighstocks suffer. The entire U.S. longline fleet fishing off the E&@oast, the fleet
Mr. Healey and the RFA characterize as big andstréal, numbers less than 200 vessels. They range 40 to 110 feet in length
(only 20 are over 78 feet long and the averageosral 60 feet) and over 95% are owner operatech "Wfitaverage replacement val-
ue of approximately $250,000 each, we'd guessthigatheapest fiberglass yacht that pops out obbiMr. Healey’'s molds in New
Gretna costs significantly more.

The “villainization” of fishermen

From somewhere near the beginning of this dechdepublic opinion of working fisherman has beemdgily eroded. From any objective per-
spective, the reasoning behind this is obscureryByear there are less fishermen complying withemoanagement-imposed restrictions,
catching fewer fish in an increasingly sustainabinner. In spite of this, there is an increasingfegshing clamor, and it always originates
from and is buoyed by particular segments of therenmental and recreational angling communities.

(A related issue is the misleading characterizadioworking fishermen as seafood consumers ratiar the first link in a chain that gets sea-
food from the oceans to the real consumers. Dwéhtid is undoubtedly some more “obscure” reasoréngsumers - and their interests - tend
to get purposefully left out of any fisheries dissions.)

The continuing development of coastal areas

The second half of this century has seen a contmaad accelerating shift of the population todbastlines. Unfortunately, the people when
shifting are usually accompanied by 6,000 pound G&fafrts utility vehicles, 200+ horsepower outbaators, 1200 cc personal watercraft,
strip malls, tee shirt shops, “lawn care” serviaesjtral plumbing, household pets and all the othéural artifacts that are generally consid-
ered to be slightly less than friendly to the néigithood estuary. Estuaries, and the water flowingugh them, are tremendously important to
the health of the inshore and near-shore ecosystarhgve’re still destroying or degrading them iatadarming rate.

The unrestrained growth of recreational boating

Virtually all of the watercraft sold for recreat@ruse today are made of fiber reinforced plastika(‘fiberglass”). One of their most notable
characteristics is that about the only way to gebf them is to burn them - a not-too-common oeage on the water. In boat terms, they are
immortal. Hence the hundreds of thousands of sfighitsg boats, personal watercraft, cruisers, lyxachts and ski boats that are sold each
year are added to a huge fleet already on the watagine what it would be like if automobiles réned operational for thirty-plus years and
there were no restrictions on who could use thedifew on how they could be used. We have an omwtiter equivalent.

Unfortunately, most boating use is on the vitathpbrtant estuaries that are already reeling froereffflictions brought about by the mass
population movement to the coast.

The dependence of fisheries management agencies guestsonnel on recreational angling and boating expelitures

The Wallop-Breaux Act imposes a “tax” on the sdlesgreational angling and boating equipment awcdesgional boating fuel. The revenues
collected are distributed to state fisheries agemndased on the amount of recreational boatintpsgnactivities in that state’s waters. Since
the program was started, over $3 billion have lstnibuted to the state agencies. Bureaucraciieg) lvéhat they are, it's impossible to imag-
ine that this doesn’t encourage policy recommendatsupporting the expansion of recreational agfimating at the expense of competing
activities - such as commercial harvesting - thah@ accompanied by such direct fiscal incenti&mply stated, a state fisheries agency that
allocates more fish to recreational anglers (ass te the non-fishing public) will generate increshsecreational boating/angling expenditures
and a corresponding increase in the size of itgéud

The next anti-fishing “Frontier”
06/24/98
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In aPlanet Watch piece in the June 15, 1998 issudt¥lE magazine, David Bjerklie identifies bottom trawliag an aquatic Armageddon,
quoting the National Audubon Society’s Carl Saffsdund bite friendly term for it - “scorched editihing.” Mr. Bjerklie’s somewhat lop-
sided coverage cries out for an attempt to pubbotrawling and related fishing activities intoeskworld perspective. This perspective is one
that he and many of the people intent on remolthegoublic view of fishing unfailingly ignore.

How much of the ocean’s bottom is impacted by travirhg?

Oceans cover about 70% of the earth’s surfacer Tinean depth is 3795 meters. Almost 90% of thedi®cean waters are deeper than
1000 meters (see table below). Because of primtdlynological limitations, bottom trawling is fall practical purposes limited to waters
that are generally much less than 1000 meters @#&bjpe not documented, probably 75% of the bottoamvting done off the East coast of the
U.S. is in waters less than 200 meters deep). Exmitom trawling were as “destructive” as Mr. Bjée and Dr. Safina would like us to be-
lieve, it doesn’t require a particularly rigorousadysis to determine that it isn’t about to turlamge part of the sea bottom into a biological
desert.

Depth Interval Atlantic Pacific Indian All Oceans
(meters)

0-200 13.30% 5.70% 4.20% 7.60%
200-1000 7.10% 3.10% 3.10% 4.30%
1000-2000 5.3 3.9 34 4.2
2000-3000 8.8 5.2 7.4 6.8
3000-4000 18.5 18.5 24 19.6
4000-5000 25.8 35.2 38.1 33
5000-6000 20.6 26.6 19.4 233
6000-7000 0.6 1.6 0.4 1.1

>7000 0.2 0.1

from Table 5 Percentage area of depth zones in the oceans (Kosinna, 1921)(from The Oceans,
Their Physics, Chemistry and Biology; H.U. Sverdrup, M.W. Johnson and R.H. Fleming; 1942;
Prenttice-Hall, Inc. )

Making some reasonable assumptions (necessitatadhronic lack of data pertaining to what reaidisnen are doing in the real ocean), we
estimate that there are 2,500 trawlers fishindgi@Atlantic EEZ (in Fisheries of the United Stat892 the National Marine Fisheries Service
reported that in 1990 there were about 7500 doctedesommercial fishing vessels from Maine to FlaridVe are assuming that 1/3 of these
are engaged in the ocean trawl fishery). If eacthe$e boats is using a net with a 100 foot opefimgfew Boeing 747-swallowing nets in

use [Link to 747 quotes] are balanced by the mutaller ones used by most trawlers), and tows taatar ten hours a day at 3 miles an hour,
and fishes for 200 days a year, in a year theeefiget will have covered about 300,000 squareswifebottom. Coincidentally, that is a rea-
sonable approximation of the area of the EEZ adfHast coast. That means that, were the fishimgteffenly distributed, each square foot of
bottom would get fished over once every year.

But fishing effort isn’t evenly distributed. Someeas are, for physical or administrative or regurhabr political reasons, beyond the reach of
the fishing fleet. In some areas, the fish jusharhere. So, in reality we have a situation whemll, localized areas - Georges Banks off
Cape Cod, for example - are, because of their aitzikty and their suitability for producing and/attracting and holding large concentrations
of marketable fish, heavily fished. Other areasfiateed lightly if at all. So in reality a smallggortion of the only 10% of the total ocean area
that could be fished by bottom trawls actuallyTisat leaves in excess of 90% of the ocean seabet inat least as far as working fishermen
are concerned - and performing all of those biaalfunctions that ocean bottoms are so importantdr. Safina’s “scorched earth fishing”
doesn’t seem a large-scale conflagration. Maybeushiiire, but read on....

Can we harvest fish and shellfish from the world’oceans without changing the ocean environment?

Of course we can. Just as we could have harvekiats@and animals from the North American continera manner that might have been
acceptable to Dr. Safina and Mr. Bjerklie. Thatsavthe Native Americans did for centuries (giveéake the odd brush fire they might have
set). If either of these “scorched earth” proposewds in charge of agricultural policy, however,weuldn’'t be supplying the protein needs
of several hundreds of millions of people todayybta million or two, but that would take an awlfatl of deer, squirrels, bunnies, roots, bark
and berries. Modern terrestrial food productiorhtedogy - we also call it farming - entails a cartamount of interference with the natural
world. Generally that interference is along thedirof clearing the land of trees and rocks and svaed other “natural” impediments, prepar-
ing and treating the soil, etc., etc., etc. (A @sxnot far removed from that of intensive trawlimgthe ocean bottom.)

This is what keeps us, a lot of us, in Big Mac#oBrand Pop Tarts - and most of the "organic" poadthat is so popular today. Would Dr.
Safina actually refer to modern agriculture as fshed earth farming” and campaign for its elimioa® Would Mr. Bjerklie carry on in TIME
magazine about it? They might respond “but themedifference.” But is there?
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Modern bottom-tending fish harvesting gear has ledémtensive use in some areas for generations.used there because it is an efficient
method of getting fish from the ocean floor to domsumer. It definitely changes the character efabttom. If it is done effectively, however,
it demonstrably doesn’t destroy the area’s capaocifyroduce the fish being harvested. That's wkeyfish, and the fishermen, keep coming
back. Of course the system can get out of balgustas - witness the Dust Bowl - agricultural eyss can. But as long as well over 90+ per-
cent of ocean bottom is undisturbed by trawling pratiucing new recruits - the fry, fingerlings Mae, eggs, cysts, etc. that are the equivalen
of seed - and as long as the mesh size of the tratslin use allows smaller fish and invertebrtigsass through, no bottom, no matter how
heavily trawled, is being turned into a lifelessptoductive “desert.”

The effect of demersal trawls on finfish assemblage
From: Ecosystem Effects of Demersal Fishing: A peenm Perspective by S.I Rogers, M.J. Kaiser argisings(in Effects of Fish-
ing Gear on the Sea Floor of New England editedebyporsey & J. Pederson, Conservation Law Fouadafi998)

Note: The following was taken from the Conservatiamv Foundation report to show that, when it coteethe impacts of bottom
tending gear, the scientific community seems teagn little other than the fact that much morekwereds to be down before any
conclusions can be drawn. While there are thogeDik Safina who believe that any disturbance ef'tratural” sea bottom should be
prohibited automatically, there is a sizeable amdving body of work describing the actual result¢hmse disturbances and, as is
shown in the following, these results aren't nemdglysdetrimental to the fish stocks.

The references to other papers have been omittgre€ of the full report (MIT Sea Grant Publicati@s+4, ISBN 1-892787-00-8)

are available from the Conservation Law Foundaio62 Summer Street, Boston, MA 02110 (phone 6 DF(E®0)

"The direct effects of trawling on target specieslear and has resulted in high levels of fisheffgrt on most of the im-
portant European stocks. The development of theyheeam trawl in the 1960s allowed the introductid a targeted flat-
fish beam trawl fishery in an area of the southorth Sea that had already experienced constaet tthwling effort for
many years previously. Another important direGafof fishing is that it has provided food fohet species in the ecosys-
tem by discarding unwanted bycatch and by kilbegthic animals in the passage of the gear.

Recent studies of long time-series of data, sokentan research vessel cruises before the firstii\ar, have revealed
patterns in fish abundance which cannot alwaysdsmeiated with the deleterious effects of commekfisizeries. One group
that is considered vulnerable to the effects ofdased fishing effort are the elasmobranchs, wigeherally have low fe-
cundity and high age and length at maturity. Howemet all species appear equally sensitive, araséhwith a relatively
low length at maturity such as the starry ray, Rigjdiata, have proved to be resilient. Survival @xments using fish by-
catch taken from beam trawls have shown mortaditgs of up to 40% for Raja neavus, compared wighdr rates of 60 to
90% for dragonet, Callionymus lyra, and for plaied dab, Limanda limanda.

In the 1960s and 1970s an increase in growth rate meported for both plaice and sole which could berelated to
changes in temperature, but which did coincide witlieases in both beam trawl effort and eutroptiaain coastal wa-
ters. There is some evidence that eutrophicaticndminanced populations of polychaetes and britdessn coastal waters,
thereby increasing the food supply for fish. Sofrth@most important consequences for the producfalemersal benthic
organisms result from the presence on the sea bé) damaged or dead organisms resulting frompghssage of the trawl
and (2) discarded target and non-target speciesdtnh). It is estimated that 475,000 mt of fisfiglpind benthic inverte-
brates are discarded in the North Sea annually s&kaand Spencer observed 35 times as many fisteggting over a re-
cently beam trawled line compared with adjacentaln&d areas, which implied that fish moved intaaaref disturbance.
Similarly, gadoids were observed to aggregate atbmewly disturbed pits in sandy sediments. Anabyfsigaice and sole
growth rate confirmed that increases for interméeliplaice size classes (15-30 cm) may have beetodueombination of
beam trawl and eutrophication effects because @ktratial overlap of these effects and of theesiize classes. Increases
in mean length at age for sole since the 1960ssigasficantly correlated with increased beam traaffiort. Although the
small mouth size of sole suggests that this spetagsnot be able to benefit directly from damagesthos, the longer term
effect of trawling would tend to encourage smadipportunistic benthic invertebrates, which formaegle part of its diet. As
the fishery operates outside the 12-mile limitseheffects would tend to benefit older individuals.

Dietary analyses of gurnards (Trigla spp.) and wigit(Merlangius merlangus) caught on recently beeawled and undis-
turbed areas also revealed that both species coaduwsignificantly greater numbers of the amphipadpalisca spinipes,
within the fished area. This amphipod constructskee that protrudes from the surface of the seg twith makes it vul-
nerable to contact with bottom fishing gear. Intiegly, gurnards normally eat large prey itemstsas shrimps, Crangon
spp., and swimming crabs, Liocarcinus spp., butgeentially selected A. spinipes when feeding withe trawl tracks.

This switch in diet implied that large numbers ofghipods were made available to predatory fish assalt of trawling.

Adult queen scallops, Aequipecten opercularis, atoogcur in the diet of whiting under normal circstances. However, the
distinctive orange gonads of these bivalves wetended in whiting stomach contents after trawlimglicating that these
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molluscs had been damaged by the trawl. Large ntsrifehe bivalve A. islandica are damaged by tragvhat times of in-
tensive otter trawling in Kiel Bay, and at theseés this species is common in the stomach of cdlj$<Gmorhua.

Similar responses to fishing disturbance were atsmrded for dab, which were attracted to animasnéged by the trawl
within 20 minutes of its passage and increasetirteet times their former abundance after 24 h. Idigdn, the diet of dab
captured in the trawled area consisted mainly ef dnal discs of the brittle star, Amphiura spp.contrast to those in adja-
cent undisturbed areas, which consumed only bistte arms."

Then there are natural bottom disturbances:

A sea surface wave with a height of ten meters gnatxcessive height in storms off our coast -Ssmstian Junger’s The Perfect Storm Link
to The Perfect Storm review) can induce a partielecity of 40 centimeters per second 100 metedeuthe surface (see the table below).
This approximates the velocity (actually 49 cm/seo)eters under a wave with a height of one mBliee six feet beneath a three foot high
wave and you'll know that a lot of water is beingwad pretty rapidly down there. A 30 foot wave tave the same effect 300 feet deep, anc
most of our bottom trawling is done on shallowettdsm. Can a trawl cause as much disturbance didktem in these shallow waters as a
run-of-the-mill Nor’easter? More importantly, isy@me comparing the impacts?

Velocity at  Velocity at Velocity at Velocity at

surface 2 meters 20 meters 100 meters
Period Length Velocity Length Height (cm/sec) (cm/sec)  (cm/sec)  (cm/sec)
(seconds) (cm/sec)  (meters) (meters)
2 312 6.2 0.25 39 5.2 0.0 0.0
4 624 25 1 79 49 0.5 0.0
10 1561 156 7 220 203 99 4.2
16 2498 396 10 197 190 143 40.6

Table 60 Velocities of water particles at different depths in surface waves of different periods, leng ths and heights
(from The Oceans, Their Physics, Chemistry and Biology; H.U. Sverdrup, M.W. Johnson and R.H. Fleming; 1942; Prenttice-
Hall, Inc. )

And hook-and-line fishing:

The anti-swordfish consuming campaign that we rggobon a few issues back [Link to FishNet on SwistdBoycott] is still hanging on. As
part of that campaign, Audubon’s Dr. Safina coniréldl an op-ed piece to the New York Times on Aptititled Fish Market Mutiny. In it he
railed against longlining (fishing in which baitbdoks on long leaders are suspended at intervéisrafreds of feet from horizontal “long
lines” designed to follow the edges of productiVistoore water masses - because that's where tharés.

We've always assumed a fish hook was a fish hodletier attached to a long line with a working fishen standing in oilskins at the end or
dragged behind a half a million dollar yacht withetired CEO in a - sort of - equivalent positiomlfy strapped into a $5,000 fighting chair
and holding a $2,000 fishing pole). They all haweilar effects on the creatures that are unfortematough to eat them. With the intention of
putting the longlining “threat” into a realistic fpective, we’ve done some hook to hook compasison

The East coast U.S. pelagic longline fleet - tHosats that fish in the EEZ off the Atlantic statestuna, swordfish, mahi mahi and shark -
numbers less than 200 vessels. They fish an avefegf# hooks each for under 100 days a year (pafsmmmunication from Blue Water

Fishermen's Association). Assuming 200 boats, H)8 dnd 600 hooks, that's 12 million hook-days (noek in the water for 1 day) a year
for an entire fleet that is being treated as tloaigge of the ocean, right in line with Dr. Safinassorched earth" bottom trawlers.

Thanks to the National Marine Fisheries Servicesigtics people [Link to NMFS Recreational Tripgcdment (Adobe Acrobat format)note:
this is a link to an Adobe Acrobat PDF file. You shihave the Acrobat Reader plug-in installed teasdt] we found that in 1995 sports an-
glers on the East coast were estimated to have sigthdly over three million trips fishing from ggrand charter boats, 18 million trips fish-
ing from shore, and 18 million trips fishing from\mte and rental boats. Assuming an average etthooks per angler (extensive personal
observation would bear this out), that's almost @ffllion hook-days. It's difficult to imagine howiany rational world one user group can be
made the target of an international campaign babkeeputable environmental organizations whentsrogroup, using the very same gear
but with a total effort an order of magnitude gezatan be ignored completely. It brings to ming plop song popular back in the Eighties
titled “Who'’s zooming who?”

What's really going on?
There are some valid questions about the possilvieommental impacts of seafood harvesting techesghat have been in use, and taken for
granted, for generations. These are being looked/én it comes to issues of ocean quality, fiskerimave been in the lead in identifying

problem areas and in coming up with solutions dmger than many of today’s environmental organiretihave been in business. If you are a
working fisherman today you realize that when ines to estuarine, coastal or ocean habitat dedgpaditisn’t your job that's at risk, it's
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your way of life. There are definitely more tharoegh real habitat-related issues of far more dicguiice than bottom trawling impacts to
keep us all busy.

So why put the “doom and gloom” machine into mofi@tause of the yet-to-be identified effects diifig techniques that have been in use
for generations - and in use, we have to emphasiza,very small part of the sea floor - and thatia all probability minimal compared to
“natural” processes like the storms that occureyear? And why proclaim that the use of a paréictdéchnology by one group is completely
unacceptable while ignoring the impacts of thatesémchnology used by a far larger group? It almmesims as if these “causes” are being
manufactured. If that's the case, we can only askav

The commercial fishing industry - target of opportunity?
07/23/98

The negative impacts - sometimes actual but maenaxaggerated - of seafood harvesting have maddarge part of the ocean dialogue
for over a decade. In recent years there have &gempts to relate virtually every out-of-the-omtiy occurrence in any body of salt or brack-
ish water to one commercial fishing activity or #rey. Every time a recreational angler needs ansxtor why, with a $50,000 outboard
motorboat and $10,000 worth of fishing poles asi-finding and navigational electronics, he diditch enough fish, he can blame com-
mercial fishing. Every time an environmental orgation needs a boost in membership, a larger fdiomgrant, a cause to flog or a "let’s

get the bad guys" sound byte, there’s commerghlrfg. And whenever anyone suggests that the BxBayers might not be getting much
return from their half a billion dollar a year irstenent in fisheries management, the response fiermainagers always seems to include shift:
ing blame to the commercial fishermen.

In the last decade various people and organizaliame become exceedingly adept at pointing outaibcgate, usually overblown, detail
what's wrong with commercial fishing. It seems tovh become an almost guaranteed way to attracténgls of funding at a time when the
quest for research dollars has become exceedinghpetitive. While it's probably not necessary tatstit here, finding - or manufacturing -
fault with commercial fishing has become a sizeatdleistry.

The commercial fishing industry - what is it good 6r?

At the same time we seem to have lost sight oétituring and ongoing contributions that workingnésmen and the results of their labors
have for generations made to our health, our ecgnoar quality of life and our coastal heritage.

»  Starting with the most obvious and stated most kipfishing provides an awful lot of high qualitygiein. As a global community
we need to efficiently harvest and distribute tha’s bounty (and, of course, other forms of prgteravoid mass starvation. That
would seem to be evident to just about anyone ittier a television and a social conscience otrdgic misfortune to have been
born in the wrong place. However, a handful of peayho are fortunate enough to be from protein-riations like the United States
have the luxury to rhapsodize about zero-impaut,dfficiency, sustainable fishing and try to impdiseir vision on the rest of the
world. Understandably, that rest of the world iscmmore interested in whichever management tecbsigull allow them to most
effectively wring the maximum amount of proteinrfidhe coastal and ocean waters they control. Uifaable as it might be in our
well-fed, home-grown ocean advocacy circles, theypably consider their practical approach to fighim be somewhat better than
starvation and somewhat easier than populatiorr@ofrom any kind of global humanitarian perspestinon-impact fishing should
probably be considered a non-starter. The ideatof@atically condemning efficient fishing technigughould be unconscionable an-
ywhere in a world in which thousands of peoplestdagving every day, yet it is in vogue in the "iganvironmental circles.

» The dietary benefits of seafood are obvious todhafais who can afford the luxury of controllingraliet. For us, seafood will keep
us alive longer. This can’t be said of any othedkbf animal protein.

» The environmental benefits of harvesting seafoothfthe wild as compared to culturing it in contedlisystems are becoming more
apparent as aquaculture production, and the sgrapplied to its impacts continues to increase dwide. Until - or if - closed sys-
tem aquaculture becomes practical on a large saajesignificant fish or shellfish farming operatiis going to come with built-in
environmental liabilities.

*  While we're saving an in-depth treatment for a fatkishNet, the cultural contributions that fishimgs made to our coastal commu-
nities are so significant (and appealing) thatigtwattractions such as San Francisco’s Fisherm&ihiarf and Monterey’s Cannery
Row strive to maintain their fishing aura even iafte largest parts of their fishing industries énavoved on. And anyone who has
spent time in coastal New England knows how pevesatbie fishing traditions and atmosphere are arat whportance they have had
in developing the character of the communitiesgeh&€he same can be said, perhaps on a lesserafcatker towns and cities up and
down both coasts.

» On arelated note, commercial fishing is the magmd in many instances the only - source of yeand employment in those
coastal communities that are otherwise dependetiteumagaries of expenditures by seasonal vacatone

» We've discussed the significant positive impactiofmestic fish and seafood production on the balaht&de in a previous FishNet.
In view of the rapid growth of our trade deficit@sesponse to the economic troubles in Asia, s€adaports are even more im-
portant today.
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* Then there are the simple contributions, usuakgnafor granted, that working fishermen make todhaelity of all our lives. What
would a trip to the New Jersey shore be withouhaet of ocean-fresh bluefish or scallops or flukgeceded, of course, by half a
dozen cherrystone clams on the half-shell? A tripaine without a steamed lobster? Boston without@of chowder and baked
scrod? Baltimore and no blue crabs? And the lissgm and on.

* While its importance has been completely ignored@tvgnvironmental community that would normallyexpected to recognize and
capitalize upon it, working fishermen provide thesnimportant link between the public and solidarcgalues. Increasingly the
oceans are viewed as some larger, slightly lestiqgiedle version of a Disneyworld or Three Flagerowherever theme park. You
splash in them, swim through them, observe othepleeexploring them, and watch trained, costumdgtdos and orcas and seals
perform in them. Located on them are an ever istnganumber of floating mega casino-resorts thagde spend a week "at sea”
without tasting salt spray or smelling salt air éinely’re where you tear about on your jet ski aftau get it off the trailer. And, of
course, they’re where you catch fish for fun.

* When was the last time anyone agonized over treedbeatural habitat in Orlando or Las Vegas? Atjuahen was the last time
anyone thought, or cared, that there was any ddtahitat left in either? When was the last time gyaw someone watching a nesting
osprey from an idling jet ski [Coincidentally, tweeeks after writing this we came across a sigmdntfof a watersports concession
in Corolla on Cape Hatteras, NC that advertiseti pitski rentals and ecotours. Perhaps a candidatee most internally incon-
sistent sign of the decade?]. But as we've seerturfately much less frequently in recent yearse-gublic responds immediately,
loudly and convincingly whenever there’s an assamithe quality of their local seafood. When iteats what’s on their table, ocean
quality issues become very significant to peoplg geiickly. Commercial fishing provides tangibleopf that our waters have a value
that far transcends their use for recreation, &itenent and transportation.

» Finally, and this is another one of those seemisglfrevident benefits that tend to be ignored, mamcial fishing docks are much
more environmentally benign than anything likelyréplace them. With the rampant development thatoastal states are afflicted
with, we don’t need any more condos, motels, golfrses, marinas, jet ski/parasail concessionsghtt lubs on our waterfronts.
Zoning or no, what are the chances that any coniaidighing dock, minus the commercial fishinggising to be transformed to a
less intensive use?

VIRUSES MAY POSE RISK TO LOCAL SHRIMP
By Jerald Horst

“At the end of July, about 90 scientists, environtaéists and shrimp industry representatives mé¢émner to discuss the risks posed to native
shrimp populations by foreign shrimp viruses. Thiéisadly viruses came to their attention when shifianms in Asia and Latin America experi-
enced high losses from infection.

These were followed by virus outbreaks on shrimpgan Texas and South Carolina that farmed norivea®acific white and blue shrimp.
About 80 percent of the shrimp consumed in theedriitates are imported; half of them are produceéhoms.

The major issue is whether importing these nonveathrimp for either aquaculture or consumptiorl gpread these viral diseases to native
Gulf of Mexico shrimp, and if they are infected aivthe effects will be.

Scientists at the workshop said viruses causingsbrmp diseases are present and will continube@resent in imported shrimp. Pathways fd
the viruses to reach wild native populations welentified as escape of non-native, infected shfiom U.S. shrimp farms; water discharge an
storm tide flooding of these farms; direct disctesdrom seafood plants that process imports; séareding at landfills containing shrimp
wastes; and the recreational use of infected Hainsp.
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Where the scientists disagreed was on the impabi®épread. Little is known about how infectiansl deadly these viruses would be on nati
shrimp in the wild. If native wild brown, pink amdhite shrimp are affected in a way similar to natime Pacific shrimp on farms, thousands of
jobs in the domestic shrimp industry could be Tqétom The Times-Picayune, New Orleans, Louisianagust 6, 1998)
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The commercial fishing industry - can we keep it asund?
It would seem there are compelling reasons for taaiimg a healthy, economically viable commercishiing industry. But are we?

This is the big question. Commercial fishing isifgcchallenges today that few people outside tdestry are aware of, challenges that are
having dramatic cumulative impacts on the smalinmsses that make up the domestic fishing industiyacts that many of these businesses
aren’t capable of absorbing. In this FishNet wahied to show you what'’s at risk. We'll be lookiagthe specific challenges and the effects
they are having - on the fishing businesses anti@eommunities they are an integral part of - dakernext several months.

The Natural Resources Defense Council - that gthapbrought us the Alar apple scare a few yeatk,ba one of the leaders in the anti-
commercial fishing movement. With their publicatidook, Line, and Sinking - the Crisis in Marine lkasies they "make their case" for
inflicting on working fishermen the equivalent bftimpacts their Alar hysteria had on the agricaltindustry. But are the conditions in
the fisheries all that bad? Following are parttittefs of NRDC publications listed on their wehbesitWhile such titles would seem to be
more appropriate to the shelves overlooking supeat@heck-out counters, they've evidently becomigegmportant in influencing pub-
lic opinion*. We’'ll leave it to our readers to jugldnow justified the levels of hysterical alarmidmy reach actually are.
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"Year of Living Dangerously.... Public Health Threktem.... Arsenic, Radioactive Radon, and Trihaltdraees in Our Drinking Wa-
ter.... Failure of the Nation’s Drinking Water SystenProtect Public Health.... Politics and Pollution Congress’ Continuing Attack
on the Environment.... Gutting Environmental Protatti.. Congress’ Assault on Clean Waters.... Are Ginildis First Victims?... Ex-
posure and Toxicity to Infants and Children.... OuBeath: Children’s Health and Air Pollution.... O@hildren at Risk:.... No Safe

Knows What You're Getting Into.... Healing the Watdr&reater Cleveland: Poison Runoff Problems...ld¢anh and Environmental
Carcinogens.... Getting the Dirt on Your Electric @amy.... Gathering Storm: Coming Environmental Battle Forests on the Line....
Flying Off Course: Environmental Impacts of Amelscairports.... Falling Trees and Fading Promises.heDirty Little Secret About
Our Drinking Water:.... Whale Sanctuary ‘In Danger’ Damage Report: Environment and the 104th Congre€sontaminated Catch:
The Public Health Threat from Toxics in Fish.... Bredaking: Premature Mortality Due to ParticulaterAollution.... Breach of Faith:
How the Contract’s Fine Print Undermines AmericRisvironmental Success."

*Surprisingly, in the titles of over 20 listed pidations dealing with nuclear power, research capoary - in various countries including
China, Iran and India - the NRDC's vocabulary ddeget much stronger than difficult or alert. Kinnfl makes you wonder who's setting
their priorities?

The fluke fiasco
10/07/98

The summer flounder, also called flukatalicthys dentatysis one of the most popular fish with both retieal anglers and seafood lovers
in the Mid-Atlantic region and southern New EnglaHiistorically the total catch of this highly desite flatfish has been about evenly divided
between the sports and commercial harvesting seaontributing hundreds of millions of dollarsthe coastal economy of the region every
year. The fishery has been the mainstay of a lpageof the party/charter boat fleet and many comsiakboats, both large and small, for gen-
erations.

Like many fish species, the numbers - and the tegedi of fluke tend to fluctuate widely. As the adHaelow shows, in the 47 years beginning
in 1950 commercial fluke landings, which averagbedu 6,200 metric tons a year for the total perfadged from a low of 1,782 tons in 1969
to a high of 17,255 tons in 1984 - a variation mfoader of magnitude. (recreational landings, whiglte only available beginning in 1981,
show the same pattern of variation.)

Annual Commercial Fluke Landings
(Metric Tons)
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Responding to what was represented by the managestablishment as an imminent collapse of theeftiocks in the early 1990s, severe
restrictions were placed on both the recreationdl@mmercial harvest. The commercial landings64a4s in 1990, bounced back up to

6291 tons in 1991 - production equal to the avetagdings for the fishery since 1950. Ignoring litve 1990 landings, the only indication of
any “collapse” of the fishery evidenced in commalrtandings would be their declining to a levelttizaalmost exactly the 48 year average.

To prevent the “imminent collapse,” restrictionsamimmercial harvesters included a small coastwmidgagimplemented on a state-by-state
basis, an increased minimum fish size and a minimatrmesh.

Each state was granted a commercial quota andutheréty to decide how to allocate it among thenpigted harvesters. New Jersey divided
the year into three seasons with a part of thewide quota available at the beginning of eachaseaad the season remaining open until all
of that part of the quota was caught. To fairlyidésthe harvest between the larger and smallestailawed to land fish in New Jersey, per-
trip catch limits, which vary from season to seaswere also established. The entire New Jerseyadoothe season which opened on Sep-
tember 1, 1998 was taken within three weeks.
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The angling measures put in place to meet targkéfinortality levels in response to the perceivesiwere both bag and size limits. Due to
an oversufficiency of the supposedly threatenedispgin 1996 the sportsfishing target quota wazeded by almost 50% and in 1997 by
about 60%. Projections are that in 1998 the tajgeta may be exceeded by 100%.

In the commercial fluke fishery....

Taking all of the restrictions on the commerciakg fishery into account, the boats are employieidnaps a quarter of the total fishing power
that was directed at fluke a decade or two agok Ban there were no limits on how many boats cpaldicipate in the fishery. They could
fish with any type of gear for up to 365 days aryeealistically, a boat could fish for fluke offdw Jersey for at least 200 days a year, depent
ing on its size) and keep any size of fish thaidte sold. At the time there was a large marketoat are now sub-legal fluke so many of
the smaller fish were kept. .

Today the New Jersey fluke boats fish less thadad@ a year, using nets with a mesh that allowsttaler fluke to escape, and the reduced
number of boats is strictly limited. Yet even wittese restrictions the much smaller fleet is ableatch half as many fish as it did in the un-
regulated fishery of years past in much less tlahthe time. Given this level of fishing successl dooking at the landings patterns, it's diffi-
cult to see the crisis that supposedly necessitateld drastic restrictions on fishing .

As a result of this management regime, what usée ta year round supply of highly desirable fluket has become sporadic and unpre-
dictable. Many dealers have been forced to swiddmported flatfish, a move that has driven dowa phice paid to our fishermen for their
fish. Fluke used to be one of the most valuableispdanded in the Mid-Atlantic. Today, thanks tmanagement system that is completely
insensitive to the realities of international seafanarketing, it doesn’t return any more to thédignen than any of the other commonly
caught species. By being restricted to catchingfish and getting lower prices for those they dtzle, the domestic fleet is suffering a “dou-
ble whammy” and they are suffering it at a time wifge ocean is arguably filled with fluke.

And the recreational....

The past several years have shown a resurgenite iecreational fluke, striped bass and weakfiefies. There hasn't been a redirecting of
angling effort to account for a greater fluke catmotably high number of large fluke have beengtd this year (see box on right) but other
sizes have also been available to anglers. Theapasble conclusion is that there are a lot of flwiaéting to be caught.

From John Geiser’s sports fishing columns in thbukg Park Press, Asbury Park, NJ

e This season is no fluke, it's one for record books"This season is going into the record books asytba of the big fluke,
and new names are being written into the annalsly 21, 1998.

» Regulations spoil solid fluke fishery- "The presence of a record number of big fluke haskeththe fact that this season
was prevented by regulation from being a greately&ar."July 24, 1998.

» Arecord fluke may still be out there- "The year of the big fluke needs only a record-kieg flatfish to make it complete."
September 15, 1998.

* Fluke approach record size- "The record-breaking fluke has not been caught +-lyg the gap is narrowing.September
22, 1998.

In spite of what seems to be compelling eviderateleast considering the catch in the commercidlsgorts fisheries - that fluke stocks have
undergone a dramatic recovery (assuming that aps®l really was imminent when the “doom and gloomathine focused on this species a
few years back), several environmental organizatltave petitioned the management establishmesate“fluke” even more severely by
completely closing the recreational fishery. Somemercial fishing organizations have also joined #ffort, but their motivation is that if
the recreational harvest continues at high levatsaverall quotas aren’t adjusted, the commeraiata will be reduced to compensate.

The question that most immediately comes to mirftiagsv much saving does the fluke fishery reallydf®elLooking at both the commercial
and the recreational fisheries, it appears aiftlare - and have been for several years - maregthough fluke to go around. In fact, knowl-
edgeable fishermen argue there are more flukeablaithan there have been for years. But in spitei® and propped up by statistical mod-
els based largely on commercial and recreatiortaha#ata that intuitively screams otherwise, figsemanagers - with reinforcements pro-
vided by the environmental community - are insigtihat the fishery has not recovered and that evar stringent restrictions are in order.
Existing restrictions are already draining manylioris of dollars from the economies of the coastales from North Carolina to Massachu-
setts. If the environmentalists are successfutéir tefforts, this will increas by millions morenA their justification is that too many fluke are
being caught. In some sort of fisheries Catchil@ fact that they're only being caught becausgteeo plentiful counts for nothing.

While at first glance this seems to be a subjegirrant only in the Mid-Atlantic, it is actually syptomatic of problems in many other U.S.
fisheries. Management decisions are increasingdgdan measures of fishing performance (cheapdr#tan direct observations of fish in
the oceans (expensive). However, fishing perforraartmth commercial and recreational - is dependemhany more factors than the condi-
tion of the stocks. The thousands of dollars weaeng in scrimping on at-sea observations araérgpstillions of dollars in lost economic
activity. This is a false economy we can't afford.
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NOTE: In spite of the controversy about the cownditdf the fluke stocks (and the millions of doll#nat depend on that condition), at the Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council meeting in BtddIphia on October 6, the National Marine Fislse8ervice wasn't willing to commit to
an immediate stock assessment, which would versilplgsbring their statistics more in line with festmen’s observations.

- The Oil Slick -

FromFish Market Mutiny on The New York Times Op-Ed Page on April 14, 1998l Safina, Director of National Audubon Socigtlyiv-
ing Oceans programwrote:"Royal Caribbean and Celebrity Cruise Lines, begugpd mariners, have announced that they will detiher
clear of swordfish....(this was written by Dr. Safina in support of tentroversial Pew Charitable Trust sponsored coesswordfish boy-
cott).

FromRoyal Caribbean fined $1 million for pollution, a Reuters article by Jim Looney posted on InfeBeaSeptember 16, 1998IAMI -

A U.S. judge Wednesday ordered Royal Caribbears€suitd, the world’s second largest cruise lingpag a $1 million fine for dumping oily
bilge waste into the ocean and lying about it, & prosecutor said.The penalty was part of a pleadin agreement reached in June that
will see the company pay a total of $9 million, Bugest pollution fines ever assessed againstugsercompany, for dumping oil into Carib-
bean and Atlantic waters, Asst. U.S. Attorney Taati$AFitzgerald said."

FromOcean Fund Awards $537,000 In New Grants press release from Royal Caribbean Cruisesdateéd Thursday October 1, 1998«
the two years since its launch, The Ocean Fundmaswdonated $1,382,000 on behalf of Royal Caribbeternational and Celebrity Cruises
to 22 organizations working to protect the marim¥ieonment....Previous recipients have included Ma&ure Conservancy, National Audu-
bon Society’diving Oceans programand EarthWatch Institute

FromRoyal Caribbean fined $8 million for oil spill - Reuters article from InfoBeat on 10/14/9&Reoyal Caribbean Cruises Ltd., the world’s
second-largest cruise line, was ordered Wednesalggy $8 million for dumping oil and lying to theSJ Coast Guard about it, the Justice
Department said. The sentencing in San Juan, Piido, was in addition to a $1 million fine levieda Miami court last month. The two
court cases were part of an overall plea bargairRmyal Caribbean that involves five years of maiigpthe line’s environmental conduct.”

Conflict of interest and fisheries management
11/07/98

During the last reauthorization of the Magnusorm€iges Conservation and Management Act a lot ehtitin was directed - particularly by
the anti-commercial fishing interests - to commarfishermen or others associated with the industrg had voting seats on the regional
management councils. According to the argumentd them, the effectiveness of the entire systemheasy severely compromised by the
conflicts of interests that this allowed. As anrexée of how “compromised” the management systemadigtis, 5 voting members out of a
total of 21 on the Mid-Atlantic Council work foretcommercial fishing industry.

However, from a commercial fishing/seafood consupsgspective, there really is a serious causedocern about financially compromised
fisheries management decision making. This revadweand the Wallop Breaux program that providedistal underpinnings of every
state’s fisheries research and management programs.

What is Wallop Breaux? As explained in the Houssdirces Committee’s Subcommittee on Fisheriese®eauson, Wildlife and Oceans’
oversight plarfFederal Aid in Sport Fish Restoration Act of 19&port Fishing and Boating Enhancement Fund oMladlop-Breaux Trust
Fund): This fund is derived from fees, taxes, amtied imposed on (recreational) fishing equipmémbn-commercial) motorboat fuel, im-
ported watercraft, and fishing tackle. The revenaiesallocated to the States, on a formula basisl are used to protect natural resources
and enhance recreational (fishing and boating) apyaties for millions of Americans. Since its iptien, more than $2 billion has been col-
lected and allocated to the Statesn’recent years this fund has provided over $38Bom annually to the various State agencies resgie
for managing fresh and salt water fish. Understhlyddese funds are dedicated to recreational bgathd fishing programs and projects, on
face value an example of users paying the feegattithg the government services in return. But isally that simple?

The Magnuson Act specifies that the heads of etatbss fisheries agencies, along with recreatiamal commercial fishing representatives,
are voting members of their region’s ManagementrCis. As the chart below shows, they make up nifiggnt voting block on each Coun-
cil. The same officials also have one-third of Woges on the Atlantic, Gulf and Pacific States MarFisheries Commissions. So far this seem
reasonable. They are representing the particulargsts of all of their State’s citizens, includihg non-fishing majority. It's to be expected
that they - and the agencies they head - do thigady, not favoring one user group over anothet abjectively considering fisheries and
habitat issues for the “greater” good. Without WplBreaux funding there would be no reason to ¢queshis.

However, the millions of Wallop Breaux dollars pusdlpnto their agencies’ budgets every year might eadl that objectivity into question.
Looking again at the Mid-Atlantic, the 7 state fisies agencies whose directors hold one thirdeftites on the regional management coun-
cil are collectively receiving over $20 million aar from recreational fishing and boating expendgun their States. In the chronically under-
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funded fisheries research/management world thi% barseen as anything other than a bureaucraticrgme. (To provide a frame of refer-
ence, there aren’t half a dozen commercial fiskdrighe Mid-Atlantic that produce $20 million a$lf a year.)

Regional Council Percentage of members who  Wallop Breaux funds
are state agency heads going to member states

New England 30% $9 million
Mid-Atlantic 33% $21 million
South Atlantic 31% $13 million
Gulf 29% $22 million
Pacific 29% $21 million
North Pacific 27% $18 million

But, we might argue, these are dedicated profealsiavho wouldn't let an issue as trivial as whératagency’s funds are coming from in-
fluence the decision-making process that they ach an influential part of. Unfortunately, it appeas if this might not be the case. Quoting
from a guest editoridReaching Out to a Non-angling Publidn the current American Fisheries Society’s jolifiaheries that was written by
Doug Alcorn of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:

“Higher rates of fishing and boating participatioomean more license sales as well and Wallop-Breaumds that support state re-
source management programs..Joe Janisch, president of the (AFS) Fisheries Athtnators Section and chief of fisheries for the
Arizona Department of Fish and Game, concursAs biologists or administrators there is ongo much we can do without cus-
tomer support. Marketing to maintain or increaseracreational market share is where our power bags! If we don’t have the
public (anglers and boaters) on our side, seeing fesues from our point of view, they will be oretbther side asking us why.”

Mr. Alcorn’s editorial certainly makes it look likeisn't - and we suspect that every State fisgkgedirector with a vote on a regional
management council is a member of the Fisheriesididirators Section of the American Fisheries Swydieat Mr. Janisch is speak-
ing for. If the “other side” Mr. Janisch refersitothe commercial fishing industry and the nonifish(and non-Wallop Breaux con-
tributing) seafood consuming public it supplies, w@uld suggest that same public might have anestén where his increased rec-
reational market share is coming from.

What could this mean outside the fisheries reséaamagement bureaucracy? The most obvious impitattoncern resource allocation de-
cisions between the commercial and recreationaldssing sectors. [Link to artificial reef sectiaor fa look at a possible "real world" example
of the results of such an allocation conflict].atetd most simply, it boils down to a simple “anrg®se in the fish available to recreational an-
glers equals an increase in the Wallop Breaux favddable to the State fisheries agencies.”

With millions of Wallop Breaux dollars already pag into the various State’s fisheries agencieswitid so many of our fisheries reportedly
overfished, would any rational management systemt were funds to support even more fishing? In 8uif Future Sport Fish Restoration
Fund Needs, 1993-2003 (completed by the Internatidasociation of Fish and Wildlife Agencies foeth.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
the American League of Anglers and Boaters) thes Efportionment of (Wallop Breaux) Sportfish Restimn Funds to all States was report-
ed as $197,136,893. The results of a state-by-stmtey indicated that, to meet the collectiveesta¢xpectations, the fund would have to pro-
vide $470,365,820 a year in the year 2003. The AraeiFisheries Society’s comment: “In order to amnt to provide excellent recreational
opportunities through the conservation of our mésigport fisheries and access to boating faalitieis need must be met.” [Link to AFS Wal-
lop Breaux Future Needs page link to the AFS "Futdeeds" page]

FromRestoring Our Nation’s Sport FisheriesBy D. Crandall and V. Floyd (the American Leagdiéaglers and Boaterssome-
time this year, Congress is expected to revisitdimades-old Sport Fish Restoration Act, also knasvthe Aquatic Resources Trust
Fund, when legislators deliberate reauthorizing #tlecation of motorboat and small engines gasttarsferred annually from the
Highway Trust Fund. The gas tax portion of the $ptsh Restoration (SFR) program netted $245 miliio 1996....Overall, this im-
portant aquatic resources program, paid for by amgland boaters from taxes on fishing gear and lfwelt generates more than
$350 million annually, making it a financial backte indeed lifeline, for state fisheries.”

While the American Fisheries Society - an orgamizethat is consistently outspoken in condemningueercial fishing practices - has taken a
commendable position on Wallop Breaux funded figsetconservation” efforts, at the same time itrse¢o ignore the fact that tens of mil-
lions of Wallop Breaux dollars are being used wéase recreational fishing and boating accessréloty to a press release provided on the
American Fisheries Society’s web sitwallop Breaux program partners accomplished thikofwing between 1986 and 1993: 1,600 new pub-
lic boat launching ramps and related facilities Ibu®,700 public boat ramps improved; 600 roadslbia provide access to public waters;
1,500 new fishing access sites developed; andast lE/0 properties and over 50,000 acres acquiodichprove access to public waterslt’s

a little difficult to reconcile the Fisheries Sagis zealous pro-conservation posture (exclusifetyised on commercial fishing, of course)
with its pep rally enthusiasm for projects that@mage ever higher levels of recreational boatimg)feshing. As far as we know neither of
these conserve anything but the level of WallopaBrefunding going to Society members. But, in spftéhe seeming contradictions and as-
suming that the Society’s institutional heart ialiein the proper pro-conservation place, one tjaestill remainsWhere are the fish com-
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ing from to support this increased level of recreabnal angling, to entice more and more people to spd more and more money to
catch more and more fish?

We hope they aren’t coming from U.S. consumersetuced commercial allocations but we'd be surpritthey weren’t. The fisheries
management establishment has much to gain anchgdihiose by increasing allocations to the re@veat anglers whose leisure-time ex-
penditures support it. Is such an arrangement adedar meeting the needs of the non-fishing sehtmmsumers and equitably allocating fish
between competing recreational and commercial @sers

Note: Over the years we've been fortunate to knodnaork with many professional fisheries managers @ur intentions here aren't to ques-
tion their or any of their colleague’s individudjectivity or integrity. Our concerns rest entir@hth the bureaucratic system they are a part
of.

Artificial Reefs - more fish for the anglers and moe dollars for the managers, but who's watching oufor the consumers?
(or the environment?)

Artificial reef remnants on a Pine Knoll Shores, N€ach
after hurricane Bonnie (Philadelphia Inquirer Auge@, 1998)

The New Jersey Artificial Reef Program

"Since the inception of the State's Reef Progra®Bd, 1,015 patch reefs have been built on Negedés network of 14 ocean reef
sites. A patch reef is a one-half to several aeef created by sinking a ship or placing a bargadiof other material on the sea
floor. In 1996, 107 patch reefs were constructethding the total to over 1,000 for the 13 year jead.....Recognizing that reefs in
the mid-section of the state are outside the rasfgdemolition contractors, we have targeted théss $or ballasted tire units, army
tanks and small vessels."

Another aspect of the management establishmeatgetrdous reliance on Wallop Breaux funding andattemndant emphasis on increasing
recreational fishing and boating expenditures lagesb-called "artificial reef" programs. Thesegueans, most of which could just as accu-
rately be termed "dump it in the ocean" programasehbeen enthusiastically embraced by many coststi@'s fisheries agencies - including
New Jersey's.

In these programs large amounts of refuse - hcgtlhyiold tires and construction rubble, more relyaweaponry no longer needed by the Pen-
tagon - are disposed of on designated areas ohdmmtom to attract fish (and to increase Wallopdix taxable expenditures). Unfortunately
- at least for consumers - these "reefs" attratt tiirough several different biological mechanisit'sgenerally agreed that, while they in-
crease overall fish production by adding more sslilstrate, they also attract fish from surroundeej-less areas. Closing off the area
around the reef to commercial harvesting doessitmee just the "extra" fish that the reef prodUdcesecreational anglers, it is also removing
fish from the areas that remain open to commehaalesters and reserving them for the recreatamglers as well. The commercial fisher-
men lose not only the ability to fish on the aréaroductive bottom surrounding the reef, they dts® many of the fish from the areas that
remain open to commercial harvesting. The prognaragide more fish for the recreational anglers, enéfallop Breaux funds for the fisher-
ies managers, and less fish for the non-fishindipub

- The Oil Slick -
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From the National Marine Manufacturers Associati@bsite’sFrequently Asked Questions About Recreational Boatig And Water

Quality: “The scientific data clearly indicates that althdug0-to-25 percent of the fuel consumed by an @utbbypasses the combustion
process and exits the exhaust, only a fraction gaesthe water.”Considering the hundreds of millions of gallongual used annually by
recreational boaters and fishermen, that “fractigigbably represents a whole lot of gasoline, od additives. But in spite of that, in 20 years
no serious research has been done on either vdtdtaltion is, what it does, or what the combuspooducts of those same outboards are or
do. More Wallop Breaux influence?

The new conservationists
02/09/99

"Conservation" is the controlled use and systematic protectionabiiral resources

At the end of the 19th and into the early 20th gges people of the stature of John Muir, Aldo Leldpand Henry Beston were redefining the
word "conservation" and establishing a new, artti@time revolutionary, way of thinking about hurkiewa and our relationship to the natural
world. In reading Leopold’& Sand County Almanag Beston’sThe Outtermost Houseor in contemplating the thousands of square nofes
wilderness that are an important part of our hgéttnanks to Muir's unique vision, it is impossibbeimagine people with lives more in tune
with the natural world.

Anyone recently involved in fisheries issues céelp knowing that the torch they lit has supposddign passed down to modern self-
described "conservationists" who only a few yegs &ere just people whose hobby was catching fishhmse businesses involved catering
to those hobbyists. Today these people, who wallidew Conservationists, band together in "conson” organizations and actively - and
sometimes successfully - pursue political agendeéensibly based on the proud legacy of those menommated the conservation movement.
But let’s take a look at how in tune these New @owationists might be with the conservation ethet tMuir and Beston and Leopold so suc-
cessfully established.

For a fictional journey into the psyche of a my#iiblew Conservationist, we refer you to Rocky Salisitletter on striped bass which is down
below. Rocky's attitude, which we have unfortunafelind isn't all that fictional, provides the k&fir a coming FishNet that will explore
New Economics, a discipline that appears to hasreear concurrently with New Conservation.

A note for the sensitive: Several people - we waddume New Conservationists - who stumbled uperdtter took such offense at it that
they directed the attention of various electedcadfs and fisheries managers to it to share thdiage. Needless to say, for anyone so inclinec
we encourage such referrals. Probably as needlésaly of those who were referred to the letteared any outrage, as yet we haven't heard
about it.

One of the easiest ways to recognize a New Corsenist is to identify the vehicle he or she isvitiy. The sport utility vehicle is the New
Conservationist’'s hands down favorite. The four glttgive pickup truck is a close second. Whichetierchoice, it will probably be fes-
tooned with racks to proudly display fishing potesl ice chests. If a vehicle weighs several thailsaif pounds more than it has to, if it gets
less than half the gas mileage that it could, lifais four wheel drive, big knobby tires with raisettiering, and a trailer hitch on the back,
there’s a good chance there’s someone driving Wwimis of himself as a conservationist. If the trackSUV is parked in a garage, driveway
or parking lot located on what used to be a satshar other coastal wetland, the chances are gneater.

Where this sport utility vehicle or other vehiculehemoth is being driven is another indicatiomwbéther a New Conservationist is the own-
er. If it's up and down the beach - something thatild undoubtedly make Henry Beston throw up hisdsan bewilderment but seems to be
the primary activity of many of the New Conservatsis - or to the closest marina or boat launchaémp, you can be almost totally assured
that the driver and passengers are basking inlthve @f the conservationist’s torch. And baskingnnilti-speakered, air conditioned comfort at
ten or fifteen miles per gallon.

When reaching the marina or launching ramp, whatirsboat-based New Conservationist most likelggd® Probably climb into a fiberglass
craft that might well last until the next ice ageank up the one or two - or more, if we can atyuztlieve what we see in boating magazines -
100+ horsepower outboard motors, and go roaringtodD mph in pursuit of the "fish of the day,"Jaay behind a remembrance of his pass-
ing in the form of a petrochemical slick on the eradnd a cloud of haze in the air. Meanwhile, backhe beach his land-based compatriot is
cruising up and down the strand in his quest fdr,fturning areas that were once the exclusive doafaand pipers, piping plovers, frisbee
tossers, sun bathers and nesting turtles intoveestepeed version of the freeways back home.

Up until now it might be somewhat difficult to undtand how these supposed disciples of Muir, BeatmwhLeopold think they are carrying
on the conservationist tradition. But, on the fighgrounds once they've caught and killed all ieke they want to take home to either eat or
hang on the wall as "trophies," they stop throwtmgjr catch into their buckets or coolers and bggacticing what's known as "catch and
release." Catch and release is a process invohooging a fish, allowing it to struggle at the esfdhe line until exhausted enough to be
reeled in, taking it off the hook and putting ittkan the water, supposedly to live to "fight aretklay.” This is done until they've fully satis-
fied their urge to fish or the fish stop coopergtamd is the primary way the New Conservationisitsktthey conserve. (We must note here

54



that catching and releasing isn’t inflicted onlytbwe fish the anglers don’t want to eat or to hangheir walls. Fish are also caught and re-
leased because they are too large, too small,f@gason or of the wrong species to be legally.kept

"Over 75 per cent of small snapper caught during\NSisheries 'angling trials' survived in the lorgm” (Fishing for the Future -
Catch and Release Fishing Fishnote DF/27, W. Taltethnical Officer S. Battaglene, Biologist, Bxesh Water Fish Culture Re-
search Station, Port Stephens, New South Wales)

"Bait caught fish typically suffer a much higherokong mortality than fish caught on flies and lurés least 1 out of 3 fish caught
with bait will die after release. Over 60% of ddegoked fish die....When fishing deep water (deeper 30 feet) most fish caught
cannot be released with any assurance that thdyswilive....Fish that are already stressed by warmtewtemperatures or low dis-
solved oxygen conditions cannot handle the addedssof being caught and most likely will not suevafter being released(Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources - Catch & releasghiing information and techniques) Link to Staté&Jtdh Catch and Release page

"Catch-and-release ideologies aside, one camp ragisthat the well-intended effort may serve sgampose. The large specks
(speckled sea trout) more than 25 or 26 inches kamnot handle the stress created by catch-andaseleMost die within days, even
hours, of being turned free. Or, so the detractdasm....We've consistently had survival rates op&@ent on 'school trout' caught
on rod and reel and maintained for research purgoserhe survival rate following catch-and-releasétafphy class” trout remains
unconfirmed; however, the biologists do have opisibased on their work with coastal finfish. Thegatude that, under proper cir-
cumstances, big trout have at least a 50 or 60gr@rchance of survival(Joe Doggett - Saltwater Action column - Texa$hFied
Game magazine) Link to Texas Fishing page

"PHYSIOLOGICALLY SPEAKING - According to Dr. Bobirieet of the University of Georgia, the stress thist exhibit after being
caught is caused when hormones, known as catech@arand corticosteroids, are generated in the'sislody. They dramatically
increase blood flow in the gills and muscles, inabaing the fish's blood electrolytes and buildinmglactic acid in the blood. If the
blood becomes too acidic, osmotic shock can seapidly killing the fish. Even if osmotic shockeda't kill the fish, its immune sys-
tem can shut down from the stress, resulting irfifies death from disease days latéBill Byrd - Catch and release that works - Fly
Fish America) Link to Fly Fish America Catch andése page

"BUT, IS CATCH AND RELEASE THE ONLY ANSWER? Whaitamgling ethics? Is it ethical for a skilled degto catch and re-
lease thirty, forty, fifty fish or more in a singlay? I've done that myself and I'm not proud.ofdday, | know that delayed mortality
probably resulted in the death of many of thode #sdead fish is a wasted resource and perhapfigheand we would be better off
if we caught a limit of eaters and went hom@06ny Dean - South Dakota Outdoors- Is It TimeTeake Stock?) Link to South Dako-
ta Walleye fishing page.

Unfortunately, many of the fish caught and reledsgtilew Conservationists - or by anyone else,Hat matter - don't live long enough to
fight on that other day. Research indicates tregmificant percentage of released fish don’t stgthis kind of conservation, in short order
becoming crab, shark or seagull food. While the NBamservationists consider any fish not remainiellybup at release a healthy and happy
survivor, this isn’'t necessarily so. Delayed caold release mortality, which can reach 20 or 26y has real conservationists rightfully
concerned.

Catching and releasing is one of two activitieg thstinguishes New Conservationists. The othecaafrse, is condemning commercial fish-
ermen at every opportunity for catching and keepiagd providing to consumers - those same fistNing Conservationists want for them-
selves. Try as they might to cloak it in self-rightis rhetoric, the New Conservationist’s brandotdthe someone else, I'm not the problem"
conservation is nothing like the real thing. Bugytlve found that it's too hard to look in the mirrathose big SUVs and fancy boats must be
tremendously appealing to them - and easy to fgofimger at the other guy. The first "other guyaisommercial fisherman but behind him
are millions of seafood consumers.

CONSERVATION QUESTION: Is it better to catch andegewo or three fish for personal consumption themome and wax the SUV, or to
catch and release twenty or more, knowing thagjeifsant proportion aren’t going to "live to fighanother day?

Please Note: We know some recreational anglersardas concerned with the “footprints” they theneseleave in the natural world as those
that are left by others. True conservationistsy tire environmentally aware and responsible and lilies reflect it. These comments aren’t
directed at them. Their houses are in order angdhen’t built of glass.

And on fishing vessel safety
The tragic loss of ten crew members of four ocdamming vessels that sank in a two week periodrivaged attention on the issue of safety
in the commercial fishing fleet. Both the U.S. Qo@siard and the National Transportation Safety B@eae investigating these losses, the first

in the clamming fleet since 1992.

Without question, commercial fishing is a dangerprgfession. The ocean can be a sometimes inhblpaad occasionally dangerous work-
place and the periods of inhospitality or dangendralways predictable. Stringent federal safetyuirements recognize and all the people
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who work on commercial fishing boats realize tilke Commercial Fishing Vessel Safety Act of 1988E€FR28 - that established industry
safety standards is described in the box below.

As they do in every workplace, accidents happenammercial fishing boats. When these accidentsérappsea, and when the forces of
nature are stacked against the vessel, the resuitbe tragic.

THE US COAST GUARD ON THE COMMERCIAL FISHING INDUSRY VESSEL SAFETY ACT OF 1988

"According to the National Research Council, thehiing industry is the most hazardous in the Un8tates. Fatality rates for com-
mercial fishers are significantly higher than arther industry. The commercial fishing industry coisgs about 50 percent of the
employment in the entire maritime industry. Of14@,000 commercial vessels regulated by the Coaatd; more than 80 percent
are fishing vessels.

To address and correct the unacceptable safetydre€ohe commercial fishing industry, Congressseadsthe Commercial Fishing
Industry Vessel Safety Act of 1988. In response,Gloast Guard developed regulations which toolceife1991. The regulations
require vessels to carry safety equipment, inclydifiesaving equipment, survival craft, communioat equipment, distress signals,
Emergency Position Indicating Radio Beacons, fitinguishers, emergency alarms and bilge pumps néleregulations also de-
veloped guidelines for watertight integrity andodlisy.

The act established a Commercial Fishing Industgsél Advisory Committee made up of fishers, masafety and insurance rep-
resentatives and safety equipment vendors. The dat@enmeets annually and provides the Coast Guahdrecommendations on
safety and equipment items. The committee playartip the development of realistic regulationsisThas fostered greater industry
acceptance of the requirements. The core progranméscost, no-fault, voluntary dockside safetyneixeation program. Fishers can
request a Coast Guard vessel examination to etfseydhave the proper types and quantities of sgfedy. This is non-adversarial,
and the examinations are used as an educationahtowell as a means to encourage future comgianc

The voluntary exams are complemented by the Coaatd® at-sea law enforcement program. Criticadtyatems are checked at sea
during fisheries law enforcement boardings. Citatiare issued for safety deficiencies, and, in mermus cases, vessels may be or-
dered back to port. The Coast Guard’s successdasheasured by the steady reduction of commdisiiehg deaths since 1992.
The combination of regulations, industry awarersgss participation is helping make a dangerous catoip safer.”

(from "Protecting America’s Fisheries" by LT JoharGfalo in the May, 1998 issue of Coast Guard)

The Flopping Flounder Fishing Club*

.. —_

Fish For (us conservationists) Tomorrow, Never foanyone else
Belhaven, NJ
06/08/98

Dear Senator (or Assemblyman or Assemblywoman)

| am writing to you about the Bill recently introcked by Assemblymen Asselta and Impreveduto thdt \wadunetters catch and just about
anybody eat striped bass in New Jersey. | and plbuddies down at the Flopping Flounder FishinglCtppose this. | know that the netters
are saying that this is legislation for New Jerseypsumers and doesn’'t have much to do with fishiaglet me set the record straight. The
netters are using this as a foot in the door. Tothey want to be allowed to keep a small part efdbmmercial striped bass quota that the
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission hasadly allocated to them. Tomorrow they’ll want mened we know those industrial,
search and destroy, converted aircraft carrier anttlear submarine, foreign owned factory trawleetss that they’re in cahoots with are
anchored just over the horizon, just waiting to gebur New Jersey stripers.

56



I'm a committed conservationist (I used to be arghisherman, but if we don’t call ourselves thatane will think we kill as many fish as we
do) and am a proud, card carry-ing member of thgliag fraternity. We've shown time and again wigal, scientific studies that we've paid
good money for that we contribute more to New Jesseconomy every year than just about anybody Alseroof, let me share with you my
sportsfishing....oops, | mean my conservation expaedi for last year alone (I've been keeping cdrefaords since | caught my first striper
back in ‘91):

Item Amount

Car payment (Chevy Suburban)

Gas

Car maintenance/upkeep

Bait

BoxLunches

Beverages

Airfare/motel

Emergency roomvisit (hook ren

Follow-up care

Physical therapy (14 sessions
Marriage counselling ((28 sess

Explanation
If I didn’t need this a dozen times a year to daweund on the sand,
$6,000.89 payments would be much less
$2,000.00 2,000 miles/month @ 10 mpg
Boy, that sand and salt water really tears ughallfour wheel drive
$6,500.6@chanical stuff
$50.00 Those menhaden netters are really gouging us
$37.00
$1,200.CO
My cousin, his wife and three kids flew in from tbeast in August for
$4,500 our Aunt Harriet's 3rd wedding. | took him fishimmace while they wer
here.
My wife got too near a back cast on one of oust(ithought by this
$350.00 time she'd know better!)
Who would have thought a little bit of menhadentloat small a hook
$150.0could cause a serious infection?
Her hand’s almost as good as new, and you carndihaotice the
$1,050.00 scars.
$2,800.00 But she’s lost her sense of humor conlglete

What with being laid off and the expense of the §ibgl therapy, whic
we’'re finally done with, and counseling (still gagin | didn't feel right
Fishing tackle $2,500.0pending more.
Total $27,137.00

If you'd like to check any of these numbers, Eidiad to put you in touch with my Chevy dealer hisdnechanic (if you want to know how
important fishin....er, conservation is to the ecoppask them how they’'d like me to go back to dgiarfour cylinder, 32 mpg Saturn), our
marriage counselor, the physical therapist or mit Bhop.

And last year, because there wasn'’t any striped loasching - or eating - allowed in New Jerseydoyone but us sportsfis....darn, sorry
again, conservationists, | caught 14 keepers tbie¢d 87 pounds. That's almost $300 a pound -latidn’t even count the cost of the Boe-
ing 747 that Vinnie and his family flew in on oatffine for the Piping Plover nesting incident dotlere on the beach. (I've gotta be honest
here and tell you that my beverage expendituresytsar won’t be anywhere near as much. Since tbieleat, the only way my wife will get
into the Suburban is if she checks the coolerstaadnly thing she sees is Diet Coke.)

The netters want 200,000 pounds of our striped.basthe $300 I've shown you we spend on everygofistripers we catch, giving them
those fish will cost the New Jersey economy $dibmiiollars - just because they weren't caught @aten by us conservationists (nailed it
that time!). All they’ll do is sell those fish tegtaurants and fish stores where just about anyloodyd eat them. Is that right? | mean, whose
ocean is it, anyway?

The way me and the guys at the Flopping Floundsr feese are our striped bass and no one elsa&.the other night we sat down and fig-
ured out that in the last ten years we spent d wfitd3 years fishing for other species, just teegihe stripers a chance to come back. Believe
me, you're talking serious sacrifice here. Did yeuer have to catch a bluefish when what you resdgted was to sink your hooks - then your
teeth - into a striper? No joke, we actually didttmore than once. Those seven million plus citizérNew Jersey who can’t be bothered or
can't afford to catch them for themselves haveego#iong without our striped bass for years andgatdy most of them don’t even miss them
anymore. Besides, the restaurants and seafood tsacke always sell those farmed striped bass/peytiid things - they’re almost as good,
I've been told (of course, | don’t know that forestbecause me and the other Flopping Floundersaaneng the few people who're allowed to
eat real striped bass fresh out of the water harléw Jersey - and, right or wrong, we're goingltowhatever we have to do and say what-
ever we have to say to keep it that way!)

Remember, netters are only killing fish for foogt, &very fish us conservationists kill might hagerba trophy!lt's about time you guys in
Trenton got your priorities right. Are you thererepresent everybody in New Jersey, those seven aall million people who don’t know
one end of a fishing pole from another, or are ffwere to represent us sportsf...er, conservatiomiststo make sure that no one else ever
gets to eat one of our striped bass? There areftt af us conservationists (bingo...twice in one!jjdyut we sure can yell loud - and when’s
the last time you saw someone yelling at a waitexr New Jersey restaurant because he couldn't matod our stripers? Down at the Flop-
ping Flounder we say anybody that feels that waygmto a restaurant in some other state.

Let them eat cake - or orange roughy,
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"Rocky" Saxatalis

el

Sergeant at Arms B
The Flopping Flounders

p.s. If you and your buddies over there in Trerdorihe right thing and shoot this Bill down, us fsjding Flounders will be glad to send an
ocean-fresh striper in your direction. It'll makenaeal you'll never forget - and if we get our wtly be the only one you'll ever legally taste
in New Jersey unless you catch it yourself.

* Note: This fictional letter was created to emphasithrough exaggeration - how unsupportable wesfgme of the arguments are
that are being used to justify a continued barhencbnsumption of striped bass by New Jersey'dishimg citizens. There is no
Flopping Flounder Fishing Club, "Rocky" Saxatatisiot a real person, his wife has neither a scédmaed nor physical therapy bills,
and some Chevy Suburbans might get more than 10 @yrgntention wasn't - and still isn't - to oftethe many responsible recrea-
tional fishermen who are committed to a future witfalthy fisheries. For those who truly find oueatpt at humor offensive, we of-
fer our most sincere sympathylever say a humorous thing to a man who does osggss humour. He will always use it in evidence
against you." (Sir Herbert Beerbohm Tree).

Anatomy of an anti-fishing campaign
05/08/99

In their latest assault, the anti-commercial fighimterests are attempting to equate the use tdrbbetending trawls and dredges to the sup-
posed environmental catastrophe called timber -@deting (actually an environmentally sound forgs&chnique when properly used but one
that has been “demonized” by anti-logging actiyistéirough the clever use of words and statistlesy are trying to make it appear as if fish-
ing techniques which have been in use for generaiwe turning huge areas of sea floor into bickalgiesert, lifeless areas presaging the enc
of biological diversity in the world’s oceans. Like many of the anti-fishing arguments that aredpeirculated, however, these are based on
misinterpretations and distortions of the most neea scientific observations.

Two marine researchers supported by the same Pavitétile Trusts program that seems determinedttthpuEast coast swordfish fleet out
of business kicked off the most recent anti-fishingkus in an article published in the December8li83ue ofConservation Biology In Dis-
turbance of the Seabed by Mobile Fishing Gear: A Quparison to Forest Clearcutting Elliot Norse and Les Watling go through a series
of exercises to conclude that trawling and dredimgommercial fishing boats fan activity that each year disturbs an area of ked as
large as Brazil, the Congo and India combined.Tken in a fund-raising letter for the American @ee Campaign Ted Danson, the model
turned actor most widely known for his bartendée in the series Cheers, stateach year the number of forests clearcut (thasisipped
bare of trees) equals an area the size of the stiabediana. By comparison, the annual wordwidentiag of seabeds takes place over an area
greater than the U.S. and Mexico combined. Thatsenthan 100 times the size of forests clearchktending this geographic theme farther,
in draft Federal legislation being discussed in Kifagton is“the practice and technology of bottom trawling amse of other mobile fishing
gear on the seabed has increased to the pointatharea of seabed twice the size of the contiglimited States (6 million square miles) is
affected by these practices each yedWhile there is some apparent disagreement as ichvebmparisons are most appropriate, the point
seems to be that fishing affects an area of ocederge as several medium-sized land masses.

(Note - Norse's and Watling's "estimate" equalsibam square miles, Mr. Danson's is "greater thantillion square miles, and Washington's
is 6 million square miles. We might have the stdirin anti-fishing benchmark to rival the "nets bigpugh to swallow a 747" mantra that was
so widely used by the antis a while back. Mighs tihidicate that the anti-fishing activist's possEsse kind of equivalent of schooling behav-
ior?)

Fun with numbers

In each of these examples, some statistics werarapily manipulated to force seemingly startlingaasions regarding the extent of mobile
fishing gear use. But how valid are such exercites® apply the same techniques to what might beee familiar situation.

NOTE: There are without question areas of the ke that should be made off-limits to all typesaothropogenic disturbances —
including trawling and dredging. We aren't dispgithat here. Any responsible member of the comaidishing industry would
support such a concept if it were based on sciealti supportable, objectively determined criteridnfortunately, the anti-fishing
agenda is focused solely on closing off large afascean bottom to only two specific types offfiglyear, ignoring all other im-
pacts and based only on the fact that these g@astghange the character of some types of bottonmemities.

Starting a little closer to home — and the famiiare applied the methodology used by Norse andifgah their paper to determine the
threat of damage to wildlife habitat that motorizesthicles pose in New Jersey. There were 4.3 milliars, trucks and busses registered in
New Jersey in 1997. We assume that the averagedae width of these vehicles is one foot (attiéas tires on each side, each tire at least 6
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inches wide), and that each vehicle is driven @tl®,000 miles each year. Using these consenfigives and some reasonably simple math-
ematical manipulations, it's easy to “prove” thag tire treads of New Jersey's fleet of motor vigsicould crush every square inch of New
Jersey’'s 7,500 square miles of land area at |&stithes every year. In total, almost 5 million agumiles of terrestrial habitat could be flat-
tened into unrecognizability by New Jersey’s veldctraffic annually, almost twice the total langa of the contiguous 48 United States (or
over one hundred and fifty times the size of faettarcut).

But a reader familiar with driving patterns in tHeS. might well argue that this is misleading. fite of all the SUV commercials which
would lead us to think otherwise, New Jersey'siilion vehicles do virtually all of their drivingn highways or in mall parking lots. That
traffic isn’t evenly distributed over all of Newr3dey's real estate.

Unfortunately, few of us are as sophisticated affishing patterns as we are about driving pattéivisen a commercial fishing boat leaves the
dock at the beginning of a trip it's captain doéstért aimlessly or randomly towing a trawl ordiye across the ocean bottom. He heads for
where the fish are — and that's generally wherdfitiehave been since there have been commerstariinen. Year after year, decade after
decade and generation after generation particuasaon the sea floor have come to be known abtelfproducers” of particular species
during particular seasons — and every year thetiskn return to these areas and use the samedfypresls and dredges to harvest those
fish. Norse and Watling even report that some anéasa floor actually...can be trawled an astounding 40,000% annualytiile other are-

as - usually where the fish aren’t - might be filoaly once every several years, if at all. Thisamgethat, like the effects of vehicular traffic in
New Jersey, fishing effects aren’t close to beimgndy distributed. Cars and trucks go where thecmete and blacktop are and fishing boats
go where the fish are.

The actual extent of the “problem”

Our traffic example sounds much more compellingmive project the effects to seemingly huge areatsinbactuality the effects are (rela-
tively) minimal because they are focused on areaisdan resist those effects. In the same maneeftbcts of trawls and dredges aren’t
spread out over an area seven times the size dfaliasbut are concentrated in limited areas kizate been proven to consistently produce
fish. Likewise, this would seem to argue that tfieats of the gear were minimal (if not, the fisbwld probably not still be hanging around).
However, the real picture having neither the retpidramatic impact nor the proper anti-fishingnsppét’s bring in the land masses and clear-
cutting analogy.

How much of New Jersey’s wildlife is being destrdy®y vehicular traffic each year? Certainly too muaut by no stretch of the imagination
is the Garden State being turned into a biologiealert by the "pulling, ripping and crushing” (Manson’s words used to indict trawling and
dredging) of the tires of over four million motoghicles. By the same token, no matter how the digare presented, and no matter how sig-
nificant the local effects, fishing is concentratedonly limited areas of the ocean bottom. Ananeahat confoundingly for the antis, these
areas continue to produce fish.

How much of the ocean’s bottom is really fishable?

According to Watling and Norspeople trawl almost anywhere they want, and th@&@sequivalent of ancient forests are becomingleatt
pastures....” This is not quite the case. More than 80% oftthal area of the world’s oceans is more than & aélep, and this is a depth that
is well beyond the reach of the vast majority ofdmim fishing vessels. Of the remaining 20%, mudhascessible because of geographic,
political or economic considerations and some bsedthas been claimed by fixed-gear fishermen I&\the image of threatened “ancient
forests” is another compelling one, it would appéat whatever the ocean-equivalents of thesetoreght be, in the greatest part of the
world’s oceans they would be safe from the suppoaeages of today’s commercial fishing fleets.

Note: It's generally agreed that the surge genatdte storm waves regularly affects the sea-fload the bottom communities there,
to depths of several hundreds of feet. In suchsareand Georges Bank is a prime example, expost thull fury of the Nor' easters
that routinely pummel the New England coast evesy y the effects of bottom-tending fishing gealefy comparison.

The Clear-cutting analogy

More supposed fuel for the anti-commercial fishiing is the idea that fishing with trawls and dredghanges the bottom, and that such
changes are not acceptable. While the clear-cudtivadpgy (as clear-cutting is popularly perceiveetyves this argument well, it certainly isn’t
the most accurate. While to the knowledgeable trutiful — it is obviously not, clear-cutting isgposedly a one-shot harvest of all of the
useable timber in an area, tearing up the terdastroying all the non-useable trees and leavihinblea biological wasteland with no provi-
sions for or thought of future logging or any othatural or unnatural use. It would seem, partityia the face of inarguable proof that areas
of the ocean bottom have been trawled and dredgegeherations and have produced fish continuotishy,these fishing techniques are
much closer to agriculture than to clear-cuttinge Tishing grounds aren’t cropped once and abarmtdkfeer harvesting, the fishing grounds
aren't left in a condition that would prevent thénmm being harvested again for decades. And trseegidence that the changes brought abou
by trawling or dredging will in some instances athyiincrease the production of the species beargdsted. The dramatic impact and the
anti-fishing appeal of the clear-cutting comparisonbvious. The accuracy, however, in the supposedcts of both is seriously lacking.
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The agricultural analogy is much more troublinghe anti-fishing forces. The idea of continuoudigdgucing a food crop from an area of
ocean bottom — even accepting the fact that hangetitat crop might be altering the bottom — wocddtainly seem to be more acceptable to
the public than “clear-cutting” the bottom, and sessful PR campaigns aren’t built around attackicgeptable practices.

Of dogfish and overfishing and productive capacity
06/20/99

Out of the many thousands of species of fish aedifidh found in the coastal and offshore watefstoé mid-Atlantic and New England, per-
haps three or four dozen are primary targets ofnserial and recreational fishermen. Of these, peslaathird occupy what biologists would
consider similar niches. Simply stated, this mahose species inhabit the same general areas dapprgxinately the same seasons and feed
on the same or similar organisms. These specidd bewonsidered to be in competition with eaclentin competition for food and in com-
petition for space.

One of the few more-or-less stable characteristi@sgiven area of ocean or estuary is its prodaatapacity; that is, its ability to produce a
given mass of plants and animals. This productamacity is determined by the amount of sunlighte-ultimate energy source for most of the
world’s oceans - incident on the water surfacetaechutrients available in the water column (oually, the maximum availability of which-
ever nutrients are most limiting). Obviously - bagrminor fluctuations due to weather/climate - #mount of sunlight remains constant. So if
we assume constancy in the nutrient input (equddisiously, not always a given), the amount of pkamd animal material produced by a par-
ticular area of ocean is going to remain aboutstmae from year to year. But the form that produnctidll take - the species and size composi-
tion - can and does vary significantly.

With those species that occupy the same or simitdres, it's safe to say that there’s some intergkability between species, but the total
production of all of them from a given area will &igout the same year after year.

The case with dogfish

Not too many years ago dogfish were considerechdeutilized species. This meant there were afltdtem in the U.S. Exclusive Economic
Zone, there was very little fishing pressure omthand there were existing or developable marlatthem. Realizing this, and realizing as
well that there was too much fishing pressure onyd the traditional species in the same areathefMid-Atlantic and New England states,
the federal government started to encourage theebaand sale of dogfish. Incentives of variousssaere provided to get fish and seafood
businesses involved in catching, processing anidigehem. As a result a number of U.S. fisherndotks, processors and exporters (the do-
mestic market for dogfish was and still is veryited) got seriously into the dogfish business.

As the build-up of the dogfish business - depend#itourse, on the eventual high level of landiofdogfish - continued it appeared as if the
management establishment had forgotten aboutgherfj. More and more boats, many of them moving fother so-called “overcapitalized”
fisheries, fishing more and more gear came intdiiheery. Processing capacity and overseas magkganded to keep up with the increased
landings.

And then two or so years ago the management esatdint decided - with some nudging by Congrestheé&ustainable Fisheries Act and a
great deal of concern expressed by some anti-fistpiaups - that it was time to start managing ¢imty recently underutilized fishery. So,
after the requisite number of meetings, public ings, etc., it was determined that dogfish weradsieriously overfished and that, starting
sometime in 1999, the directed fishery for dogfigiuld be completely shut down. All of the fishermdncks, processors and exporters who
had, at the urging and with the support of theiregoment via the U.S. Department of Commerce’sdviati Marine Fisheries Service, invest-
ed time and money into the dogfish fishery wereofii sudden to be kicked out of the fishery.

A sad story for the businesses involved. But one conservation-minded colleagues might argue,whihhave a happy ending because the
overfished dodfish stocks will now be allowed toaeer. And, after all, what would the oceans béaiit dogfish?

But how likely was it that we were going to run efitdogfish?

Several times a year the National Marine Fishei@wice conducts trawl surveys of the waters offsiod the mid-Atlantic and New England
states to determine the relative abundance ofquédati species of fish and shellfish. Looking at thport from NMFS’s most recent spring
bottom trawl survey, that conducted by the R/V Albss from March 1 to April 22, 1999 (from the “Ré&smen’s Report” of this survey), we
see that over that time period 329 sample towsghaur duration using modified commercial fishoear were made in the waters from the
Maine to Cape Hatteras. In the words of the repBecause of the 30 minute tow duration, and randaiection of station locations, catches
can be light compared with commercial tows.... Minetess, these data can provide fishermen witfulggormation about the distribution
and realtive abundance of species inhabiting theesuarea (Cape Hatteras to the Gulf of Mainelénsidering the fact that the economic
rug is in the process of being pulled out from uraleof those businesses that have invested smtigdn the dogfish fishery, one would be
justified in expecting the abundance of dogfishéoquite low relative to the other species samipelis survey. But are they?
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How many dogfish are out there?

According to the data provided in the report amtaduced below, over 40% by weight of all of trehfcaught in the March/April bottom
trawl survey this year were dogfish, and the tows/hich dogfish were caught weren’t concentratedrie or several areas, they were spread
out over the entire area sampled. Throughout thieeerange of the survey over one pound of dogfisls caught for every pound and a half of
other fish species. And they were caught in wedirdvalf of the areas sampled. One hesitates tk ttomw many dogfish there would be in the
ocean if they weren't being so heavily overfishedajustify closing down the fishery.

Species Lbs. % Species Lbs. %
Spiny dogfish 36434 41.5% Summer flounder 308 0.4%
Winter skate 2687 3.1% Yellowtail flounder 1107 1.3%
Little skate 13095 14.9% Winter flounder 1408 1.6%
Atlantic herring 5005 5.7% Witch flounder 112 0.1%
Silver hake 1243 1.4% Windowpane flounc 278 0.3%
Atlantic cod 2407 2.7% Atlantic mackerel 2159 2.5%
Haddock 1703 1.9% Butterfish 862 1.0%
Pollock 380 0.4% Acadian redfish 2238 2.5%
White hake 454 0.5% Longhorn sculpin 1397 1.6%
Red hake 669 0.8% Ocean pout 1221 1.4%
American plaice 367 0.4% Goosefish 604 0.7%
Summer flounder 308 0.4% American lobster 641 0.7%
Yellowtail flounder 1107 1.3% Longfin squid 1253 1.4%
Winter flounder 1408 1.6% Other 9744 11.1%

Management implications

As the survey results indicate, dogfish inhabitgshme waters at the same time as many of our otimemercially and recreationally important
species. And they feed on many of the same preyiepeBut there’s a significant difference betwdegfish and these competing species.
Every several years female dogfish give birth ttoaen or so live, fully functional miniature dogfisCompared to other fish species their re-
productive potential is very low. The anti-fishiagtivists argue that this low fecundity makes delgfparticularly susceptible to overfishing.
Unfortunately, from the point of view of the moralwable fish species that are trying to share éneesaquatic neighborhood with them, this
isn’t quite the case. While a large female codffehexample, will lay millions of eggs, the prolilély of one of those eggs maturing into an
adult codfish is infinitismal. At any stage of ilevelopment a larval or juvenile codfish is fa@nge for anything larger than it is. While the
same is true of dogfish, they start out at a simehmarger and in a condition much more formidabémn virtually every other species they are
competing with - and looking at the trawl surveyajdhe results are obvious. By factors of frono 3080 there are more dogfish available than
any other species.

Are dogfish being overfished? According to the nggara, the abundance of dodfish is decreasing andhtto of male to female dogfish indi-
cates problems with the population. The conclusieems to be that, because there are less dogfiah tlean there were a few years ago, too
many are being caught. So, in spite of having edtlwoats into the fishery a few years ago, angite ®f the heavy subsequent investments
fishermen, dock operators, processors and expdréses made, the managers have declared them “sivedf and are in the process of shut-
ting the fishery down.

But what would happen if dogfish were reduced ftbeir current high levels of abundance? Most obslipu assuming that the waters off the
mid-Atlantic and New England will continue to praduan equivalent tonnage of “competing” speciglhénplace of dogfish - we would have
higher populations of these other species. Andygaleith bluefish and mackerel and the like, theselld include higher value/higher demand

groundfish species whose recovery from excessslenfg pressure in recent years is almost surehgoeitarded by all of the dogfish they are
now competing with.

Should our management philosophy extend no fatttar the biologically impossible task of futilelgempting to return all of our fisheries to
previous levels of abundance or should it considanipulating stocks - through directed fishing gfo to optimize the production of more
desirable species? As the science of fishery mamagebegins to mature, it is going to have to asklthis and related questions. Our living
marine resources are far too important to do otlserw

Fisheries management and funding conflicts
07/24/99
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We’'re from the government and we’re here to help yo

It wasn’t too many years ago when that’s all tredgde in the commercial fishing industry heard. §bgernment was going to help them buy
new boats. The government was going to help théohgaore fish. The government was going to helpthandle those fish better and sell
them to more people for more money. The governraeanh provided a multimillion dollar fund to pay fiorll. From the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) budget request for the 2880 “The American Fisheries Promotion Act (AFRAYL980 authorized a grants pro-
gram for fisheries research and development progeotl a National Fisheries Research and DevelopRrtegtam to be carried out with Sal-
tonstall-Kennedy (S-K) funds. S-K funds are derifi@in duties on imported fisheries products.”

The United States imported more than $8 billioséafood last year. So there should still be a bigopbmoney available to the National Fish-
eries Research and Development Program, and theedefinitely research and development projectsabald be done to help the industry.
Somewhat puzzlingly - particularly when considerihg NMFS description of the intent of Congressvaboonly 1.5 million S-K dollars
(minus NMFS administrative costs, of course) wildvailable in industry grants for this coming yeard these grants are only to (again in
the agency’s words - these from the Federal Ragistiice announcing the grant program): “1. elinénand prevent overfishing and over-
capitalization, 2. attain economic sustainabilityfishing communities, and 3. develop environméytahd economically sound marine aqua-
culture.” Further in the Federal Register annourer@\MFS elaborates on how these funds will be tigédttain economic sustainability.”
Projects considered for funding will address “rigiireg of fishermen for alternative employment, aiiive uses for existing fishing industry
infrastructure, and planning for fishing capaciguction.”

So, to “promote” commercial fishing, NMFS has decido spend a miniscule part of the available $udE on projects further cutting back
on harvesting and getting even more people, bgklamd boats out of fishing. Some promotion!

Or how about “we’re from the government and we’re tere to help ourselves?”

What about the rest of the S-K revenues raisedAd3dmack to the NMFS budget request, we see thaAaunt equal to 30 percent of these
duties is being transferred to the Department ah@erce from the Department of Agriculture (we ddmow what the USDA does with the
remainder, about $150 million, but it surely isgding to helping fishermen). The FY 2000 Budgeinestes this transfer at $66.4 million. Of
this $66.4 million, $1.5 million will be used fdné S-K grants program to develop a healthy fistased industry (including costs of program
administration). The remainder of the transfer ($64illion) will be used to offset the OperatioResearch, and Facilities (ORF) account (of
NMFS).” So we not only have the agency that istiarge of managing our nation’s fisheries “profitifigpm its inability to manage those
fisheries, we also have it using money intende@€bygress to promote the industry being used ingteddwnsize the industry even more.
And, of course, encouraging even more imports. Miogk if you can get it.

Isn’t drastic downsizing of the fishing industry really necessary?

Most of us have read the various predictions of inemt or existing crises in fisheries around thelgyancluding those in the United States’
being managed by NMFS and the regional councilsidw of these supposed widespread crises ancakim &f our evidently uncontrollable -

at least in the estimation of the agency in changge to keep on fishing, shouldn’t we be cuttiragk across the board on our ability to har-
vest? If one buys into the crisis pandering argumeANMFS and the various anti-fishing groups, armeild certainly think so. But let’s take

a look at the stated goals of the NMFS’s Nationatfi@ational Fishery Resources Conservation Pldnstioa that agency’s website. Among
them are’Provide for increased recreational fishing opponities nationwide through the conservation, restimrs, and enhancement of
aquatic systems and fish populations, and by irgirgpfishing access....Support and encourage progrand projects designed to enhance
marine recreational fishing opportunities....encage environmentally responsible acquisition and®pansion of public access opportunities
for anglers and boaters.”

The NMFS leadership is committed to reducing tle sif the commercial fishing industry - which a tame time will, happily for it, in-
crease seafood imports and the amount of Saltbi#stahedy funds available to swell their budgetipposedly because of the sorry condition
of the fisheries they manage. But at the same tiivey are committed to increasing and enhancingaticmal fishing opportunities. And -
again coincidentally? - by swelling recreationahfing and boating expenditures they will be indreathe Wallop-Breaux funds available to
enhance recreational fishing and boating oppoitsidnd access even more.

So what about recreational angling?

But perhaps recreational fishermen and women ddh&nough fish to make a difference. Or perhdmscommercial fishermen aren’t re-
sponding to the best efforts of the managers thetiey should. Perhaps they really need to have itifeastructure yanked out from under
them to get them to toe the management line. Tavbet's going on we retrieved from the NMFS web#ite annual recreational catch [Link
to NMFS recreational fishing data pageland comnaétandings data [Link to NMFS commercial fishingta page] for the major inshore fish
species (fluke, winter flounder, bluefish, scu bass, striped bass - note that there is no coomthéshery for striped bass in New Jersey -
and weakfish) for New Jersey for the years 199P9@6. They are graphed below. Assuming that theageeweight of each of these fish
caught by New Jersey anglers is a pound or twoaaadming that half the fish caught by recreatianglers are released and don't subse-
quently die, for these most popular species theatityrdue to recreational fishing in New Jersefaishigher than the commercial landings.
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And, most significantly, it's been growing for thast five years while commercial landings have lrepping precipitously. From what we
know of other states in the Mid-Atlantic and ontépuve doubt it's very different elsewhere. So whg total focus by NMFS on reducing
commercial fishing effort?

Where is the increase in fishing mortality by recrational anglers coming from?

We've previously mentioned the seeming “immortdlit fiberglass, the nearly indestructible constrme material of choice for virtually all
recreational vessels built today. Going to thegational boating/personal watercraft industry’senajade group, the National Marine Manu-
facturers Association, we find that from 1997 t®8&lmost 600,000 boats were added to the U.Satonal boating fleet. This is an annual
growth rate of about 3%, which corresponds - caietally yet again? - to the average increasedar\thinshore recreational angling catch for
the last 4 years. Anyone familiar with the congastf recreational tuna boats in the Mid-Atlantiofésshore canyons knows the same growth
is taking place there as well. And, without limits the number of recreational boats or recreatifisiaing effort, there’s certainly no limit on
what all these anglers collectively catch

The bottom line

It doesn’t take much insight to see that an inedasimber of boats, recreational or commercial,/m@a increased amount of fishing and a
corresponding increase in the attendant levelgsbifg mortality. So why is NMFS, the federal agetitat is responsible for managing our
nations fisheries and setting national fisheridgepodoing everything it can with one hand to reduhe size and the efficiency of the com-
mercial fishing fleet while with the other it hasilearked on an ambitious program to enhance andaserrecreational fishing opportunities
and access? Why has that agency been put in titeopad increasing the size of its budget with Bvkoat it removes from the commercial
fishing fleet, every fish that it takes from the néa commercial fisherman, and every dollar @istb our trade deficit, and why has the fish-
eries management establishment been put in théqosf increasing its budget with every fish ladd®y a recreational fisherman or woman
and every boat bought by a recreational boater? ifgwrtant are these apparent conflicts in moldivgpolicies of NMFS, the regional
Councils and the state fisheries agencies thatrdiepe Saltonstall-Kennedy and Wallop-Breaux fundimgarge parts of their budgets? And
most importantly, how believable can the dire wagsiof commercial overfishing be when the agenay glenerates all the data they are
based on applies them only to harvesting fish cornialéy and disregards them completely when it ceiteits official policy of “increasing
and enhancing” recreational fishing?

Each year the National Marine Fisheries Servicelmes more strident in its attempts to reduce thee &f the commercial fishing industry and
devotes more of its energies and resources to galistiimg that task. Each year the members of timencercial fishing industry have less faith
in the agency and in a management system thatg atigmpting to drive them out of business, appteabe seriously conflicted and blatantly
committed to allocation decisions based on inadiegseience and what appears to be an inconsistdnirdair philosophy. Can the industry
be blamed? And is the federal impetus to downs$igecommercial fishing industry, which is now pagby anti-commercial fishing groups
hiding behind the “conservation” banner, reallyeérn by biological necessity which for some reasoest’t apply to recreational angling, or
is it a predictable response to the self-servitgrasts of an agency with values severely distdijetthese apparent conflicts?

The Oil Slick

From a National Fish and wildlife Foundation rekedduly 1, 1999 is the pre-proposal deadline forhsuitting matching grant pro-
posals for the National Fish and Wildlife Foundatiand Shell Oil Company Foundation program to fpnojects that protect, con-
serve, or enhance the Gulf of Mexico ecosystefn&n from CNNOn July 6, 1999, about 4,500 fishermen and 500rsphrvessels
were reported to have established a blockade ar@usthte-owned petroleum refinery at Ciudad delr@am in the southern Gulf of
Mexico, accusing the facility of damaging fishetigspollution.” (From the CRS weekly fisheries update). Perhiapgishermen
should have applied for a Shell grant instead?

Is there such a thing as a media mugging?
08/17/99

In several previous editions of FishNet we've pethbut inaccuracies, distortions and misstatentegitgy spread by various
groups or individuals. Playing on the public’s laaflunderstanding of complex fisheries and ocesines, the involved govern-
mental agencies’ seeming unwillingness to get plybihvolved, and a conventional wisdom that hakdt anti-fishing activists
have no axes to grind other than representingisheof the oceans or some other such vacuous remsiey are carrying on a
relentless onslaught against the domestic comnidistiing industry while the fishing fleets of otheations continue to fish, to
export their fish to the U.S. and to rake in U.8llafs at an ever-increasing rate.

Recently the Standard-Times of New Bedford, Masssetts (the center of the sea scallop fishery erAttantic coast) published
an op-ed piece by Ron Huber, identified as thecttireof the Coastal Waters Project in Rockland,idaMr. Huber's article con-
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tained some of the most obvious misstatementdngltd the fishing industry that we have been unfwste enough to come
across. It isn’t our intent to lend any credenchisoassault on commercial fishing in general aradl@p dredging in particular by
discussing it here. However, because he uses niahg epecious arguments that have become the ulacglof the anti-fishing
activists, and uses them in an attempt to paimvam more dismal picture than is usual for thatigreve thought it would be
helpful to FishNet readers if we took a closer labkvhat he wrote.

For those readers not familiar with the New Englfisideries, Georges Bank is a raised area on théem off Cape

Cod that has been the focus of the offshore conialdishing fleet of New England for centuries.tlally supporting
groundfish fishermen harvesting cod, haddock atidwgail flounder, in recent years it has also pded large catches of
sea scallops. In a cooperative effort by the Nafidtarine Fisheries Service, the commercial fishimdustry and re-
searchers from the University of Massachusettsaatnibuth and the Virginia Institute of Marine Saiena large area on
Georges that was previously closed to fishing veasmtly reopened to limited and controlled scatiogrging. This fish-
ing is rigorously monitored.

Starting out, Mr. Huber claim@s is painfully obvious from underwater video fagé, a century of continuous scraping by the
incredibly primitive, completely inappropriate drapd scrape technology has flattened the once @ngaafloor environment
of Georges Bank almost beyond recognitiofifie “drag and scrape” technology he refers thas employing bottom trawls and
dredges and in use in possibly three-quarterseoivtrld’s fisheries for generations (actuallynfréarther along in Mr. Huber's
article we see that this technology has been itimoous use for over 600 years in the United Kimgylor he bottom of most of
Georges Bank could be accurately described aseflat.” However, the flattening isn't the resultr@iwls and dredges, but ra-
ther of a combination of open-ocean storms anahgtonirrents constantly working on the bottom ($eeriote at the top of the
following page), which is composed almost entir@lgand, gravel and cobbles that were left by élsédlacier. As anyone with a
rudimentary knowledge of marine biology can attesth unconsolidated bottom sediments are not apébupporting any
“complex” biological communities when they are lie tkind of high energy environments that are exdimglby Georges Bank.
Stated most simply, the bottom is so unstable,gogiaved around so much by wave surge and curithiatisno organisms can
achieve the necessary foothold (or invertebratévatpnt) to colonize the surface. What is sandygirand cobbled bottom on
Georges Bank today has been sand, gravel and sotibtze the sediments were deposited there bashglacier. Trawling and
dredging haven't done anything beyond moving theesiments around a bit, and that's only been didr@a amount compared
to the average Nor‘easter.

Mr. Huber then goes on to bemoan the loss.dhousand-year-old stands of tree coral that emd hundreds of square miles of
the Georges Bank plateauThe physical characteristics of Georges Bank apgusuasively against the establishment of the tre«
coral colonies that are found in some deep wateyarzs off the coast of Nova Scotia. In his brighgraon these corals (in Effects
of Fishing Gear on the Seafloor off New Englandng&ovation Law Foundation, 1998), Mark Butler repdexcept for a couple
of places, these corals occur out on the edgesofdhtinental shelf in water deeper than a huntitbadms.... the corals live at-
tached to a hard substrate.” This is difficultétate to Mr. Huber’s “hundreds of square mileshef Georges Bank plateau” or of
hundreds of square meters, for that matter. Irséime report cited above, Editor Ellie Dorsey déssihe shallower areas of
Georges as made up of ridges and dunes composegdaim-to-coarse sand and migrating “...at variades, up to 60 meters

in three months.... on deeper parts of the barkséla floor is smoother and the grain size becdimes” It would seem that, for
Mr. Huber’s contention that large areas were caléretree corals to hold up, the characteristicGebrges, including the sedi-
ment types it is composed of, would have had tetdnanged completely. They didn’t. Georges is @b¥lered with the same
glacial deposits - minus the finer sediments tlaaehvashed off into deeper water - that it wast lefithousands of years ago.

Of course, there’s a conspiracy theory

Of the fishing industry and the government “conisit to keep secret what trawling and dredgingraedly doing to Georges
Bank, Mr. Huber writesthe industry has forbidden our government to videge or photograph them while they are carrying out
their crude and destructive scrape fisherGeorges Bank has been the locus of a tremendonsrdrof research over the past
several years. Much of this research has been gdistved by fishermen, academicians and governnesetarchers working co-
operatively and openly. In referring to Mr. Hubewsrds, Michael Pol of the Conservation Engineesgagtion in the Massachu-
setts Division of Marine Fisheries, wrote to Fisli-an internet listservin cooperation with fishermen, independent sciststj
and the Massachusetts Division of Marine Fishenigglersea and deck footage of scallop dredges ées bollected as recently
as last month. Several hours of scalloping footmgeavailable for viewing by the public at our offi (One tape was a gift from
Jim Kendall.)” - Note: Jim Kendall is on the New England FisheNManagement Council, is an industry leader anelxascallop
fisherman.

64



In a paper presented at the recent American Fesh&aciety's annual meeting three University of dRhtsland research-
ers (Skrobe, DeAlteris & Hammond) presented a paged Seabed Disturbance by Mobile Fishing Gear Relativio
Natural Processes: Application of a General Modeld the Southern New England Continental ShelfAmong their
conclusions weréin shallow waters along the coast and around sloeithern tip of Block Island, seabed disturbance is
dominated by unsteady, wave generated bottom dstretheras in other deeper areas, steady stormrgégbottom
currenrts are the controlling force disturbing teeabed.”

Scallops as weeds?

In what is probably the most startling paragrapthaawhole article, Mr. Huber contentd®a scallops are the early sucessional
‘weed’ of choice that marine nature prefers offghdks these animals live and grow, their shells pjp and form a healing scab
upon the scraped-over sea floor. Sea anemonedsggmonges and other animals find these bumpygliand non-living carpets
suitable to grow upon. The more cover, the morengdfish survive their youth. That's why there wasffshore sea scallop
fishery in the earlier part of this century. Thémply weren't out there in any appreciable numbeantil the vast coral forests
and other living sea floor environments were towag. Check the recordsWe did. There was certainly no offshore scallop
fishery in the early part of this century. Howewaegcording to Auguste Foote Arnold, author of tB81 classic naturalist's
handbook The Sea Beach at EbbTidé&eprinted by Dover Publications, Inc. in 196B) Maine these largdsea)scallops are
eaten, but they have not found wide favor in themarkets.”"He then explains how sea scallops could be cdmghkimply drag-
ging a fishing line along the bottom until a scplkhut its valves on it and could then be drawn thé boat. He later describes
the bay scallop as thgue scallop of the Boston and New York markesctording to Mr. Arnold, sea scallops were avdi#ab
in the early part of this century in such numbébeg they could be caught on a fishing line and vmeteharvested commercially
because there was no market demand for them. Butiivrer’s version sure props up his anti-fishinguanent a lot more effec-
tively, doesn't it?

How about those 400 invading ships?

In Mr. Huber’s words'scrapists in more than 400 ships have invaded @esBank”to catch scallops in the formerly closed ar-
ea. The National Marine Fisheries Service has gotige trouble of providing us with a website dmanting the progress of the
closed area fishery.

It's too bad Mr. Huber didn’t take advantage of ifermation NMFS had provided. As of August 27edmundred and fifty ves-
sels have participated. The largest of these “Sligpabout 125 feet long, and the average lengtiotsover 80 feet. While the
dramatic impact of Mr. Huber’s “400 ships” can't thenied, 150 boats is an accurate representatitive agfcallop fleet working in
Closed Area Il

And they're killing the baby scallops?

Not to miss a beat, Mr. Huber then writas a scant four years of age, the Bank’s still-gumile scallops had reached a size where
they could be killed legally. Scallops can livdeatst 18 years. They don’t produce that many eggstbhey reach 10 years of
age. That the scrapers would be killing juvenilalleps didn’t matter.” The literature we reviewed indicated sea scaltaps
spawn in their second year and by year five ongy produce millions of eggs. At maturity their kheneasure 12 to 15 cm
across, which is the size of the scallops beingridkom the closed area of Georges today.

The final point we'll cover is Mr. Huber*people have been trying to get rid of draggers amddgers for more than 600 years.
Back in 1376 A.D., hook fishermen appealed to EdjaKing Edward I, begging him to outlaw the vdgnchoun, the newly
invented beam trawl that was laying waste the TisaRieer estuary.'While we weren't there, looking at analogous it
today it appears as if this might have been an plaof fishermen using one gear type - hooks agyd unfairly eliminate fish-
ermen using another. It wasn’'t game keepers onmfesfulens or proto-environmentalists that were begtlie King. It was com-
peting fishermen. Mr. Huber’s right in one thingJeast. History has certainly repeated itself.

Mr. Huber has pushed all the hot buttons; lossristine coral “forest” by an “invading” fleet ships, killing baby scallops, the
natural ecosystem altered beyond recognition, dnsiny-forced conspiracy of silence, historical ogifion to what's always
been recognized as a ruinous practice, and (antalee®rly) a gradual segue into the use of the tescrapists.” How much of it
is accurate? We'll let you decide. How much of tigjse of writing, perhaps more cleverly crafted)sed by the major anti-
fishing groups? Again, you be the judge.
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The Sustainable Fisheries Act, MSY and the futurefdishing in the EEZ
01/11/00

It's an accepted ecological principal that a gieeea of land or water is, as long as the inpunefgy and other “raw materials” remains con-
stant, under natural conditions will produce atireddy constant biomass over time. The form of thiaimass — the species mix — can vary sig-
nificantly, but the total amount will remain abdhe same. Thus, for example, minus a major chamgeei amount of energy (sunlight) or
nutrients (from run-off and upwelling), the watef¢he New York Bight will produce the same tonnadéish year after year. The relative
amounts of particular species, however, can vaméndously.

In particular areas, many of the commercially agateationally important fish species occupy simdlaoverlapping niches (a niche is most
simply defined as “ecological address.”) Thatligytare found in the same areas at the same timesje the same prey and are pursued by
the same predators. To a large extent they caoitmdered in competition with each other for spéoed or shelter. In some years there will
be a large number of a particular species and useocaf the ecological limits of the area to suppatdl biomass, lessened numbers of “com-
peting” species. Thus, in the New york Bight, faample, over time we will have years when bluefish extremely plentiful and striped bass
and weakfish aren’t or, as has been the case $8®&or so, there are striped bass all over, langebers of fluke, and relatively few bluefish.
The numbers of particular fish species cycle oweetin a particular area, but the total biomass (aarticular trophic level) remains constant.

The “Maximum Sustainable Yield” (MSY) of a fish spes or stock must necessarily be defined as theesiafrom that stock or species when
its population is at a peak in a given area. TthesMSY for bluefish in the Mid-Atlantic is detema&d based on the biomass of bluefish avail-
able when the bluefish population was at its p&atto for weakfish, for striped bass, for flukeceThe years of peak production of these spe-
cies didn’t, and in fact couldn’t, coincide. Ecoica production limits wouldn’t allow it.

But, under the provisions of the Sustainable Fislseict (SFA), at any point when the populationgath of these competing species aren't a
their maximum levels - an ecological impossibitityhose species that aren’t are considered toberfished” and stringent harvest re-
strictions are required to be implemented. Out wbagaters are expected in the SFA to support @l lefiproduction that is ecologically im-
possible, and fishermen, both recreational and cervial, are being expected to reduce their catechdet what is an impossible standard.

This has been our primary concern with the spduoyespecies management philosophy that has provatefectual since the passage of the
Magnuson Act. It is, as far as we can tell, thesoaahat the New England Council has voted forgelaogfish harvest (over 20 million
pounds) and the Mid-Atlantic Council, using the saslata and managing under the same guidelinesoled to virtually close the fishery
down (less than 3 million pounds). The New Englaadncil members realize that if the biomass of thtgis allowed to build up to huge lev-
els, it will do so at the expense of “competingidanuch more desirable/valuable/depleted) speciésave acted accordingly.

The situation isn't limited to dogfish. Unfortunbteas the limits required by the Sustainable FiglseAct come into play over the next year or
two, we are going to find the end result will bgng with the financial devastation of many frghbusinesses, the loss of critical fishing
industry infrastructure that, considering developtrdemands in most coastal areas, will never blaced. And this is all going to be done to
meet the biologically impossible goal of havingsglecies at their MSY level simultaneously.

Very possibly exacerbating this situation are savether factors that might have led to unnaturaigh levels of production for particular
species in the past that led to even more inflatgubctations of MSY:

* It appears as if many of our fisheries models viimsed on high population levels from several decadek. It has been argued that,
culminating in the 70s or early 80s, we had sigaifitly “enriched” our inshore and coastal waterthwntreated (or lightly treated)
municipal and industrial wastewater. While som¢heke effluents were toxic, many were simply natsewhich might well have
increased production of fish and shellfish (Manggdime Waterways -- Too Clean For The Fish? By Alarns, Lincoln Loehr and
Herbet Curl. The Seattle Times. July 19, 1998).

» Atthe same time, we had seriously reduced thelptipns of cetaceans (whales, dolphins, etc.) amoipeds (seals and sea lions),
very efficient predators of many of the same spgegie harvest (or the species they prey on).

Since then we have stopped almost all of the pmntce enrichment (from a nutrient perspectivejwfestuarine and coastal waters, possibly
decreasing overall production in these waters,maadne mammal predation on fish and shellfish hassiased dramatically worldwide as
their populations have recovered (as a matteratf faeo Japanese researchers have just releaspadid that estimates that cetacean predatior
could account for from two to six times as much fisortality as does the world’s fishing fleets Mkinam Ben-Yami. Sea Mammals Spectre.
World Fishing. July, 1998). We have also seen thiatanded and uncontrolled spread of various nete(herbicides, pesticides, PAHSs, etc.,
etc., etc.) of very likely deleterious impacts ureey oceanic or estuarine area where we have lodkedlly, over the same period we have
lost a significant amount of our coastal wetlaraldévelopment, and with them a corresponding amoiwital spawning and nursery area for
many fish species.
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What does this all mean? It appears as if, witlnegeod intention the Congress of the United Sthsspainted recreational and commercial
fishermen into an ecological corner. Individuahfitocks are expected to be returned to very plgasitteachable levels of former abundance
(given today’s ecological realities), and they expected to reach those levels simultaneously, #ongethat's far beyond the productive ca-
pacities of the areas involved. And when this dadsappen, more and more stringent management mesasdll be instituted in spite of the
fact that many of the involved stocks are alreabuilding towards or have reached reasonable Iefelbundance.

What are wetlands and what do they do?
02/27/2000

“Wetlands may be viewed as one of the most prodeietvironments in the world, covering about 4 petof the planet. They provide tre-
mendous economic benefits to people through thedyztion of fisheries resources, the maintenarfogatertables for agriculture, timber
production, water storage and reduction of natumpacts such as watershed flooding and shorelingien.” (Schultink and van Vliet, 1997,
http://rdservl.rd.msu.edu/wetlands/wims/wims_namlh“Historically, wetlands were not widely recognizas valuable or appreciated. In
fact, wetlands were often regarded as ‘wastelamadis! breeding grounds for insects, pests and diseaskwere considered impediments to
development and progress. Wetlands were not usefaluse they were too wet to farm, and too shdbowwimming. As a result of this repu-
tation, wetlands were readily converted to otherdaises."(USFWS &Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1998,
http://www.tpwd.state.tx.us/conserve/wetlands/loinim). “Approximately 75% of the Nation’s commercial fishd shellfish depend on estu-
aries at some stage in their life cycle. Estuatfesmselves depend on their wetlands to maintaiemeatality and provide the basis for food
chains that culminate in human consumption of shftvlany estuarine-dependent species have eveer tles to wetlands in that they feed,
take refuge, or reproduce in the wetlands themseMéthout wetlands, these fish and shellfish caeaovive” (Stedman & Hanson, 1998,
http://www.nmfs.gov/habitat/publications/habitatections/num5.htin

And what are we doing to them?

“Some estimates show that the world may have 0% 6f the wetlands that existed since 1900; whilsth of this occurred in the northern
countries during the first 50 years of the centumgreasing pressure for conversion to alternateved use has been put on tropical and sub-
tropical wetlands since the 19509Moser, Prentice & Frazier, 199&tp://www.iucn.org/themes/ramsar/about_wetlands.lus). “Accord-

ing to a survey performed by the U.S. Fish and Mé&l&ervice, approximately 392 million acres otlards existed in 1780 in lands that now
form the United States. Of that, 221 million acnese found in the lower 48 states. Since that titmejankind has caused a significant reduc-
tion in wetlands. Currently, the lower 48 statepurt only an estimated 104 million acres, or 478the original wetland acreage.”

(USFWS &Texas Parks and Wildlife, 1998tp://www.tpwd.state.tx.us/conserve/wetlands/lointm).

California 90% New Jersey 46%
Connecticut 74% Rhode Island 37%
New York 60% Washington 31%
Mississippi 59% Massachusetts 28%
Louisiana >50% South Carolina 27%
Alabama 50% Georgia 23%
Texas 50% Maine 20%
North Carolina 50% Hawaii 12%
Florida 46% New Hampshire 9%

Total wetland losses for coastal states
(from Stedman & Hansomttp://www.nmfs.gov/habitat/publications/habitategtions/num5.htin

Some specifics

“Channel deepening, maintenance dredging, and dregignd filling to create uplands, have resultedhia loss of 44% of the origi-
nal (100-year study) wetlands bordering Tampa BaySarasota Bay, changes in wetland habitat ac®f1948 to 1987 include
losses of 35% of its seagrass beds, 45% of mangwamps, 85% of tidal marshes, and an increas&#f @f oyster beds. Wetland
changes in Charlotte Harbor from 1945 to 1982 imiedosses of 29% of its seagrasses, 51% of sakhear 39% of oyster reefs, and
an increase of 10% in mangroves.... In Louisiansigaificant change in acreage in coastal wetlandsurred between 1956 and
1978, when approximately 51% of the state’s emeéngensh and 59% of forested wetlands were lostiriguthat time period, there
was a concurrent 272% increase in acreage usedifposal of dredged material. Other studies hawshthat approximately 34%
of Louisiana marsh was changed to non-marsh frodb18 1980, and that currently there is a net watldoss of approximately 39
sq. mi. (101 sq. km) annually in coastal Louisian& study in Mobile Bay, Alabama revealed thategant marsh habitat declined
by more than 10,000 ac (4,000 ha), or 35%, betvi#b and 1979. Half of this loss resulted from stdal, commercial, and resi-
dential development; other losses were the reddta@sion and/or subsidence. Another survey desdriloss of 50% or more of
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submerged aquatic vegetation. The most signifitapacts noted in these studies were the directirdidect effect of dredging.... A
decline of the area covered by seagrass and ardeol seagrass species has occurred in MissisSippnd. Seagrass acreage in
1975 was approximately 60% of that found in 196 psses are continuing(Duke and Kruczynski, 1992,
http://pelican.gmpo.gov/data/submerg.html

The preceding quotes are just a representativelgagrippm a wealth of information available on watts (Note: Full bibliographic citations
and links are available on the weblatp://www.fishingnj.org/netusal?2.htrif you do not have web access and would like@ycéax your
request to 215 345-4869). Even a cursory reviethefiterature indicates that 1) our inland andstalavetlands are critical to the ecological
integrity of our coastal waters, 2) in the lastesaV centuries we've destroyed about half of thend 3) the destruction is ongoing.

Wetlands and fisheries

Estuaries, bodies of water connected to the ocaathsnfluenced by the tides, are extremely impartathe productivity of our recreational
and commercial fisheries. But, while we've destobpalf of the wetlands that are so necessary the¢ladéth of these estuaries, this fact gets
scant mention in any discussion concerning thenplid today's fisheries and even less attentiomftbe individuals and organizations re-
sponsible for the health of our fisheries. Thedisbs literature is replete with references togbed old days. Whether those are the days of
the first settlers in the New World, the days @ thb trawlers on the Grand Banks, the days ofyjeamdfathers going to the beach or jetty and
catching a barrelful of fish whenever they wantadthe days back in the sixties or seventies bdfaeénetters” took over, they are always
wistfully and reverentially used as a glowing exdngf the way things were “before there was too Imcemmercial fishing.” Never any
mention of the intervening wetland loss or coadealelopment. Given how critical wetlands are to fislreries, an equally or more compel-
ling argument could be made for those good old taysg good because they were “when we had enoeglands,” but not in the fisheries
management world, or in the anti-fishing rhetohattis playing such an important part in formindploziopinion today.

Is this because, after a period of rampant codstalopment, today we're doing such a good jobgrkésg and protecting our remaining wet-
lands and estuaries and fishing is the only agtihiat we have left to control? According to Duked &ruczynski (1992) and other research-
ers, we're still destroying wetlands at an alarmiaig - and demographic trends in the U.S. or &emddrive to the nearest beach will bear
their observations out. In the decades from 196IP&0 the population density in the coastal UnBéates increased from 275 to 400 people

per square kilometer, and today in the area betBeston, MA and Washington DC it's 2,500 per%r(Hinrichsen, 1998http://state-of-
coast.noaa.gov/natdialog/coastal_trends/pdf/3Hiegn.pdf. To keep up with our leeming-like march to thastove’re building residential
and commercial developments in any available spateral wetland or not. And this clumping of pemplong the coasts isn't restricted to
the United States. According to Hinrichs&idumankind is in the process of annihilating codstad ocean ecosystems. At the root of the
problem are burgeoning human numbers and their-gvewing needs. Population distribution is increagy skewed. Recent studies have
shown that the overwhelming bulk of humanity iscentrated along or near coasts on just 10% of @mthés land surface. As of 1998, over
half the population of the planet — about 3.2 billipeople — lives and works in a coastal strip R kilometers wide (120 miles), while a
full two-thirds, 4 billion, are found within 400l&meters of a coast.”

A major threat?

At the same time, and particularly in the U.S.,neealllowing intensive recreational uses of our @sés to expand in an uncontrolled manner.
The United States Environmental Protection Agenoytevback in 1996 “The number of recreational baathe United States almost doubled
from 1970 to 1990 (16.2 million), and is expectediicrease by a further four million by the yeabQO(NOAA,
http://www.yoto98.noaa.gov/yoto/meeting/tour_reds.Btml). Note that the EPA’s growth estimate is lowearthhat put forth by the Nation-
al Marine Manufacturers Association, but percermagge the EPA estimate corresponds quite well éoibating expenditure increases esti-
mated by the NMMA.

According to the NMMA, in 1997 of the almost 12 lih powered recreational vessels in use in the,J.8 million were propelled by out-
board motors. In the words of the NMMA (on the Eommental FAQ section of the Association websif®)€ scientific data clearly indicates
that although 20-to-25 percent of the fuel consuimedn outboard bypasses the combustion processxdsdhe exhaust, only a fraction goes
into the water.” (NMMA, 2000http://www.nmma-medialink.com/fag.h)mWe can estimate that about half of the recreatiboating activity

in the U.S. is in coastal states, and in 1989 fRA Estimated that the average annual fuel use atsho coastal states was 111 gallons (EPA).
Thus, given the EPA predicted increase in the gizke recreational boating fleet, about 100 millgallons of unburned fuel (gasoline and
additives - such as MBTE, the highly soluble octankancing ether that has been found contamintitgsands of municipal waste supplies
across the country - séétp://trg.ucdavis.edu/clients/trg/research/mthraltfor a discussion of MTBE contamination of resersahrough
boating activities) are being released by boatemirsuit of their sport every year. If the “fraxtl released that the NMMA refers to is “only”
25%, that's still 25 million gallons of gasolinggcemaking their way into our estuaries and coastdkrs every year.

(Note: For more information on the spectrum of ictpadf boating on estuarine productivity, see ttoezpedings of the Woods Hole Oceano-
graphic Institution's The Environmental Impact8Bofting workshop at
http://www.whoi.edu/coastalresearch/boatingimpat#AcknContents.html, and for more on the environmental impacts af-siroke ma-
rine engines see the Blue Water Network's websiteta://www.earthisland.org/bw/impact.shtinl
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What can be done?

As far as the population growth on the coasts,apfgears to be a worldwide trend that is probablyobd the ability of any organization to
control, as is much of the nonpoint source pollutivat will inevitably accompany it. We have sloweetland loss in the U.S., which is a pos-
itive sign. As far as estuarine decline, as we'lseussed before (FishNet USA #tp://www.fishingnj.org/netusad.hinthe fisheries man-
agement establishment has a large and vesteddniemmaintaining and expanding the recreationalafoour waterways. This interest is ex-
pressed through the programs and actions of duerfiss managers at the state, regional and fedkenadls. Until this situation is addressed,
it’s hard to imagine any substantive steps beikgriaFrom an overall resource management perspeetivobjective apportionment of the
blame for declining fisheries, rather than a krex&-fblame it on overfishing” response, would adeforce us to begin to consider the prob-
lems caused by wetland loss, coastal developmedtthee unhampered growth in the recreational useipfvaterways.

Heroes to heels
06/11/00

It wasn't too long ago that commercial fishermejoyed the respect, if not the unqualified adminatiof the general public. This was reflect-
ed in the popular literature of the day. Writersla®rse as Rudyard Kipling, Herman Melville, PeBenchly, Robert Ruark and Ernest Hem-
ingway have all represented fishermen, albeit Wimishes intact, as nearly legendary figures etyibgdhe best of the "manly” virtues
while at work and struggling in a harsh environmalign to most readers.

More recently the trend has been to depict fishargither as unnatural predators in our ocean etarsgs or as despoilers of those same eco-
systems. However, this "downsizing" of the publioiage of working fishermen hasn't been due teeff@mts of working writers. Rather, it's
been the result of a focused, extremely well-firrmhand apparently well-coordinated campaign byouarigroups and individuals, collectively
referring to themselves as "marine conservatiofii$tsey have become adept at attracting and holitiagttention of the print and broadcast
media by attacking the commercial fishing industmpugh the selective and often distorted useaéied snippets of fisheries data, out-of-
the-larger-context illustrations of uncommon fighipractices, and grotesque oversimplificationsxakedingly complex and poorly under-
stood natural processes. It's unfortunate that ebiiee reporters, researchers or producers teaadiligent when covering the supposed
failings of today's commercial fishermen exhibtaresponding diligence in gathering backgroundrmifation on those fishermen, their fish-
eries or on other conditions in the oceanic orargte ecosystems they depend on. We've seen ndttahgomes close to questioning the sci-
entific underpinnings of the campaigns that thesm&ervationists" are spending millions of doll@arprosecute. Or where they are getting
those millions of dollars. Likewise, the mediatisdiously ignoring what their possible motives ytwed, of course, that inherent altruism that
is such a significant part of our multi-billion died environmental industry today - might be. Irstaind the following FishNet we'd like to at
least begin to fill some of the more obvious infatian gaps that are critical, we feel, to a fullarstanding of the actual condition of the
United States' and the world's fisheries.

The specter of overfishing

The marine conservation movement has made mudtedéctt that many of the world's, and our natidisgeries are at or approaching the
level of being "overfished." Obviously, having atfery in an "overfished" condition is undesirabligst as obviously, one would think (if one
were dealing in a rational world) that a fisherylcbonly reach the undesirable condition of beimgréished through too much fishing. But
that's not the case in the waters under U.S. jigtisd. As we discussed in a previous FishNetp(//www.fishingnj.org/netusal0.hgrin ac-
cordance with a recent amendment to the MagnuseweBs$ Act (the federal legislation that sets owt fisheries will be managed in the U.S.
Exclusive Economic Zone), any fish stock that iah'some arbitrary, and arbitrarily high, levelaiundance, no matter what the reason, is
termed "overfished." Too much pollution and not g fish? Overfishing at work. Filled in wetlandsdanot enough fish? More overfishing.
Low year in the natural cycling of a stock of fidhe to el Nino or la Nina? You guessed it - oveifig yet again. Whenever we have a fish
stock that isn't at a high point on the populatiarve, and no matter what the reason, it's ovenfgsthat's held responsible and it's fishermen
who get the blame.

The Mid-Atlantic/New England dogfish fishery, whibk managers were actively recruiting fishermeerter a few years ago, is a
graphic example of how this concept of "overfishiisglistorting the system. In the most recent Neast survey, the National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service reported half of the fishwmight caught were dogfish, yet "by the book"dbecies is considered overfished.
Accordingly, the fishery was closed down in Agriie many industry members who had invested irighery at the invitation of the
managers had their investments rendered valuelgssdse same managers because the first managemeastre instituted was
closing the fishery. ( for a link to a FishNet isghat addresses dogfish managentpt://www.fishingnj.org/netusar.hjm

Because of the fact that any noxious materialdtuat'the land or in the air or water is going tergually end up in close proximity to a fish or
two, there's a fairly obvious relationship betweenironmental quality and the health of fish stoks, you would think (remember that ra-
tional world referred to up above), people andfougs with an interest in environmental qualitystemsibly marine conservationists fit in
here - would do all they could to focus attentiontlee anthropogenic whys of fish population flutiores. But, somewhat puzzlingly, this is
not the case. Instead, these supposedly enviroatheatvare folks support this rather incredible hoet of determining "overfishing" and
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have taken advantage of it in every media outkgfgtbought into their doom and gloom pronouncementvhichever courtroom they've sued
their way into. Their goal hasn't been to helpftble.

Determining the actual causes of fish populatiorlides and then pushing for whatever correctivesuess, if any, were appropriate would do
that. With their slavish and all-consuming focusnoaking overfishing appear to be the cause of efighgry's ills, however, it's hard to imag-

ine that their goal is anything other than to hlelgme onto the figurative shoulders of the fishimdustry. If it were, their understanding, their

agenda and their media outreach would extend fgorzethe simple equation "not enough fish equalstiach fishing.”

This completely misleading method of representirghtealth of a fish stock surely isn't of any vaiuan understanding of what's going on in
our estuarine, coastal and offshore waters. Iitoch fishing is the culprit, identify it as suchdathen fix it. But if fishing isn't to blame, iden-
tify what really is and then fix that. But thisagpath seldom if ever traveled by the "conservatsri Rather, they support a policy that auto-
matically turns commercial fishermen into bad gugsgets ripe for their expensive multimedia cargpai Should such a jaundiced perspec-
tive be a part of any rational fisheries managerpetity?

Congress obviously thinks so, or at least thoughwisen the Magnuson-Stevens Act was last amendedyhen the conservationists, with
the assent of the managers in Washington, exteextegine pressure to have it included. Howeverdibimrtions it's causing in the manage-
ment system are obvious (see the box on the cuiogfiish situation). The attendant economic andatdamages to fishing communities up
and down the coasts, while not so obvious, arerseve

Then there's bycatch

Bycatch refers to those organisms that are had@saelvertently along with the targeted speciesfishermen are seeking. Sometimes by-
catch species are valuable, are retained by therfizen, and are sold along with the targeted har8esnetimes bycatch has no value and is
returned to the ocean, sometimes alive and sometimie And sometimes bycatch could be sold exaaphe fact that management regula-
tions won't permit it. This is termed "regulatorychtch” and is responsible for the senseless vedisteny tons of high quality seafood every
year.

Generally speaking, commercially and recreationddigirable fish and shellfish species are founmlinestuaries and oceans in intermingled
assemblages. It's not uncommon to find individo&lseveral species intimately associated, eitheahersame area of sea floor or in the same
volume of water. Even vast schools of particulacsgs will have other species mixed in or on théppery. This makes it exceedingly diffi-
cult - at least when considering commercial fishiiegr efficient enough to provide consumers witbrdable seafood or recreational fisher-
men possessing average skill levels - to harvdgttha targeted species. However, the talent ofifieerman, whether commercial or recrea-
tional, and gear modifications can minimize bycaffhis is something that every fisherman is conmeditb, not just because the idea of need-
less killing is repugnant, but also because catcfigh or shellfish that you can't sell comes vétherious set of economic disincentives in-
cluding increased wear and tear on the fishing gadrincreased crew expenses for culling (sortimg)catch.

But how bad, biologically speaking, is bycatch?d &most every other question dealing with fisheissues, it depends. It depends on the
species taken as bycatch, on the age/size of Hwesp and on where the fishing is taking place.

Bycatch has been turned into an issue in the loedishery by the simple expedient of declaring tharlin and sailfish caught in
U.S. waters can't be sold. Thus the longline fistear are forced to discard these fish when theywieddntly catch them, and the
conservation community is using this waste of Valkiish - a prime example of the sheer stupiditmanagement actions requiring
regulatory discarding - as justification for clogiown the fishery. In the rest of the world longjg is recognized as the selective
and efficient method of fishing that it actually (isttp://www.fishingnj.org/dirsword.htrto the introductory page on Swordfish)

Marine fish and shellfish are characterized byrthijh fecundity, particularly when judged by testréal standards. Many release millions of
eggs, and even the sharks - whose supposedly teprdductive potential puts them, in the conseovigts agenda, in danger of overfishing -
produce from several to dozens of fully functiopaling every year. Needless to say, this high repik potential is balanced, is in fact
required, by naturally high mortality levels. Ifvieren't, in fairly short order we'd be up to oarsein dogfish or codfish or scallops. In facs it'
probably safe to say that at least 99.99% of atimeaorganisms spawned in the world's oceans rmrae close to reaching maturity. As far
as the biological success of those species areeoweat it doesn't matter what the source of thatatityris. On the average one spawning pair
of red snapper in the Gulf of Mexico will produeect mature red snapper. Millions of fertilized eglgsndreds of thousands of larvae, thou-
sands of juveniles and hundreds of immature sngmpeluced by these spawners will die every yearethér they become dinner for a larger
fish, are a casualty of "catch and release" reiomeatfishing size limits, or end up on the deckagfhrimper makes no difference to the overall
red snapper population.

What does make a difference is whether large enaugtbers of a particular size/life stage of a sgesurvive the various forms of natural
and man-made mortality to sustain the specieslasmable level. Seeing that fish stocks reachlévigl, rather than automatically condemn-
ing all forms of bycatch, should be the immediateus of bycatch reduction efforts in fisheries ngement. Our ultimate goal is, as it should
be, the elimination of all bycatch mortality, farggtical as well as philosophical reasons. Bycatidts fishermen money. If bycatch mortality
for a particular life stage is keeping a specidswehe "sustainable" level, then we should ceRjaie doing as much as we can to correct the
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situation, but to attempt to demonize the entimm@rcial fishing industry for bycatch mortality theas no impact on particular fisheries,
particularly when the industry is doing all that#n to reduce that mortality anyway, makes noesegither biologically or economically.

Tunas and marlin and swordfish, oh my....
09/11/00

Over the last several months a battle has beendvager who has the right to the tunas and bill{siordfish, marlin and sailfish) found in
the waters off the coasts of the U.S. These fislganerally found far offshore, well beyond thegeof most recreational fishermen, and are
the usual quarry of large sportfishing yachts anrékcreational side and commercial longlining fighvessels like the ill-fated Andrea Galil
pictured in The Perfect Storm. Some - as discusstmlv, definitely not all - of the sportfishing @igjzations have determined that they don’t
want to share these offshore waters, or the fishem, with the longliners or with the consumeia thuy their products. Deciding that for
some reason they deserve the exclusive rightshalfiere, they have initiated a political and puldilations campaign to ban longlining in
what they evidently have come to consider theimac&@hey've enlisted New Jersey Congressman JitoBakhairman of the House Fisher-
ies Subcommittee, as their “champion” in Washingiod the issue is well on the way to polarizingwbters in the district he represents.

The Fish:

These species cover thousands of miles of ocetlreinannual migrations. Because of this they aferred to collectively as highly migratory
species (HMS). Their migrations take them througttens which lie within the management jurisdictiofisnany countries as well as the in-
ternational waters beyond; accordingly they areagad by international bodies (in the case of tMSHIn the Atlantic, the management
body is the International Commission for the Comagon of Atlantic Tunas or ICCAT) rather than tiigheries agencies of individual coun-
tries.

Highly migratory species are prized both as tahte find as sportsmen’s trophies. On the commestidi@l consumers the world over have an
enduring appreciation for fresh tuna, marlin andmifish, and in the U.S., where swordfish and thage long been consumer favorites,
we’'re beginning to catch up to the rest of the @iaml recognizing the culinary appeal of fresh ambked marlin (though U.S. regulations
prohibit the sale of marlin from Atlantic water§Yhile the harvest from the HMS fisheries, in temfigounds landed, isn't that great, the high
value per pound of the fish produced and their fojiy with consumers makes them extremely impdrtarthe fishing ports where the com-
mercial HMS vessels dock. Recreationally, the gbahany anglers is to successfully battle one e§éhoffshore “big game” species to the
boat, and those anglers collectively spend milliohdollars each year to catch them. Adding torttystique of the recreational HMS fishery,
each year in dozens of billfish and tuna tournasmeptand down the coast anglers in million dolkehts will compete for cash prizes that
can reach hundreds of thousands of dollars fogbrin the largest fish (it was just reportedhe fAsbury Park Press that a sailfish caught in
an Ocean City, MD tournament was worth over hatfilion dollars to the angler and crew that killéd These species are beyond the reach,
both physically and economically, of the vast migjoof the recreational anglers and catching tharoesthe early part of the last century has
been considered a “rich man’s” hobby.

The Fishing Techniques:

A small fleet of commercial fishing vessels calledgliners catch the bulk of the commercially hatesl swordfish and tunas off the East
coast. These boats fish with long lengths of mdawient line from which are suspended shorter \edrlices terminating in single baited
hooks. The longlines can range up to 20 to 40 niilésngth with hooks spaced every 250 to 350 &petrt (for a mostly accurate though
somewhat dramatic view of how longline gear ibdig we refer you to the movie The Perfect Storrhgré are under 200 vessels in the East
and Gulf coast HMS longline fleets.

[For a discussion of the longline fisheryLink tagining section]

The size of the offshore recreational fishing flieainknown. In identifying the recreational HM8et - or any other recreational fishing fleet,
for that matter - all we can do is estimate. AngLboat targeting Atlantic tunas requires an Altaftinas Permit issued by the National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service. Considering that theresgyaificant charge for the permit and that the egaplon process is reasonably arduous, it's
safe to assume that virtually all of the recreatldishing boats that possess one of these pefistiisig out of East coast ports will target
HMS. In 1998 over 12,000 Atlantic tuna permits wisied to Angling and Charter/Headboat categosgels.

These boats employ one of two fishing techniquespuning - also called chunking - or trolling. Inuchming, crew members on a drifting or
anchored boat spread chopped up bits of fish dweside, establishing an oily slick that can extfamdniles and will attract any fish that hap-
pen upon it and lead them to the baited hookgolfirtg, the much more widely used methods, thet doags from four to a dozen (or more)
artificial lures or natural baits through likelytbiof ocean at speeds of up to 10 miles an hour.

The Fishing Effort:

The anti-commercial fishing argument in the HMS atels, of course, is that the longliners are usmgllthe available water with their gear
and catching all of the fish, leaving few for tipoagsmen who are willing and able to spend a thadisillars a day trying to catch the same
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fish (though it's important to note that not allthE HMS recreational fishermen are engaged iretdebates; several large and influential rec-
reational fishing organizations are working witle fbngliners to solve the real problems in thedigih Quoting from a recent advertisement
by a fishing club called the Recreational Fishirtipéice “There are 60 million sportfishermen in Amea and approximately (sic) 458 li-
censed drift longline boats. Yet the longliners kibre fish without regard to size or species tathithe sportfishermen combined.” The impli-
cation is - but, of course, by using some fairlynaby verbal “sleight of hand” the writer is carefolnot commit to such a glaring misstate-
ment - that these few longliners catch more figtmtall of America’s (we think the writer meant tteited States’) recreational anglers.

“...in fact, a recent survey we conducted indicatest 41 percent of our readers are fishing motemthan they did two years ago,
with nearly half of these folks Saying “a lot mdr8o. we can expect plenty of company on the wiatdre coming weeks. Let's face
it, the most productive spots, be they out ovectrgons (where most recreational angling for HMses place) or in the quiet
backwaters, get more crowded ever yedfrtdbm an editorial in the September, 00 issueafgater Sportsman, a leading recreational
fishing magazine )

According to the NMFS Large Pelagics Survey, in7.@3otal of 150,000 recreational trips were tala@rHMS from Virginia to Maine.

While the type of fishing practised on each trippwéaspecified, we’re going to assume that twoethiof them were devoted to trolling. At an
average speed of 8 miles per hour and assuming® leb fishing per trip, about 5 million miles of@an were covered by recreational fishing
boats trolling for HMS in a single year off the Midlantic and New England. Considering the poptjeoi recreational fishing in the south-
ern states, and the more favorable weather allomingh more time on the water, we’ll assume aboubtiothis effort from North Carolina to
Florida. Possibly 15 million miles of water aregirolled for HMS by recreational boats annuallgid over every mile each of these boats
drags up to a dozen baits or lures - and varidusrdish-attracting devices - behind them(for acdesion of how a sportfishing yacht "rigs"
for offshore tuna fishing - with up to 28 lures b®hit - see John Geiser's Asbury Park Press colomfiugust 28 Link to Asbury Park Press
how to column).

Because of recent advances in fish-finding andtiposng technology much has been made of the iseafficiency of the modern commer-
cial fishing fleet . Today that same technologgvailable to, and has been widely adopted by,e¢heeational fishing fleet as well. But there is
one extremely significant difference in how thehigology is applied. Having displacement hulls, owercial fishing boats are limited to
speeds of about 10 mph. Recreational fishing boatshe other hand, are generally built on plainlls and their speed is only limited by
the size of the engines that can be crammed ieto ti he large offshore yachts that go after HMScapable of speeds of 30 to 40 miles an
hour, allowing them to cover much larger areas irtimshorter times and to reach reported or suspeotecentrations of fish in hours rather
than days.

As we've reported before, the East coast pelagiglioe fleet numbers less than 200 vessels. Eabledibetween 20 and 40 miles of longline
gear for an average of 100 days a year (note: gtasistics were supplied by Blue Water Fishermés'sociation). That's 20,000 days that
are fished each year by the longline fleet andyragsy an average longline length of 30 miles, al&@@,000 miles of water are covered.

When comparing longlining to recreational fishitiye anti-commercial fishing groups try to equaeeltvel of fishing effort to a simple mat-
ter of the number of hooks being fished. This searparticularly inept - if not purposely misleadingomparison. Once longline gear is set, it
remains at the same place in the water columnjrdyifvith the current but stationary relative te gurrounding water. Hence the hooks on a
30 mile long longline, no matter how many hookg¢here, are “exposed” to target fish in only tmairiediate area. The eight or ten or twelve
hooks in the bait or lures being dragged behingaatshing yacht trolling at eight miles an hoan the other hand, are exposed to as much
water and presumably to as many fish, in only halfy of fishing. The anti-longlining argument t680 hooks on a longline have 50 times
the catching capacity of 12 hooks dragged by atglning yacht over the same 30 miles of oceanrstride credulity, if not the rationality, of
any objective observer. In spite of the fact that big game sportfishing fleet collectively fisivelsat appears to be at least an order of magni-
tude more water than the longliners, that's theimpry argument.

Admittedly, we've taken liberties in estimating tbéishore recreational fishing effort. Even if we @verestimating by a factor of two, it still
appears pretty difficult to deny that the recreaicdHMS fleet covers a much larger part of the addan the longline fleet does in a year of
fishing. But what about the relative catching caipes of the two fisheries?

For an idea of how effective recreational fishiagbillfish can be, we found a website (The BdHti Americas Tour, url
http://www.billfishamericas.com/overview.htm) in igh a rotating crew on a 47 foot yacht fishing iiéxico and Central America in 1999
and 2000 caught up to 22 marlin and up to 33 shili day (not the same day), we assume by trolagpassing even that catch level, an arti-
cle in the September, 2000 issue of Marlin magamperts a recreational boat fishing in Mexicanexstaking 86 sailfish in a single day.
We've seen reports of anglers on recreational bhoatse winter bluefin tuna fishery off Cape Ha#te catching and releasing upwards of 40
tuna a day, and successful yellowfin tuna chadatsof New Jersey ports can easily land two doidnif a day.

It seems that when these sportfishing yachts catmhl0 HMS in a day, it doesn't raise very manglepws. Going by that, and even assum-
ing the seemingly low 15% HMS catch and releasdatity rate reported in the Marlin magazine articiied above (no one knows what it
actually is, and it seems like nobody’s particylanterested in finding out), the recreational mabty must be staggering.

“Sportfishermen” selling their catch
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A spin-off of the anti-longlining campaign is arieased scrutiny of the degree to which HMS spstrgfimen sell their catch - pri-
marily yellowfin tuna. There are federal regulatgprohibiting it. According to NMFS “... sale andrphase of Atlantic tunas is il-
legal unless the individual is in possession oftfaper permits. Atlantic tunas Angling categoryrmi holders are not authorized to
sell their landings, and only permitted Atlantioas dealers are authorized to purchase tunas fressels. lllegal sales and purchase
of tunas caught by non-commercially permitted essay be penalized by substantial fines. In addjtconsumption of illegally

sold and purchased tuna could present a healthathieeyour community, as the fish may not be prgganocessed....” In spite of
this, it's being reported that it's a fairly commenactice for sportfishermen to sell part or alltbiir catch of tuna to “help offset the
cost of the trip.” With the ex-vessel price of gelfin tuna starting at $3 a pound, and with redfeaal trips resulting in 500 pounds
of dead tuna not uncommon, this is hardly surpgsend certainly brings into question the actualtimes of some of the people who
want to close down the longline fishery

Conversely, the longline fishery is closely mon#thr Government observers sail aboard randomlyteeléangline trips, and all of the fish are
reported to NMFS when they are landed. The swdrdfihery is shut down when (if) its annual quadeing approached.

The Catch:

It's difficult to compare actual catch figures, gt thought it would be an interesting exerciseydo ferret out who's really catching all the
fish.

Of the HMS species, swordfish have become an almadtisive commercial quarry and the other billfgsk reserved for the recreational fleet
so we can’t use them. Bluefin tuna are so hightykated, and fishing for them by all sectors isesiricted, that no valid comparisons can be
drawn from that fishery either. Yellowfin tuna, hever, can give us a reasonable picture of whohoag what in our offshore waters. As we
mentioned above, because of their culinary deditgthey are sought after both recreationally anchmercially, and the fishery had been
unregulated until very recently. As the chart te tiyght shows, the recreational yellowfin tuna bdtas remained at least 5 times the commer-
cial catch for most of the last two decades.

Yellowfin Tuna Catch
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Another species that is found in the same offshaters as the HMS is the dolphin fish, also knosmahi mahi. Another popular species
with both recreational anglers and seafood conssintdras also been targeted by some of the sglogtiinen as a potential “gamefish” (this
means commercial harvest and sale would be banfked)gap between the recreational and commercigebbof mahi mahi is even greater
than it is with yellowfin tuna. And the boats tipatrsue these fish, and the fishing capacity thpyesent, are the same boats that catch HMS.
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The Big Lie:
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(or perhaps just a very large misunderstanding@y& hre thousands of sportfishing boats out thereumg marlin and sailfish and tuna. As a
fleet they have the ability to cover areas of theam and outfish the commercial longliners by #ofiasf at least ten to one. As demonstrated
by the landings of dolphin and yellowfin tuna, wiha playing field is level and the hyperbole Itefied out, that's about what they do. It's
glaringly obvious where the threat to the HMS irsUwaters is coming from (and, according to Sakw&portsman, that threat is increasing
dramatically from year to year). But with millioasd millions of dollars at stake - in sportfishiyarht sales, in marlin and tuna tournament
prizes, and reportedly in the “black market” sdi¢ems of thousands of pounds of recreationallygbfand illegally sold tuna - it would cer-
tainly be in the sportfishing industry’s best irsts to eliminate the competition for these fishdAlongline fisherman and consumer be
damned, it appears as if that's what they are ¢rindo.

Who puts up the money? Environmental lawsuits backéby BIG bucks
From Commercial Fisheries News, 04/01/01

(This is the first of two guest columns examinihg tnfluence of big money donors and the envirortalggroups they support on US fisheries
policy originally printed in Commercial FisheriegNs)

A while back a letter on the fishing industry wete $Vorldcatch.com caught my eye. Written by J8t&krne, a lawyer representing environ-
mental interests in Alaska, the letter was a respdn an article discussing the funding of thel&tslea lion lawsuit by Greenpeace.

It seemed crafted to leave the impression thatggtmrcourt was a financial strain on the involvedieonmental organizations and that the
lawyers representing them were doing so at sonméfisignt level of personal sacrifice as a publiovgee.

Said Sterne in his lettefThere is no environmental group that | know oftthas 'millions of dollars' either for legal feesfor paying the

costs of a lawsuit. Those of us who work for nofipenvironmental law firms typically make muckdenoney than we could in the private
sector (usually half as much or more), and we dbestause we believe in the causes we represent.”

It kind of brings to mind the image of the downtlag-heels, struggling yet "committed to the publbod no matter what the sacrifice" lawyers
that John Grisham has turned into folk heroes, mb#3

Having for some time been interested in the rad thharitable" foundations play in national anteinational fisheries arenas through their
support of various non-governmental organizatidfiSQs), | found Stern's letter and the image hepvasenting intriguing.

There was something about its tone that didn'equiitg true with my understanding of who was payimmgwhat and how much was being
paid, in the rarefied world where many environmeotganization folks hang out. Since the largemidations provide rather detailed infor-
mation on their grant making activities on theitsites, rather than taking Sterne's words atvatiee, | thought I'd do a little background
checking myself.

Sterne works for the law firm Trustees for Alaskée wrote that Earthjustice Legal Defense andihis fvere co-counsels in the Stellar sea
lion suit and that both are non-profit public irgstr firms with the mission of providing legal s&as to environmental groups. Earthjustice
used to be the Sierra Club Legal Defense FunditOmeb site, Earthjustice claims that it is therirprofit law firm for the environment,"
which, for more than a quarter century, has repitese"hundreds of environmental clients, large small, without charge.” (If Earth Justice
seems familiar, that's because its lawyers als@wehind suits on summer flounder, scallops antiraged “overfishing” under the SFA.)
Multi-million dollar gifts

The database on the Pew Charitable Trusts sit@lex¢hat since 1996, Pew has given EarthjusticB9®9million. It seems Sterne's under-
standing that no environmental group has milliohdadlars for legal fees or to pay the costs adaduit isn't all that accurate. And what about
the "needy" clients? Earthjustice lists a numberganizations as clients that will be familiarmt@ny in the fishing industry for their "contri-
butions" to the management process.

Among them are:

The Conservation Law Foundation (CLF)
The Center for Marine Conservation (CMC)
The World Wildlife Fund (WWF)

The National Audubon Society

The Natural Resources Defense Council

Each of the first three has received over a mildoilars from Pew since 1996. The Natural Resaubdefense Council (NRDC) has received
over $5 million and Audubon, almost $8 million. WéhBterne might be right that these organizatianstcave millions of dollars "either for
legal fees, or for paying the costs of a lawsititseems as if they do have millions of dollars.

Note that these figures are for grants from the Pawgts. Other foundations, such as Packard, Reliée and W. Alton Jones, also support
them heavily.
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Who is Pew?

As the 800-pound gorilla among sources of dollarsshvironmental organizations with an oceans tat@n, | thought it might be education-
al if I primarily focused on the Pew Trusts.

On its web site, Pew is described as a group arsendividual charitable trusts established betwE248 and 1979 by two sons and two
daughters of Joseph N. Pew and his wife. Joseptelt.founded Sunoco Inc. Seven of the eleventdireof the Trusts are Pews. Based in
Philadelphia, PA, the trusts have approximatelg$llion in assets and made grants totaling $284lfon in 2000. Since 1995, the Pew
Trusts have made about $50 million in fisheriesuf®d grants.

Pew Oceans Programs

The Pew Fellows Program in Marine Conservatioresighed tdfund innovative work in marine ecosystems, fissemanagement, coastal
conservation, and marine contamination."

The Pew Oceans Commission, initially co-chairedNleyv Jersey Gov. Christine Todd Whitman and ex-Cesgman and Clinton aide Leon
Panetta, iSan independent group of distinguished Americamglaoting a national dialogue on the policies neettecestore and protect
living marine resources."

This "independent group" includes the chairmaBufioco Inc., the president of the Center for MaGoaservation, a trustee of the Rockefel-
ler Brothers Fund (which has provided grants toGbaservation Law Foundation, the Natural Resoubedense Council, the Center for Ma-
rine Conservation, the American Oceans CampaighAamubon), a Trustee of the Packard Foundationgtwhas provided grants to the
Conservation Law Foundation, the Natural ResoubDedense Council, the Center for Marine Conservatiba American Oceans Campaign,
Audubon, Environmental Defense and SeaWeb), thedaet of the American Sportfishing Associatiorg giresident of the Pew Center on
Global Climate Change and a recipient of a Pevaehip. It also includes two commercial fishermene is the president of a trade associa-
tion which has been funded by Packard and the @heedirector of a trade association which hasilfeeded by Pew.

Earthjustice, SeaWeb

While the accompanying table only includes graatui§ed on fisheries and/or oceans issues, Pevawabaed Earthjustice $5.5 million last
year to establish a center to coordinate publication initiatives td'enhance wilderness protection efforts by the USeovation communi-

ty."

This chart lists the grants that the Pew Charitablests have made in the last several years te thegor fisheries/oceans related projects: the
Pew Fellows Program, SeaWeb, Earthjustice Legadmef Fund, and the Pew Oceans Commission.

Grantee Amount | Duration Purpose

The Regents of the University of Michiggn ~ $3,000{000 4 yrs{ For the 1997 and 1998 Pew Fellow clasges

New England Aquarium Corporation $2,631,p00 5lyrsr.tRe 1999 and 2000 Pew Fellows classes

New England Aquarium Corporation $3,000,p00 4lyrsr.tRe 1997 and 1998 Pew Fellow classps.
For administrative expenses to operate the

New England Aquarium Corporation $1,568,000 3)®ew Fellows Program for fiscal years 20p0
through 2003.

New England Aquarium Corporation $1,500,p00 3lyrst.tRe 2001 Pew Fellows class.

New England Aquarium Corporation $1,000,p00 3lyrs cdwer 1996 fellowships.

To cover administrative expenses to
New England Aquarium Corporation $769,p00 2 joperate the Pew Fellows Program for the
1999 and 2000 fiscal years.

To cover administrative expenses to
New England Aquarium Corporation $432,p00 19 rmyserate the Pew Fellows Program for the
1997-98 fiscal year.

To provide continued support for

Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc $1,458,008 mdis|SeaWeb, a public education initiative o
ocean issues.

SeaWeb $1,600,000 Fpr a public education initiative on ocean
iSsues.

SeaWeb $1,200,090 2yfs. For core programs.
To launch the Ocean Law Project, a

Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund $1,475/000 Jgomrdinated legal effort to restore maring

ecosystems and fisheries.

For continued support of the Ocean La
Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund $1,233]000 15 JAwsject, a coordinated effort to restore
marine ecosystems and fisheries.

To implement the Ocean Law Project in the
Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund $269/000 18 [Misl-Atlantic, Gulf of Mexco, Pacific and
Western Pacific regions.

For establishment of a national oceans
‘commission.

Strategies for the Global Environment, In¢. $3,501]I,0 30 mog
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SeaWeb is the public outreach arm of Pew's ocdarests. According to XX:SeaWeb is a project designed to raise awareneseokorld
ocean and the life within it. The ocean playsitical role in our everyday life and in the futuoé our planet. We believe that as more people
understand this and begin to appreciate the eastla svater planet, they will take actions to coneeghe ocean and the web of life it sup-
ports."

SeaWeb has also received approximately $1.33 midmlars from the Packard Foundation.
In addition to the $24 million listed in the tabRew has provided about $34 million more in fisbgidcean focused grants, and has donated
total of almost $90 million to the "conservatiordnamunity since 1995.

What's Pew's motivation?
Why has Pew spent so much on fisheries issues? Nekd&ew -- or the public -- gotten for its monedf?d, most importantly, what has the
impact of these millions of dollars been on théifig industry, the fisheries it depends on, andhtla@agement process that's supposed to kee

it all going?

The answers to those questions could be criticid¢duture of the commercial fishing industry. NMgH can't provide those answers, | can
provide enough background information to help yoandyour own conclusions. I'll do that in next rttos edition.

The truth is out there (and it's available if you bok for it!)
04/11/01

We recently saw a copy of a June press releaseddsua New Jersey legislative office in suppora tlan on harvesting menhaden - a small,
oily fish that is available in greater abundanantany other species off the East and Gulf codstsfish meal and oil in state waters out to
three miles. In part the release saldaterways off the New Jersey coast attract thodsaof out-of-state processing boats which contilgual
harvest menhaden and wreak havoc on the local uvater food chains. Menhaden are harvested by fgabips not for human consump-
tion, but rather to be incorporated in fertilizeispsmetics and cat foodBecause menhaden are only found in estuarieslasd inshore,
closing the fishery in state waters would effediiv@ose it completely.

For the record, 1) there are less than two dozaisbaoot “thousands,” on the East coast (from Mé#&inelorida) that are capable of participat-
ing in the menhaden reduction fishery, 2) Therenaxéprocessing” boats in the menhaden fishenll gthee less than two dozen boats in the
fleet catch the fish and transport them to shoseddacilities for processing), 3) The menhademcgdn fleet, which has been actively en-
gaged in harvesting on the East coast and in Neseyevaters, with many more boats and a much highet of landings than in recent years,
for well over a century is “wreaking havoc” on it the “local underwater food chains” nor anythétge in our local waters — at least if we
can believe all of the recreational angler’s claabsut “the good old days,” 4) menhaden are no rhareested by “factory ships” than by
“processing boats,” and 4) as well as making tvaly into some commercial products, menhaden arektad for use in livestock feed (the
resulting livestock destined for human consumptemmg, increasingly importantly, the production ofega 3 dietary supplements, which
modern medicine has determined are among some @fitist valuable additives available to health-cimscconsumers.

The glaring inaccuracies in the release could teen revealed with one or two phone calls, hatli@ur in a well-equipped library or fifteen
minutes of research through credible sites onnterniet. And yet the legislative staffers and wlesealse was involved in preparing, editing
and distributing the press release weren't inteceehough in its accuracy to put forth even thigimal effort. (A well-referenced article de-
scribing the fishery and real management concé@fdjsh meal, crab bait, a public resource andsaetjard for science,” is available on the
internet at Link to piece on menhaden management)

In a nutshell, this illustrates how severe distorsi can and have been used to skew public perosptidisheries issues.

We’ve been pointing out over the past several ydaatscapitalizing on doom-and-gloom pronouncemabtsut the status of our commercial
fisheries has greatly outgrown the cottage indysitigse (see “Who puts up the money” Link to pietenenhaden management). As the N.J.
legislative release so accurately indicates, sdhszothe scope of the disinformation being usesipport of these pronouncements. With
seemingly limitless funding from multi-billion dalf foundations on one hand, and with the full gaofidommunications from scores of rec-
reational anglers intent on grabbing all of thé fisat they can on the other, environmental andiramngrganizations have become adept at
convincing targeted elected officials and mediaesentatives that commercial fishing is totally otslhand and that commercial fishermen
alone are responsible for the degraded conditiauofoastal and ocean fisheries. Strategicallg,isha wise move on their part. The man-
agement system that we have in place is staffdisbgries professionals who aren’t swayed by migdiad, skewed or totally fabricated
“facts,” but are committed to decision-making basadhe best available science, which the commidistang industry is committed to mak-
ing better. Some of our elected officials, howeaed unfortunately, have been known to responddoded political pressure, even if brought
by a very small group of constituents and everagfdal on information that is far from factual.
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In the face of all of this anti-fishing* blustergwhought it would be timely to reacquaint our exadvith the benefits derived from a viable
domestic commercial fishing industry, with sometaf most widespread anti-fishing arguments, and tivbge arguments are less than con-
vincing.

As far as the pluses of having a healthy commercifishing industry in the U.S., consider the followng:

» As successful “marriages” between working commeéfishing operations and successful tourist attoast in ports like
Cape May and Barnegat Light on the East coast and=8ancisco and Seattle on the West demonsthat®’'s an ongoing
public fascination with working fishermen and hdvey harvest the sea’s bounty.

« Particularly in the context of our heavily develdmmastlines on the Atlantic, it's difficult to irgime any type of coastal de-
velopment more environmentally benign than a wagKishing port, nor any that would be more effeetin demonstrating
to the public the importance of healthy coastal acebn ecosystems.

» Domestic production of fish and shellfish redudestrade deficit by billions of dollars each year.

» Harvesting by professionals is the only way to middeefish and shellfish that are a public resolr@enging to all of us
available to people lacking either the time, thengyoor the inclination to harvest them themselVekile it's a hard concept
for the most zealous anglers to grasp, somewhetmdrd5% of our citizens would never consider datghheir own sea-
food, yet they all have an equal right to enjoyesih fish dinner - and the health benefits thatecarith it - whenever they
wish.

» Locally caught, ocean-fresh fish and shellfishadsttter than products that have been frozen dgeeéted and shipped
halfway around the world.

» Asis becoming increasingly evident, there are aadyof health benefits associated with a diet nicfish — particularly
saltwater fish.

The most common anti-commercial fishing argumentseem to be variations of:

* Recreationally caught fish are far more valuablthtoeconomy than commercially caught fish bec#iusg cost so much
more to catch. (In actuality, a recreationally dauish is the end product of a “fishing experiehatile a commercially
caught fish is the primary input for a seafood nvelaich is generally eaten in a restaurant. On aagdor-pound basis, fish
enjoyed by patrons at a mid-level restaurant eggiherate as much economic activity as fish caoglainglers on vacation,
and well over half of the seafood enjoyed in th8.Us enjoyed at restaurants.)

* Anglers employing “catch and release techniques’azich the same fish over and over again, muitiglits “value” far
beyond that of the commercially harvested fish ihabught once and eaten. (In actuality, becafisatoh and release mor-
tality, which is generally agreed averages outatiad 20%, anglers catching and releasing as nighys$ they can in an
outing can — and do — kill more fish than angler®watch and keep their limit and then stop fishiBge The big lie -
http://www.fishingnj.org/netusal5.htm.)

» Commercial fishermen are dollar-driven resourcdaitgrs with no regard for conservation who wilhtat” whenever the
opportunity arises while recreational anglers amservation minded to a fault and are incapabl#aaiaging a fishery. (In
reality commercial fishermen, with a full spectrofrregulations controlling every facet of how thay their trade, can and
do live within management-imposed restrictions asa#ter of course, while — as exemplified by trst teveral years’ fluke
landings in the mid-Atlantic — unlimited numbersre€reational anglers can far exceed managementiatethquotas no
matter what other restrictions are in place.)

»  Without adequate controls, commercial harvesterdikely to drive overfished stocks into extinctigive have not been
able to find any examples of species that have tfestred” to extinction. As a matter of fact, moddishing communities
are in far more danger of extinction resulting fromerzealous legislative mandates than any fisghelifish species are
from overzealous harvesting.)

« Commonly used commercial harvesting gear is unseéeand/or destructive to natural ecosystems (Withtional man-
agement system in which there was no such thireg“esgulatory discard — an otherwise usable fislléal as bycatch which
the fisherman is forced by regulation to discaahd gear with designed-in selectivity, many of pheblems with selectivity
would disappear. Fishermen agree that some areatddbe protected from some types of fishing gelawever, the effi-
cient harvest of many species can only be accohmgisvith gear that does have some impact on phatitypes of bottom.
Just as we accept modifications to terrestrial ystesns for enhanced agricultural production, wegaiag to have to accept
corresponding changes in the oceans if we are doiefficiently utilize the fish and shellfish thaye capable of producing.

Today virtually every facet of commercial fishirgregulated, at least for U.S. fishermen. Thereegealations controlling the size and type of
gear they use, the size and horsepower of thetspthee hours they fish, where they fish, the amhand the size of the fish they catch, which
fisheries they can participate in, the size ofrthegws, etc., etc. A cumbersome and complex nétwbmanagement regimes at the state, re-
gional, national and international levels (sometmeanaging the same fisheries through overlappingdictions) each establishes and en-
forces various restrictions on commercial harvestthile impossible to quantify, on the averagemmercial fisherman today is probably
fishing with less than half of the total effectiess (based on the ability to harvest fish of ai@#er species) that he was fishing with twenty
years ago. And in many of our commercial fishetiese are significantly fewer fishermen and sigifitly fewer boats. On top of this, many
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commercial fishermen are involved in efforts talfer reduce bycatch (non-targeted fish that arédviedently caught along with the quarry),
impacts on habitat and interactions with protected endangered species.

This is in stark contrast to the recreational fighfleet, which is allowed to increase unhampenedry regulations whatsoever, resulting in a
(largely unmeasured and unremarked) steady grawitet point where on-the-water traffic jams ar@amon occurrence in heavily fished
areas.

Yet for the anti-fishing crowd, the management- aalf-imposed controls on commercial fishing arembugh. In instances where a stock of
fish is rebuilding from depressed levels, they poes the system to accelerate the rebuilding pso@sspite the fact that it's virtually impos-
sible to reduce bycatch in some fisheries (anditietige fact that in many instances bycatch mdytalas at most a negligible impact on the
involved species) they insist that every fisheryl68% “clean.” While the concept of Marine Protelcheeas being effective tools in fisheries
management is totally unproven in non-tropical watthey support their extensive establishmentliofaur coastal waters, with the only
“protection” afforded being that of protecting tfigh from fishermen. Even where it's common knovgedhat particular areas have over the
years consistently yielded healthy catches of paleir species, they argue that commercial fishiggy §s “damaging” the bottom, reducing
biological diversity and negatively impacting protiuity.

Most recently some anti-fishing activists have adtheir attention to the “ecosystem impacts” ahowercial harvesting. Their arguments
revolve around the idea that the effects of fistvésting aren’t limited to the species being hamedut can also trickle either up or down
(depending on your philosophical perspective anithvgroup of commercial harvesters you're intenskewering) the food chain. The re-
cent “Ancient overfishing” article in the journati®nce is an attempt at “top down” skewering (seédqbe of Science Ancient Overfishing
article). The “close down the menhaden fishery'watts fatuous theory that an unfished (except fat) maenhaden population is the only
thing saving our estuaries from perishing due tooghication** is it's “bottom up” corollary.

The reason for the anti-fishing efforts by soméhef people and organizations in the recreationglimgncommunity is obvious. They want
more — or all — of the fish for themselves. In kagpwith the “professionalization” of many of owgareational activities, an angler who spends
tens of thousands of dollars on his or her hoblgyyeyear is unlikely to admit that he or she ispingt fishing. It's much easier - at least on the
ego - to blame any lack of performance on the igé/of those “netters” off the beach or over llweizon. The reason for the corresponding
efforts by the various so-called environmental aigations is equally clear. There are seeminglydooless (at least to us in the fishing indus-
try) buckets of tax-free dollars available from tibillion dollar trusts/foundations to pursue thanti-fishing agenda in Congress, in the
courts, and in some of our most respected ingtitstof higher learning. What isn’t clear is whygbécharitable” trusts and foundations are
so seemingly intent on destroying an industry Heet existed in harmony with the environment foregations.

We've got a large and growing population. Every dave got more people to feed — a relative fewhm U.S. and other developed countries,
a staggering number in much of the rest of thedverdnd it seems as if we're provided every day wét another example of the many health
benefits of having more seafood in our diets. Rerfirst time since aquaculture’s been touted asthution to looming protein shortages,
we’'re starting to realize that its developmentrat significant scale comes with significant envimental costs. From a nhumber of perspec-
tives we can't afford to turn our backs on the dstic commercial fishing industry, nor can we affts manage it with anything less than the
application of the best available science, whiclievdometimes woefully inadequate is always bdttan “Chicken Little” rhetoric employed
by the anti-fishing groups. The real informatioraisilable, all that's required is that those wh@iavolved in fisheries issues take the time to
ferret it out.

*Many of the involved individuals will argue thdtety are not anti-fishing, that they are simply agaallowing fishermen — in their collective and
distinctly skewed opinion - to continue to “pluntitving marine resources and undersea habitat litite or no regard for the effects they are hav-
ing on the coastal or offshore ecosystem or thaéudf the fisheries. Considering what we havese lif we lose our commercial fishing industry,
this is a well-considered argument for them to mé&l@wvever, the vast majority of fishermen and induseps we deal with on both coasts have no
doubts about what they see as an anti-fishing ceympand neither do we. If the anti-fishing growpare truly interested in conserving fisheries or
in maintaining healthy estuarine or oceanic ecesyst they would certainly be interested in muchentban the activities of the commercial fishing
industry. They aren't.

** |n a letter being sent to New Jersey legislattinge anti-menhaden fishing forces are claiming thenhaden, which filter copious amounts of al-
gae out of the water column, are primarily respoiesior maintaining the water quality in our estaaiby removing excess nutrients via their dietary
habits. Supposedly the algae metabolize the ntstiéme menhaden eat the algae, the nutrientsphaapWhile this makes a pleasing story - par-
ticularly if your goal is to shut down a fishenattdepends on catching menhaden - it might béle hitore convincing if we didn’t know that the
same anti-fishing folks were claiming to the samdience a year or two back that the menhaden fishas responsible for the starvation of all of
the rebounded striped bass stocks. Another pleasimg, except for the fact that after two yearSstéirvation” the striped bass stocks are in better
shape than they've been in for the last 50 yeatseeWyou are out to unjustly skewer a fishery amtslead a legislator or two, it's best to be flexi-
ble.

Pew, SeaWeb shrug off oil to target fishing
05/01/01 in Commercial Fisheries News
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(This is the second of two guest columns examittiegnfluence of big money donors and the enviramalegroups they support on US fish-
eries policy originally printed in Commercial Fistes News)

The Pew Charitable Trusts have spent tens of médliaf dollars on fisheries and ocean issues and exage on the news media in recent
years. This flood of money has had a significargast both on fisheries policy and on how our indust depicted in print and on the air.
While a large part of the Pew focus is supposdikteepresenting and increasing the public's intémdisheries and ocean issues, is it also
shifting that interest?

One of the more active efforts to influence publinion on fisheries is spearheaded by SeaWebtQmeb site, SeaWeb describes itself as a
"project designed to raise awareness of the wartgho and the life within it." Its primary fundertie Pew Charitable Trusts. Early in its ex-
istence, SeaWeb commissioned a public opinion survdetermine which ocean issues would best "engfag public interest.”

The introduction to the results of the survey, Wwhizas conducted for SeaWeb by the Mellman Groapedt'Americans believe the ocean's
problems stem from many sources, but oil compaanieseen as a prime culprit: In fact, 81% of Amargbelieve that oil spills are a very
serious problem. This is followed by chemical rdrfodm large corporate farms (75% very seriouspliaperly treated water from towns near
the coast (69%), contaminated seafood (65%), @sth tioil, and chemical runoff from streets (65%)Verfishing evidently wasn't considered
"a very serious problem" and was lumped in witte'libss of critical species” to make the cut as ediningful indicator” of trouble.

But in an article on the poll in SeaWeb's Novent#96 monthly update, the only specific threat ®dlbeans mentioned was overfishing.
Along with three paragraphs of vague generalitias this statement: "71% (of respondents) agreeotiaafishing is threatening the health
and stability of the marine environment.” Nothirgpat oil spills, runoff, contaminated seafood, oy af the other "problems" identified in
the survey, only overfishing. Is this engagingit iredirecting the public interest?

Funding, MPAs

It seems that an almost universal groundswell ppett has developed spontaneously for Marine Predegreas (MPAS) as the solution to
problems besetting our oceans and the creatuiiag iivthem. It seems as well that much of the $oofithe MPA movement is protection
from fishing. A widely circulated "scientific conssus statement" by the National Center for Ecokdghmalysis and Synthesis (NCEAS) at
the University of California at Santa Barbara balbjcconcludes that MPAs and Marine Reserves aecofigreatest developments of civiliza-
tion since sliced bread. The statement, it expthimas the result of a two-and-a-half year effgrah international team of scientists. That
effort included a research review and a joint nmeekiy the NCEAS scientists and other researchemanine reserves convened by the Com-
munication Partnership for Science and the Sea (BA885) in May of 1998. This sounds like the worldsofence at work the way it's sup-
posed to work, with objective researchers reacttieg own conclusions independently, then cominggetber behind a consensus position.
But is it really?

COMPASS is funded by the Packard Foundation antV@bds a COMPASS "partner.” The chair of the COMBAf®ard of scientific ex-
perts received a Pew fellowship in 1992 and is alstember of the NCEAS international team of s@&nthat drafted the consensus state-
ment. Six of the 15 scientists at the COMPASS mgetiere Pew fellows, as were 25 of the 161 scisntidio signed the statement. Marine
reserves or MPAs were mentioned in the projectrif®smns, biographies, or bibliographies of 27 lo¢ 58 Pew fellows named since 1996.
One might easily conclude that they are strong stpys - if not promoters - of the concept. Feweottesearchers can maintain either the pro-
fessional or public profiles that Pew fellows enjthanks to the financial support - some $150,Ghe and connections the fellowships pro-
vide. (In addition to these Pew fellowships, the/Aausts and the Packard Foundation have spent thane$2 million in grants specifically
promoting MPAs since 1998.)

But the Pew connections don't end there. In Jamfathyis year, the National Oceanic and Atmosphadministration (NOAA) named the
finalists for its MPA Advisory Committee. The 26-mber committee includes representatives of a numberganizations funded by Pew
and Packard, including:

» Environmental Defense - $3.4 million from Pew &1d2 million from Packard in the last five years;

 Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) - $5lbam from Pew;

* Center for Marine Conservation - $1.1 millionrfra>ew, $1.6 million from Packard; and

* Conservation International - $400,000 from Pagdkar

A program officer from the Packard Foundation soah MPA committee member, along with one commkaeid one recreational fishing
industry representative.

Groundswell? You bet. Spontaneous? Not hardly. €hsid? How much of the universe can you influenith %0 or 20 million dollars, par-
ticularly the universe of marine and fisheries agskers, who have been dealing with declining meselaudgets for decades?

Pew and swordfish
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Back in August 1997, Pew Environmental Program @aeJoshua Reichert wrote in an op-ed articletpdrin the Philadelphia Inquirer "The
root problem is not only the size of the quota,lémgth of the season, or the number of vessetdved. It is how the fish are caught. Use of
longlines must be barred." In January 1998, Seasviebunced the "Give Swordfish A Break" campaignt@ed on a domestic consumer
boycott of swordfish. In a 1998 article in the Bétersburg Times (FL), titled "En Garde for Swastff reporter Bill Duryea detailed the
SeaWeb strategy behind the "Give Swordfish A Breaitpaign. "The first thing (SeaWeb Executive DtiwecVikki Spruill did when she
went looking for a fish to save did not have towdth fish at all,” Duryea wrote.

Having decided that the most effective way to "gegtihe public interest” in ocean problems was thindihe food on their plate, Spruill,
Duryea wrote, "needed a certain kind of fish. Atpo$ish, if you will. Shrimp and salmon rank aéttop of the most popular seafoods, but
half of the shrimp and salmon sold in the Unitealt&t are farm-raised, tempering their status adisied. Besides, shrimp lack a certain
weightiness. 'We wanted something majestic,' spiditi Number 3 on the popularity list, accorditagSpruill, was swordfish, whose firm-
fleshed steaks had become a mainstay of fashionedtigurants across the country."

Good mariners?

In April 1998, Pew Fellow, SeaWeb "spokesteam" mamand National Audubon Society's Living OceareggPam Director Carl Safina
wrote an op-ed column in the New York Times attagkhe swordfish industry and swordfish managérReyal Caribbean and Celebrity
Cruise Lines, being good mariners, have annourteadhiey will deftly steer clear of swordfish; theycanceled 20 tons of orders," Safina
said. Interestingly, Safina's Living Oceans Progtes been on the receiving end of a multi-milli@fat grant program administered by The
Ocean Fund, which was established by Royal Caribkzaises Ltd. Also worth noting, Royal Caribbeas bheen fined millions of dollars for
various environmental violations. In a 1999 New ¥®@imes article, Steven P. Solow, chief of the emwvinental crimes section of the US
Justice Department, was quoted as saying thafétii¢hat the Nordic Empress (a Royal Caribbeaisership) continued dumping after the
guilty pleas showed that the company 'had a cultficgime."

Good mariners, Dr. Safina?
Objective research?

In June 2000, Pew's Reichert was quoted againrglifong, this time in an article on leatherbackles in the Philadelphia Inquirer. Reichert
stated that longlining "is considered a very dirtgthod of fishing ... These boats pull up everyghifhey pull up birds, sharks, all kinds of
fish and turtles."

On Aug. 1, 2000, NRDC and SeaWeb issued a presaselitied "SeaWeb and NRDC Declare Victory fortNétlantic Swordfish" that
"applauded groundbreaking action by the federabguwent to protect juvenile North Atlantic swordifione of the two principal goals of the
Give Swordfish a Break Campaign" and announcedéssation of the consumer boycott. Industry spokesamd managers are pretty unan-
imous in their belief that the Pew boycott inflidta significant amount of economic damage on theedtic swordfish industry and the long-
liners in it, while doing nothing for swordfish cegrvation. The bottom line was that a lot of indials and businesses in the US were severe
ly hurt because they were in a fishery that mikiaf Pew dollars could turn into a "poster childf & troubled ocean.

And, in spite of the Pew "victory," the oft-printbeéliefs of Joshua Reichert will keep the Pew dslflowing for a study by a researcher who
apparently shares those beliefs and will keep dople and businesses in the fishery suffering. Nastember, Duke University issued a press
release announcing a Pew grant of $1.2 milliortudyslonglining. In it, Larry Crowder, research neéeader, was quoted as saying "pelagic
longlining is one of the most lucrative and perhdestructive fishing techniques. The recent an@lhgpxpanding fishery is inherently nonse-
lective. In other words, the gear inadvertentlyskiloth juvenile target species and non-targetispesuch as sea turtles, seabirds, marine
mammals, and other fish." Sound familiar?

Putting it together

So back in 1996, the folks at SeaWeb commissiormd\aey to help them get the public involved in tlvean. The introduction to the survey
stated, "The poll is critically important to infoing the campaign. The research has given us agss@mse of what will work to engage the
public in this issue, but the public still requireducating before acknowledging a problem.”

The report indicated that Americans would be méfstévely engaged by focusing on their perceptiohehat was contributing to the prob-
lems of the oceans - oil spills, chemical runofinfr corporate farms, improperly treated wastewatarfaminated seafood, and non-point
source pollution.

But were they given that opportunity? Not quitesi@garding everything else, the Pew Ocean Updateséal on overfishing. So did SeaWeb's
programs. On its web site, SeaWeb's priority issuedisted as:

* Declines in swordfish, tuna;
» Trawling and longlines;

» Shrimp and salmon farming;
* Algal blooms;
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» Marine sanctuaries and marine zoning;

* Shark finning;

* Florida Bay as the problem in microcosm (withesmphasis on estuaries); and
* Land-based toxic pollutants (as contrasted wiitsplls).

Fishing - or overfishing - was accorded little atten in the public opinion survey relative to @ik other threats. Yet today, fishing and aqua-
culture "problems" comprise at least half of SeaWelorkload. Oil spills, which were identified dgetnumber one problem in the poll and
which seem to be going on at the same rate theg prerExxon Valdez, get virtually no attention lat a

It's obvious to anyone with any exposure to thatmi broadcast media that the public's focus hédted from "blame it all on the oil indus-
try" to "blame it all on commercial fishing." Evenyajor fishery is under stringent management armdyefisherman is working with severe
restrictions today, but that isn't enough for thgamizations funded by Pew.

Perhaps more people should start asking "why?"
Pew and the media

Since 1995, the Pew Charitable Trusts have awasded $80 million in media-focused grants. Thesatgraave been in areas including
training, equipment, support of journalism projeatsproving news coverage, and production of progréng.

Some of the recipients and the total grants awataé&oem are:

Columbia University $19.2 million
WHYY (Philadelphia Public Radio Station) $ 2.9 million
The Tides Center $10.2 million

Greater Washington Educational Telecommunications|

Assoc. (McNeil/Lehrer Productions) $ 5.8 million
Radio & Television News Directors Foundation $950 thusand
National Public Radio $3.3 million
Johns Hopkins University $6.8 million

Ancient Overfishing?
08/01/01

The cover story in the July 28 issue of the jou@knce is titled “Historical Overfishing and tRecent Collapse of Coastal Ecosystems.”
Written by a group of 19 researchers from sevesgiplines, in a heavily referenced 8 pages thtgnat to place the blame for most of the
major ills currently afflicting coastal waters aralthe world on examples of what they considera@terfishing. They have done this, they
claim, through an analysis of paleoecological, aedhogical, historical and ecological records ediieg from 125,000 years ago (the rise of
modern Homo sapiens) to the present. They thethisanalysis to support a “top-down” rather thanttom-up” approach to marine re-
source management, focusing on organisms at theftihye food chain rather than those at the bottom.

Much of the article focuses on the authors’ attentpffix the blame for the current deterioratiorfafr salt water ecosystems. They claim
they've determined through an examination of natiti@nal (to ecologists) records that serious peald confronting coral reef, kelp forest,
sea grass and oyster reef areas today can aldmttback to some form of “overfishing” at somenpai the past.

Before they even get into the “meat” of their@gj the authors set their stage by statiftgere are dozens of places in the Caribbe-
an named after large sea turtles whose adult pdmra now number in the tens of thousands rathan the tens of millions ....

Place names for oysters, pearls and conches conjoi@ther ecological ghosts of marine invertebrdbeg were once so abun-
dant....” While the nostalgic appeal makes this a compellitrgduction to the assault on past and presshefmen that follows, we
were a little skeptical about the idea of the exist of solid relationships between place namedtantbcal occurrence of the species
that those places were named after. Deciding @ bit of our own digging, we searched the web fovés, Lanes, Streets and Roads
named for various birds and beasts using GooglegdVever 1600 hits for “Osprey” and only 250 f@uzzard;” over 15,000 for
“Fox,” less than 400 for “Possum” or “Opossum” desis than 100 for “Skunk;” well over 10,000 for tin” (mostly in the US and

the UK); over 5,000 for dolphin (this after havithge search engine exclude all 48,000 instancegreth dolphin”), under 100 for
“Mako” and none for “Sculpin;” slightly over 500 f§Oyster” and only 27 for “Clam.” It seems that,l@ast in the modern, internet
accessed world, one can’t make anything approackihid judgments on local populations based onglames. (By the way,
Google located over 200 addresses containing “UnitjoWere Caribbean islanders in the past thderéht or, like us, did they

name places according to some idealized or imagiatber than actual view of their world? More imjamitly, did the authors - or the
editors at Science - give this question any comatdm at all or were they more interested in mgkimeir point regardless of the an-
swer?
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In an article with as many authors as this oneamalstackling a topic as complex and far-ranginthasone does, there are bound to be disa-
greements with some of its content, and whileritis our intent to do a paragraph by paragraphgaetiof it here, there are segments which
appear to be critical to some of the “bottom-dowahclusions which did raise questions. Among thesn a

The reliance in instances on what appear to be slesia - Regarding the demise of kelp forests énGhlf of Maine, the authors fix the blame
on overfishing of codfish stocks, which they claias reduced the average size of Gulf of Maine pmuh 2 mean body length of 1 meter to
0.3 meters. Their “proof” of this size reductiom,ad least that portion of the reduction that ocediin the 5,250 years preceding 1950, is base
on the measurement of codfish vertebrae foundere#ttavation of a single shell midden in Maines &&rtainly interesting to read that a re-
gression analysis of the diameter of vertebra throut with the garbage at a single location dufmg distinct time periods spread out over
5,000 years indicates that the size of the fisk there taken from decreased. Can the decreasiagbihose few vertebrae be realistically
projected to a corresponding trend in the sizdlaffahe codfish throughout the 28,000 square swdéthe Gulf of Maine?

The seeming indifference to other factors whichlddae as or more important than the authors’ bottlmwn considerations - In the discus-
sion of impacted seagrass beds, we find “all tistofa that have been linked with recent die-offusfle grass beds in Florida Bay, except for
changes in temperature and salinity (emphasis addawl be attributed to the ecological extinctibig@en turtles.” Excepting changes in
temperature and salinity might make the downfalFlofrida Bay's turtle grass beds via the agencipweérfishing” of green turtles a logical
conclusion, but is it logical to accept that changetemperature and salinity should be excepteutPwhat of the changes in weather pat-
terns/climate, whose profound influences on theitlistion and occurrence of living marine resounagsare just starting to understand?

Apparent inconsistencies among the authors’ owrlasions - The authors liken the situation withfiesh in Jamaican waters to American
lobsters off New England. While subjected to hefislying pressure which prevented “local” reef fisbm reaching sexual maturity, recruit-
ment from neighboring reefs which weren't so heafighed had kept the Jamaican fishery alive ustiently, when the distant reefs became
overfished as well and the Jamaican fishery coldp$hey write “A similar scenario has been propdse the American lobster with regard
to loss of larvae from deep-water offshore stock®t in their previous discussion of the Gulf of iM&akelp forests we read “Formerly domi-
nant predatory fish are now ecologically extinct.absters, crabs and sea urchins rose in abundecoedingly.” It kind of leaves the reader
grasping in the dark for the actual condition @ tbbster stocks, doesn’t it? (Lobster landingsléw England have been at record levels for
the past several years.)

Apparent inconsistencies with “conventional wisdonffor at least a generation it's been accepteahieaanthropogenic disturbance and/or
destruction of submerged aquatic vegetation (by Aod personal watercraft passage, commerciahfisbperations or dredging activities)
can have detrimental environmental effects. Yettn#ors conclude that the deterioration of seadvads can be attributed to the uncon-
trolled growth of the submerged vegetation inahsence of continuous, intensive cropping and ¢gssation of systematic plowing of the
bay floor” by once abundant but now “overfishedgdags and sea turtles. What is the difference bivtlee anthropogenic and natural dis-
turbances? (It can’t be a matter of scale. Thay aiste that the physical disturbance of seagrasts by dugongs, which can reportedly re-
move “up to 96% of the above-ground biomass and @flbelow-ground biomass of seagrasses,” is a “nfafior” in preventing a “dramatic
decline in water quality due to eutrophication amaoff of sediment.”)

However, from our perspective these are relatiwglyor points when compared to the primary thesithefarticle, which is nothing but the
latest chapter in the “blame it on overfishingatiy.

Our concern, both with the article and with it'sbfigation in a journal like Science, is the tataliance of its central premise - that coastal
ecosystem degradation today has been caused brfistieg” in the past - on a definition of “fishifighat is seriously out of step with any
usage that we’re familiar with. “Fishing” is thekiag of fish and shellfish for commercial or redieaal purposes. That’s the way it's used in
conversation, that's what dictionaries say it meansl that's the way it's defined (with the additiof “all other forms of marine animal and
plant life other than marine mammals and birds'hi@ Magnuson Fisheries Conservation and ManageAwnkegislation that has governed
federal fisheries management in the US since 1976.

When it comes to taking mammals, whether on land tiie water, “hunting” is the word of choice. Agelt this doesn't quite fill the bill for
the authors. They provide their own definitiori‘fighing,” which includes “hunting and gatheringd kinds of organisms in the oceans.” This
is a convenient definition if you're goal is to ga seat near the front on the “blame it all onrfisieing” bandwagon by having an important
article published in a prestigious journal. Otheart that, there seems to be no reason to refetitdti@s as “fishing” that go far beyond com-
mon usage to include what are clearly (and evethéywuthors own “definition”) entirely differenttadties. According to everyone except
these authors and their editors, hunting definiist fishing.

In the 9/10/01 issue of US News, T. Hayden writdsw, a survey of fisheries data, archaeologicat@xations, and historical rec-
ords, published in the journal Science, revealsigising thread uniting virtually every instancémarine ecosystem collapse. The
cause, says lead author Jeremy Jackson of in $goDis ‘fishing, fishing, and fishing."Were Jackson to use a definition of fishing
more in-line with the rest of the English speakigyld, he’d probably be more prone to blame théapales on “hunting, hunting,

and fishing.”
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The authors provide a table (Table 1) of deterioratbaselines” for particular parameters of thesitected coastal ecosystems (coral reefs,
seagrass beds, etc.) that they determined fromiakagrvarious records. They “inferred” that eaclttwd listed parameters was due to one or
more of three causal factors: fishing, mechaniesitat destruction by fishing, or other inputs.tté total of forty-six “causes” that the au-
thors listed in their table, twenty-six were attitied to either fishing or mechanical habitat dedtom by fishing. While twenty-six out of for-
ty-six is hardly an overwhelming majority, it issjubarely over half and could just barely justtig tclaim that “fishing” is the predominant
cause for the deterioration of the listed ecosystéut, rather than the author’s definition, whatvé use the one that the rest of the world has
settled on? What if we don’t include as “fishing&thunting of manatees, sea otters, dugongs, stal® We then have twenty out of forty-six
causal factors that are, in the authors’ judgmfigtting-related and twenty-six that are not.* Nothiapproaching a majority, in no way justi-
fying titling the article “Historical overfishing,” but not guaranteed to get the authors front seats anywhere. From this perspective it
seems pretty obvious why the authors felt competequiovide their own definition of “fishing.” It as either that or come up with another
titte and miss the ride.

*If we disregard the Magnuson Act definition aneé tlaking of sea turtles is not counted as fishiingn the count becomes sixteen for
fishing and thirty not.

But why the bandwagon and why the ride? We’ve emifpreviously about the number of “charitable” fdation dollars that have been and
are being spent on vilifying commercial fishermsad the Previous FishNet at Link to article on Ravding). From the outside, part of the
reason for that seems to be a drive to declare hugps of the sea floor off-limits to fishing thgh the formation of what have become
known as Marine Protected Areas (MPAS). This dfoareMPAs is inextricably tied into the so-called &mne conservation” program of the
Pew Trusts, which are becoming notorious for usiregr Big Oil generated endowment - they were distiabd by descendants of Joseph N.
Pew, the founder of the Sun Oil Company - to maldlig policy (see “Charity Is New Force in Enviroamtal Fight” by D. Jehl in the NY
Times, 06/28/01). And true to the Pew program lihauthors - 8 of whom, incidentally, were eitheetv Scholars,” signers of a self-styled
“Scientific Consensus Letter” advocating MPAs résgl from an effort heavily subsidized by Pew, ottb- end their article with an argument
that the only way our coastal ecosystems may beds&om this history of abuse caused by “fishirgthirough the adoption of more and big-
ger MPAs.

The negative fallout that this semantic maniputatias had on the image of today’s fishermen, addyts fisheries management system, in
the broadcast and print media has been signifiddrg.impact it's going to have in shifting the pgabibcus away from real and ongoing
coastal development and water quality problemsisgyto be equally dramatic. The idea that the ichpge have had and are having on our
coastal waters due to overdevelopment and pollisioregligible compared to the effects of “overiiglt dating back hundreds or thousands
of years seems like an environmentalist’s nightmaned a polluter’'s dream. Yet, as the followingtations from the popular media demon-
strate, thanks to this article - and its successtlling” - that's where we are.

e “The paper, by 19 of the world’s leading marineldists, is written in sober academic languageittpaiints a shocking pic-
ture of the destruction wrought by many centurieglobal overfishing.” (C. Cookson, Financial Tim&§/28/01)

» “Overfishing that took place hundreds if not thaudsiof years ago is a key culprit in the collapseoastal marine ecosys-
tems today, an international group of researctegsrts. Up until now, scientists have tied the entricollapse of the world’s
coastal ecosystems almost entirely to recent humpacts—pollution, increased nutrient runoff, afichate change.” (H.
Mayall, National Geographic News, 07/07/01)

» “Fishing, not pollution, has decimated the seas"Gkeck, Newsweek, 08/06/01)

* “The depleted state of many coastal ecosystemidhesots not so much in pollution or other currdaestructive practices
but in over harvesting of marine resources dateckthundreds, and sometimes thousands, of yeaesy acientific study
has found.” (NY Times, 07/29/01)

Fortunately, at least some of the reporting orettiiele went beyond the information and the coriols it contained.

“While the Science piece is a welcome boost fornting an even larger oyster restoratiqid) Houde(a fisheries ecologist with the
University of Maryland.and nine fellow bay scientists caution in a lefent to the magazine that some of its conclusiomsien-
plistic and overreaching. The Science authorsef@ample, scarcely acknowledge that polluting natéédrom sewage, air and land
have taken a tremendous upswing since the 195@ng-affter the oysters, and their filtration capgcitrashed. Unless pollutants
are reduced, “restoration of oysters even to prde@@l abundances is unlikely to eliminate algabdins, and [loss of oxygen] and
recover sea grasses,” the bay scientists writearother simplification, the Science authors implgtithe overfishing of oysters led to
the bay’s current oyster diseases. But MSX, thd wiadent disease, has been identified as comiog the unauthorized introduc-
tion of Pacific Coast oysters into mid-Atlantic et in the 1950s.{T. Horton, Baltimore Sun, 08/10/01)

Of blood and turnips
02/09/02

The New England groundfish fishery, one of the stded most important in the country, has seereswed times in recent years. It was im-
pacted by tremendous pressures from foreign distater fishing fleets in the 50s and 60s. Thenetlvess a dramatic buildup of the domestic
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fleet following the enactment of the Magnuson Acthe late 70s. Finally, in 1984 an almost devasiat/orld Court decision on a fishing
area dispute between the United States and Castataished the Hague Line and awarded prime groprelsously fished by U.S. vessels to
Canada and restricted them to a small part of titens they previously had access to. As a cumelagisult of all of these factors, there have
been too many boats chasing too few fish for aelgn@yt of the second half of the twentieth century.

Starting in the late 1980s it became apparentttigsie were major problems in the fishery. Declintagches, declining sizes and declining
biological indices were all signaling that fishiaffort had to be decreased, and decreased sigtifica

Prodded by this, the New England Fishery Manager@enncil entered into an ambitious, long-term pamgtto bring fishing effort more into
line with a level that the fish stocks could suppadn today’s vernacular, to make the fishery tsirsable.” As a part of this program, the
Council closed the fishery to new entrants, essablil a series of time-specific and permanent ateasd to particular types of fishing, put
rigorous trip limits in place, limited the numbdrdays boats could fish each year (currently 8&juired minimum net mesh sizes and other
gear restrictions, and, in federally funded proggaaversaw the investment of millions of dollardtry groundfish boats and remove them
from the fishery.

The costs of these measures were exceedingly high to the fishermen and the other involved bissas and to the New England communi-
ties that had grown up around them. Fishermen déidd work ashore, fishing related and dependestriesses closed down, and the social
fabric that had held New England fishing ports tbgefor generations was stretched to the verytlimi

“Overcapitalization” of the domestic fishing fleehile conventional wisdom has it that the infloixarge, state-of-the-art vessels
into the domestic fisheries was the result ofdhsidered investments by the commercial fishingigt, there was another - and
very possibly more significant - cause. As parPodsident Regan’s “economic recovery” packagepuartax incentives were put in
place that made particular types of capital investis extremely attractive. Among these attractivestments were commercial
fishing boats (particularly considering the postgviason focus on developing the domestic fishingistiy to take the place of the
foreign trawlers that had been forced out of outernsg. Many new boats were built with dollars frootside the industry and with lit-
tle regard for their long term impacts on the fisg® This fact is conveniently overlooked by memsbof the anti-fishing claque in
their zeal to make commercial fishermen the scaatsdor all of the ocean’s ills.

New England groundfish are recovering

But several years back it became apparent thag thesisures were starting to work. A press release the New England Fisheries Man-
agement Council on June 7 of last year titled Nexgl&nd Fish Stocks Recovering stated “For the finsé in a number of years federal fish-
eries management programs in New England are exppéng measurable and substantial success in hgiiistainable fisheries. While the
New England Fishery Management Council, charget datveloping federal regulations, will face manyrenchallenges as stock rebuilding
continues, the improvements to date are notewo@tommercial and recreational fishermen, as wethaspublic, need to know that collec-
tively the Council is headed in the right directienthat fisheries will continue to improve and comers, fishermen and their communities
will benefit over the long-term from responsibledaifective management programs,’ said Council Htiee Director Paul Howard.

Year 2000 calculations show that estimated biorteagds for 11 important groundfish stocks, colleely, have increased almost 2-1/2 times
since 1994.... Reports from several of the maghifig ports in New England mirror the good newsualtioe status of groundfish stocks. As of
March 9, cod landings in Gloucester, Boston and Bedford totaled 1.4 million pounds, 400,000 poumdse than the same time a year ago
Haddock (1.1 million pounds) and yellowtail floumdé.7 million pounds) landings topped 2000’s nimeek total by 100,000 pounds and
200,000 pounds, respectively. The Portland Maisé Eixchange recorded a 33 percent increase itafislings last year and is anticipating a
banner year in 2001. Further south, Rhode Islamt$ fiave seen an approximate 53 percent incredaredings between 1994 and 1999.”

The release goes on “This good news is the regalhomber of years of very difficult decision-miagiby the Council, but much credit goes

to recreational and commercial fishermen and th#i@urhey have lobbied for better management, naoik better scientific information and
have participated pro-actively in the managemeotgss.”
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The Council has prepared a series of graphs shawegends in biomass (total weight of fish) obtwe major stocks of New England
groundfish. A composite graph showing the incréasgomass of all twelve stocks, which was credteth data also provided by the Coun-
cil, is above.

Amplifying the Council’'s message, outdoor writedaecreational fisherman Michael Sosik writesday’s rolling closures, moratoriums on
bottom dragging, larger net sizes and progressstesty management plans have fostered more redgerishing in both the recreational
and commercial sectors. Because of these steptharahanging philosophies of commercial and redoea fishermen, Gulf of Maine had-
dock are once again a catchable fish for anglerstweng out onto Jeffrey’s ledggGulf of Maine: A prolific haddock fishery, Thedgker-

man, 01/17/02). While his article is specificalyoait Gulf of Maine haddock, he might just as wellvariting about other species/stocks in the
New England groundfish complex.

While all of the groundfish stocks are not rebtdloptimal levels, thanks to the rigorous managemerasures imposed by the New England
Council those few that aren’t today are well onwregy. And most importantly, they are being rebailta rate that has allowed a majority of the
fishermen to keep on fishing.

But the “conservationists” aren’t satisfied

Unfortunately, this state of affairs, one that dbdue satisfactory to anyone with a reasonablercefya both the fish and the fishermen, has
been anything but that to the “conservationistablhying mightily in Washington several years bdbky were successful in having language
included in the Sustainable Fisheries Act that needanuch needed flexibility from a fisheries mamagat system that was struggling to
maintain the economic viability of the fishing iredty at the same time that it was struggling taildband maintain the sustainability of the
fish stocks it was managing. Based on the fruitheir successful - and exceedingly well-fundedbblying efforts, a group of these same not-
for-profits (see below) have now brought suit id&el court to needlessly accelerate the groundébhilding process by forcing unreasona-
ble adherence to these rigid provisions of the Act.

The question that most immediately comes to miraatheir interest in the New England groundfighéry and its management is why are
these organizations bringing suit? The fisheriesadrrecovering - ostensibly the primary inter@fsthese “conservationists” - and the fisher-
men (or at least most of them) are still workingeTength of time it takes for the stocks to “rétfumakes a great deal of difference - a “keep
your boat, keep your job, feed your family” kinddifference - to an awful lot of fishermen. So wpassible difference can it make to the
“conservationists” if it takes those stocks a fearenyears to “recover fully?”

A new organization, Oceana, has provided lawyeansfits Ocean Law Project for the plaintiffs; thenServation Law Foundation, the Ocean
Conservancy, the Natural Resources Defense CoamgiNational Audobon Society. Among Oceana’s suppoare the Pew Charitable
Trusts, the Turner Foundation, the Rockefeller Beat Fund and the Rockefeller Family Fund. Ovem$Bon in Pew funds were used in the
last two years to establish Ocedimasupport of efforts to reduce the incidental bych of fish and other marine life, curtail partlady de-
structive fishing practices, and develop a strongeblic constituency for ocean conservatiointhe last five years the plaintiffs togetherwit
the Ocean Law Project have received at least $ll@min funding from Pew. Four “fishing” groups & petitioned to intervene in the suit on
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the side of the plaintiffs. Of the four, one - tBape Cod Hook Fishermen’s Association - has reddweding from Pew, one - the Northwest
Atlantic Marine Alliance - was established by Ped&elley, a Vice President at the Conservation Eawndation, as his project as a Pew Fel-
low, and the other two - Stonington Fisheries Altia and Saco Bay Alliance - appear to be closalgaated with the Northwest Atlantic
Marine Alliance.

A faster recovery or a viable fishing industry?

Perhaps we won't have quite as many groundfishablai as these several organizations (and the fdiors that are bankrolling them) would
like for a couple of years, but when this is bakhagainst the benefits of avoiding any more pathsaffering in the fishing communities,

and with maintaining that vital fishing industryfiastructure that is still surviving, that's moteh a reasonable tradeoff. The fish aren’t going
to be worth too much if there’s no way to catchnrend get them to market, and when we “temporalidgé fishermen or docks or cutting
houses or chandleries, in all likelihood we argetting any of them back.

Considering that the very survival of the grounidifisdustry could be hanging in the balance, do axeho adhere to a rigid rebuilding sched-
ule? Common sense would argue that, as long agdhks are increasing, we certainly do not. Unfaately, these few organizations purport-
ing to represent the public, backed by legislatiat they pushed through Congress and bankrollddmany millions of dollars from the Pew
Trusts, have been and are continuing to be actimetylved in wringing the remaining flexibility owtf the system, regardless of the resultant
impacts on the fishermen, their families and tkheinmunities.

Another question, but perhaps one not of as imnediaport, is who these “conservationists” arelyeapresenting in their lawsuits and lob-
bying efforts? The common assumption, and the bakthey seem intent on projecting, is that theggresenting the “public,” which is evi-

dently some indistinguishable, amorphous, helpleass of humanity that needs looking after by thasmus organizations which have sup-
posedly been designated to act in its interests.

And then there’'s Pew

But a little background digging shows that the oigations behind these suits are hugely funded st \are generally considered to be
“charitable” trusts and foundations - multi-billi@ollar empires established by some of America’altiéest families. The Pew Charitable
Trusts, established by the founder of Sunoco amdaantrolled (seven of the twelve Directors are Beanother is the retired Chairman/CEO
of Sunoco) by his family, has played the most pramt role in funding various organizations andatiites that are inimical to the commer-
cial fishing industry.

While these organizations/initiatives appear tabdertaken with the support, at the behest anldeinterests of “the public,” is that neces-
sarily so? According to the N.Y. Times’ Douglas|J&harity Is New Force in Environmental Fight, B8/01), “From a suite of offices in a
high-rise here, a $4.8 billion foundation called thew Charitable Trusts has quietly become not thrdyargest grant maker to environmental
causes, but also one that controls much more tfepurse strings. Unlike many philanthropies tling ¢o conservationist groups, Pew has
been anything but hands-off, serving as the bettieescenes architect of highly visible recent cagnmto preserve national forests and
combat global warming.” Mr. Jehl didn’t get as &arfisheries programs, but the tens of millionPeiv dollars poured into “Marine conserva-
tion” certainly qualifies them for membership oisthst as well.

In this most recent New England groundfish sui, ¢b-called conservationists objected when fisheisngroups petitioned to intervene,
wishing to keep members of user’s groups away fiteersettlement negotiations. Fortunately they Mst.in the most recent of what seems to
be another interminable series of court actionshtark management, according to Environmental N&svsice the same “conservationists,”
Ocean Conservancy and National Audubon Societydsemted by Earthjustice, another recipient ofiom$ of Pew oil dollars)‘claim that
NMFS has short circuited public participation isliieries management by eliminating opportunity fonment and allowing key management
decisions to be made through secret negotiatiomstgnoutside parties.On one hand they go to court to prevent parti@gpaby the most
knowledgeable and the most affected members giubéc - New England commercial fishermen - in nég@mns that are surely going to

lead to changes in the management of their fisbegied on the other - and in the same week - thdg gourt because the government did not
allow public participation in the fisheries managegmprocess.

We've written previously on the extent to which P@wvith some help from the David and Lucille Packkamindation) has been responsible
for the meteoric rise in popularity of Marine Pradted Areas (MPAS), which, while still remaining antried and definitely unproven concept
in most of the ecosystems in the world’s ocearestraated as a fait accompli in the environmentaligld. Looking back over the history of
the MPA movement, it's not too difficult to see thalicy-forming role that Pew has played (Link two¢her FishNet on Pew Trusts interest in
fisheries). And the Pew Oceans Commission, anydotiilt, operated and paid for by Pew, is set othing less than overhauling national
ocean policy - with its own carefully orchestratpdblic” input, of course.

So on one hand we have what is, from both the i@ilaind the economic perspectives, one of the mgmtrtant fisheries in the United States
which, having survived some exceedingly hard tilnes mostly intact condition, is well into a biologl and economic recovery that is - at
least the economic component of the recovery - nidgr@ to a large extent on the continued, meastoetiol of fishing effort. On the other
hand we have several environmental NGOs (non-govental organizations) which, having spent manyiamg of dollars to ensure that fish-
ing effort controls, regardless of their impactsfishing communities, are employed precipitouskyes than in a measured fashion, are spenc
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ing even more millions of dollars in court to hastke biological recovery of that fishery in spiter perhaps in recognition - of the fact that
their success will all but guarantee that the eotngecovery will come to an abrupt halt. And finglthe efforts of the NGOs is a multi-
billion dollar foundation controlled by the famibf the founder of Sun Qil (how Sunoco) with a traekord of molding public policy.

In the light of all of this, we can only ask...
WHAT'S GOING ON?

Enviros' "survey" promotes locking up large areas ¢ ocean based on questionable science
03/14/02

The idea of establishing large areas of oceancimately and misleadingly referred to as marineqmted areas, in which extractive activities
like fishing are totally banned has gained a sigaift amount of acceptance in anti-fishing cirdesr the past five or so years. The sentiment
as expressed stridently by select members of thimmengesearch and conservationist communitiehasif these areas, which are in actuality
no-take rather than protected, are establishedlare scale, they will be able to save the wortiteans from the ruin that is otherwise immi-
nent. In an ongoing assault through a series mwiestand interviews, we've been inflicted witharg@de of apparently independent scientists
and conservationists in one breath bemoaning teeofeour oceans and in the next extolling theugistof extensive areas being turned into

no-take zones.

What is a Marine Protected Area (MPA)?
Executive Order 13158 (05/26/00) defines marindquied areas (MPAS) as “any area of the marine mmvnent that has been re-
served by Federal, State, territorial, tribal, adal laws or regulations to provide lasting protect for part or all of the natural and
cultural resources therein.” Plainly, MPAs have hesnd continue to be in widespread use in U.S.iat@lnational waters by fisher-
ies managers for decades (see the box at the tpg. ). Our “conservationist” colleagues, howeveeem to be confusing MPAs
with no-take zones, areas from which all resoundeagtion - particularly fishing - is banned.

However, the available pool of support for no-takees apparently wasn’t considered adequate taduhe agenda of a group of environ-
mentalist organizations which have been actindgnasheerleading squad for the no-take zone campaigaalition of these groups, including
the Conservation Law Foundation, the Ocean Coneewd&nvironmental Defense and World Wildlife Fuddnada, therefore hired Edge
Research, a Washington, DC firm thatovides marketing, planning, and strategic commeation efforts”to “corporations, non-profit or-
ganizations and governmental clients’ give their cause even more of a boost.

Edge Research accordingly conducted a survey of&@&@ents of the New England states and the peesinf New Brunswick and Nova Sco-
tia, supposedly to gauge the level of acceptanteenidea that the public should be willing to gitcgacrifices — those associated with an ex-
tensive series of no-take zones — in order to “sageceans.”

“Reporting on a survey by a special-interest grasifricky. For example, an environmental groupntipets a poll saying the Ameri-
can people support strong measures to protect th@@ment. That may be true, but the poll was coted for a group with definite
views. That may have swayed the question wordiegirming of the poll, the group interviewed and tiider of the questions. You
should examine the poll to be certain that it aetely reflects public opinion and does not simplgltpa single viewpoint.” (from
National Council on Public Polls - http://www.ncppg/gajsa.htm#13 - 20 Questions A Journalist Shédl About Poll Results. S.R.
Gawiser and G.E. Witt)

Needless to say, the results of this survey wetleusiastically reported to any receptive mediaaiatby the various organizations that have
hitched their wagons to unfounded gloom and doogdiptions of the future of the world’s oceans duseafood harvesting. Those results
were that the public would enthusiastically andredreeimingly support locking fishermen out of lageas of ocean and would be willing to
accept the attendant sacrifices. From a pressselpathe Conservation Law Foundation on FebruafAIpoll shows the public strongly
favors more fully protected marine areas in Newlgnd and Atlantic Canada....”

Also needless to say — at least for us if notierreporters who looked no farther than the enviramtalist’'s press announcements — such a
survey, with its far-reaching public policy implit@ns, deserves a serious level of scrutiny, whwehafforded it.

The “pollisters”

Before looking at the survey itself, we visited thdge Research websitettp://www.edgeresearch.comWhile the apparent intent of the
environmentalist organizations that hired Edge Redewas to present their work product, the pall és interpretation, as an objective “sci-
entific’ effort, in their own words the people atde were hired for anything but their objectivity.their words*Strategic market research
allows you to know your audience — what they wausee and hear, as well as how, when and wherexhayto see and hear it.... We work
with our clients to ensure they are performing tiglit research to achieve their objectivegWe also noted with interest that Lisa Dropkin,
one of Edge Research’s four listed “principals,’svpaeviously the Director of Research at Pew’s Sela)v
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While the idea of performing research to allowmigeto achieve their objectives is certainly unterdable from a marketing perspective, it
sure isn't science and it’'s a couple of orders afjmtude removed from objectivity.

The poll

Then, getting to the poll, as far as this or arheois concerned, we've found four questions helpfeonsidering its validity. Why was it de-
signed/commissioned? Are the questions and theosupmaterial in it “value neutral?” Is the materilit factual? Are its results interpreted
accurately?

Why the poll?

The fact that a self-described “strategic markeéagch” firm designed and conducted this surveyiatedpreted the results speaks eloquently
to the first question. Edge Research isn’t in besénto tell its clients - in this case the Cong@omad_aw Foundation and several other organi-
zations with an extensive track record of actidrag have cost the commercial fishing industry mii§ of dollars - what the target audience -
the citizens of New England and Atlantic Canadaants. It's to tell the clients how they can “selieir product — in this case banning fishing
from large areas of ocean. The Conservation Law#ation isn't interested in finding out how the palfeels about excluding fishermen
from areas they have worked in for generationsasgly, but in actually doing whatever is necegsarexclude them — and Edge Research
was hired to provide them with a tool to do it.

“Can wording of questions bias poll results?
How questions in a poll are worded is as importasitsampling procedure in obtaining valid resultsie®tions are checked for bal-
ance, that is, are they worded in a neutral fashigtinout taking sides on an issue? Does the queséipresent both sides of an issue
fairly?” (from National Council on Public Polls FA@ttp://www.ncpp.org/fag.htm#7

Are the questions in it value-neutral?

In their question examining which factors shoukktarecedence when considerfngstricting economic activities in the oceangspondents
could chose betweéshort term costs in lost jobs, higher prices fayagls and services and impacts on families whoséhivod depends on
ocean resourcesbr “long term benefits of healthier and more plentifasources or fishing and increased tourism toaesd ocean places
that will improve life for coastal communities afudure generations for years to com&bme choice!

All things being equal, it’s hard to imagine howyane would choose costs rather than benefits,quéatiy if the costs were represented as
being paid by a specific group (almost undoubtediyyoup not represented in the small sample) &broat time, and if the benefits were repre-
sented as being accrued by the entire communitlydtr “future generations” and “for years to com&hile this seems a great way to get the
kind of answer you're looking for (77% of the Caraats and 76% of the New Englanders favored theftiermer the costs), it's hard to im-
agine that the same ratio of responses wouldnltygppt as well to a wide range of similarly biasedsts and benefits” questions restricting
economic — or most other kinds of — activities ahgve.

Partial listing of New England/Mid-Atlantic Areas ith commercial fishing restrictions/prohibitions:
Northeast Multispecies Regulated Mesh Area — Mininmesh size to protect groundfish under the Mpkieges FMP (100% of EEZ
is affected) http://www.nero.nmfs.gov/ro/doc/infol.pdf
Northeast Multispecies Closed Areas — Seasonapanthanent closures for vessels using particulaesypf gear (ca 50% of EEZ) -
http://www.nero.nmfs.gov/ro/doc/info4.pdf
Marine Mammal Closed Areas — All persons owningmerating gillnet vessels must remove all gillneiigcapable of catching mul-
tispecies from the following areas (up to 8 morgk&sonal” closures — various gear restrictions/ghitions for ca. 75% of the EEZ)
waters -http://www.nero.nmfs.gov/ro/doc/info5.pdf
Gear Restricted Areas - Various seasonal restnittion gear used as required by the Scup FMP andadlict controls - (ca 10%
of EEZ) h ttp://www.nero.nmfs.gov/ro/doc/info7.pdf

Is the material in it factual?

In the survey the pollsters wrat€urrently, we protect less than 1% of our oceartevs, To preserve this beautiful resource, we rieqato-
tect more.”The idea that such a miniscule amount of ocegprigected” would be sure to guarantee that a largportion of the people
polled provided the desired response; that mothebcean needed to be protected (and so respé6@&edf the Canadians and 53% of the
New Englanders).

But, as anyone who has even a rudimentary knowleflfisheries management off New England and AitaGanada knows, far more than
1% of these waters are already protected. Tertofltnds of square miles are closed to all or ticcp&ar types of fishing either permanently
or seasonally. These closures, which are in plagedtect particular fish stocks, marine mammalaysiing aggregations, migration path-
ways, sensitive habitat, research areas, etc.aféct scallopers, groundfish fishermen, longlneilinetters, recreational anglers and pot/trap
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fishermen. But it's a fairly safe bet that it's Emgo sell the idea of protecting more of the acéam fishing once you’'ve made the case that
virtually none of the ocean is presently protectsdt it? So, regardless of the actual facts, shidie case that was made.

Are the results interpreted accurately?

The respondents were asked to rate the overalhheiaihe ocean and the commercial fishing indulsically (New England or Atlantic Cana-
da). The possible choices were Excellent, Good,drad Poor (or Don’t Know). On these questionspbkésters wroté¢Regionally, residents
are divided in their assessment of the overall theaf the ocean: 46% rate it positively (5% exaa|l&1% good) and 43% rate it negatively
(36% only fair, 7% poor)."Then, regarding the commercial fishing indust®g8% say the health of the fishery is in only ‘fa@-poor’ shape
compared to 28% who think it is in good shape.”

Rate “Overall health of the ocean”

Excellent 3% 5%
Good 34% 42%
Fair 43% 34%
Poor 11% 7%
Don’t know 9% 13%
Rate “Health of the commercial fishing indus-
try”

Excellent 4% 4%
Good 21% 25%
Fair 33% 34%
Poor 32% 24%
Don’t know 11% 13%

The pollsters at Edge Research — or, as is becomingasingly evident, “marketers” is a much maoprapriate description — have arbitrarily
(and kind of amazingly) decided that the “fair’ pesses belonged in the negative category. This agaisist any use of the word “fair” that
we're familiar with, but, to be on the safe side ghecked our understanding of the meaning of tirel with the definitions offered in several
dictionaries. In its context in the survey, “fais’defined as “adequate” or “average” or, and mhight be stretching a bit, “sufficient but not
ample.” In no way do any of the definitions we caageoss indicate anything remotely approaching tegar substandard. And it's impossi-
ble to imagine that the respondent’s understandirige English language didn’t reflect that. Yeg,dybitrarily using the terms “only fair” and
“fair-to-poor” the “pollsters” conveniently interpted all of the “fair” responses as negative.

How about if, instead, the Edge Research teamntatpreted “fair” as all of the rest of the Engligteaking world understands the word?
Then they would have written something on the ocdé80% of the Atlantic Canadians and 81% of the NavgE&nders sampled felt that the
health of the ocean was average or better and 588668% felt that the health of the fishing indusagiged from excellent to adequate.”

This would hardly appear to be the message thattimservation Law Foundation and Edge Research&r atients were looking for, nor
would it be a message that supported either tlgitenition that massive areas of the ocean needsallitocked off from traditional users or
that we were on or beyond the verge of an ocedsiscrSo what did the Edge Research “pollsters? dpparently, they redefined the word
“fair.” It seems like at this level of polling tred adage “you get what you pay for” is really talgeriously.

Summing it up, it appears that we have what isdedpresented by the staff of The Conservation Eaundation and their cronies as an ob-
jective poll that shows that “the public” fully amehthusiastically supports their contention thatdleans and the fishing industry are in dire
straits and will only be saved by the institutidmo-take areas and other equally stringent measaral that same “public” approves of the
attendant “short term costs” that such measurdswnthil. But that “objective” poll is based on watladen phraseology, on misstated facts
and on distorted and tortured interpretations efmentary English.

The first question that comes to mind is “why de @onservation Law Foundation, Environmental Dedettse Natural Resources Defense
Council and Edge Research’s other clients feelishiecessary?” Anyone who has spent any time emdds the fisheries management pro-
cess, either at first hand or through following likerature, is aware that representatives of tlieganizations go to great pains to let it be
known that they are there representing the puhiittrests. If they are there “for the public,” anégght hope that they have at least an inkling
of why “the public” wants them there. Yet here vavé them invested in a project - supposedly a ‘ipudginion” survey - ostensibly to find
out what the public thinks, but with all the apmeares of being designed and interpreted to do $ingetise entirely.
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If you want to find out what the public thinks, ydo it with a carefully designed and administered/sy. You do it by asking questions with
no built-in biases. You do it by providing the readents with accurate information. And you do itdijectively interpreting the responses
you receive.

If, on the other hand, you want to sell a produc position, you toss all of the objectivity amtlof the rigorous analysis out the window. In
the words of Edge Research, their job is to enthattheir clients aregerforming the right research to achieve their atijes.” And that’s

OK if your organization is selling widgets or doodao the wary consumer. We're all aware of therties that advertisers take when extol-
ling the virtues of their products over those @itlfcompetitorscaveat emptokeeps us on our toesnd consumer protection regulations keep
us out of trouble. But when your organization ikiisg “public” policies to a trusting public, shalr’t you be looking to a higher standard?

That sky keeps on falling
09/28/02

“.... Environmental groups such as Oceana, the @ovetion Law Foundation and the American Oceans (@dgn are using unreli-
able data to initiate lawsuits, making fisheriesimagers submit to their agenda. In other wordss¢henvironment groups are using
the fishing industry as a marketing tool to promibteir own existence. They should be held accolmfab their actions as well.”
(from a September 28, 2002 editorial in the NewfBetiStandard Times entitlé&or too long, fishermen’s expertise discarded

by feds.”) For background on the situation that inspiredStendard Times, go to the “Fisheries Researchépat)
http://www.fishingnj.org/ and the "Trawlgate" pagashttp://www.bdssr.com/latest/trawl/trawlgate.htm

On it's website, Oceana (the environmental orgditinavhich received $10 million in start-up funderh the Pew Charitable Trusts and is
carrying on as if its primary mission is to make lniserable and earning a living impossible fos Ltommercial fishermen) claims that
“each year, commercial fishing strips bare an ateace the size of the contiguous United Statesdibribe sea.”

We found it difficult to imagine what “stripping ke’ an area of ocean actually means (though it soweds bad, particularly when applied to
such a big patch of ocean). So, in an attempt t@geana’s apparently dire and alarming pronouna¢im a more understandable context,
we did a little research of our own.

The easy part was finding out the area of the gantis United States. It's roughly 3.3 million squariles. Almost as easy was doubling that
area. That's 6.6 million square miles. Calculatiogv much of that area commercial fishing actuadityipped bare,” however, is a bit beyond
our meager (remember that we haven't yet been gedvivith $10 million of start-up money by the Pehe@table Trusts) capacity. So we
had to consider the issue from another perspective.

Approximately 140 million square miles of the e&@tburface is covered with water, almost all satev and almost all in the oceans. Eleven
point nine percent of these ocean waters are less1000 meters deep. Little commercial fishindwiiawls or dredges takes place in waters
deeper than that, so there are approximately léomsquare miles of ocean bottom that are reaehlaplcommercial fishermen and, in
Oceana’s words, candidates for “stripping.”

Thus, according to Oceana, every square mile airowéthin reach is “stripped bare” every three gearless by commercial fishing trawls
and dredges. We can only assume this means tbatlewmg that was there, living or not, is removAdd this has been going on for decades.

Yet, in spite of this alleged stripping, these saroean waters continue to produce fish, fish thatbaing continuously harvested by commer-
cial fishermen at undiminished levels (accordingh FAO, fish production from the world’s oceanghie years 1994 to 1999 were 84.7,
84.3, 86.0, 86.1, 78.3 and 84.1 million tons - wita lower 1998 production attributable to El Naftects).

So, are we blessed with communities of organismhermcean bottom that, despite the claims of ttiefishing groups to the contrary, are
capable of healing themselves from the scars ofwercial fishing, from being “stripped bare,” in @ay or two? Or is Oceana totally out to
sea when it comes to estimating the extent of botamage caused by commercial fishing? Borrowititieafrom Aretha Franklin....

Who's Zoomin’ Who?

We've written before about the propensity of arghing groups to rely on hyperbole when tryinget their doom-and-gloom messages (see
“A good image is hard to find” at http://www.fiskgnj.org/njnet14.htm or “Anatomy of an anti-fishingmpaign” at
http://www.fishingnj.org/netusa6.htm). We've beeqesed to this over-the-top Chicken Little rhetddcthe better part of a decade, a decade
when our fisheries clearly haven't self-destruaead in many instances are rebuilding, yet theldhydteria continues. Recent examples:

* “The House Resources Committee adopted a billdegit that rolls back ocean protections and pué foopulations at risk of col-

lapse. The measure attacks fundamental provisiboarrent law including bycatch, overfishing, dmabitat protections in ways that
diminish safeguards essential to the survival ohyniish species.{Audubon)
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* “Because of wasteful fishing practices, oversidedt$, habitat destruction and inadequate fishememagement, an estimated 70%
of the world’s commercially fished species havenifeshed to or beyond the brink at which their plagions can easily sustain them-
selves.”(Environmental Defense)

*  “Our oceans are rapidly being depleted of fis(Website of the TV series “Empty Oceans, EmptysRet

* “Presently, many of the nation’s major fisheriegyrpredominantly on destructive fishing practices]uding bottom trawling and
scallop dredging, where fishermen not only catsh,fbut also devastate the fish’s habitgConservation Law Foundation)

* “The incidental catch and mortality of marine mamsaeabirds, sea turtles and unwanted fish spewiege-groups by various
fishery-types, and the destruction of habitat aedthic communities by bottom-dragging fishing geae, altering food chains and
sea-life communities.SeaWeb)

These pronouncements certainly raise questionse Hevworld’s fisheries been overharvested? Doeswercial fishing gear have an impact
on habitat? Do commercial fishing techniques somesi catch unwanted organisms?

Overharvesting

Of course some commercial fisheries have been emaghted, but not all nor even most. The antiHfighdroups invariably ignore the fact that
every year more fisheries are removed from the ffisleed” list and that many, at least in the U.8eve the massive anti-fishing campaigns
are focused, are now in a rebuilding phase. Th&y, dlecause it gives them much scarier numbersunde around, habitually lump over-
fished and fully exploited fisheries together. Biith the growth in the world’s population there's reasonable - at least if you have any hu-
manitarian instincts at all - arguments againsirwafisheries that are fully exploited.

Habitat Impacts

Sure, commercial fishing gear can have an impadttadnitat, but which human activities don't? We'ar\esting almost 100 million tons of
seafood from the world’s oceans each year. Thdts af fish and crabs and clams. To put this lexfdtarvest in perspective, the world’s an-
nual production of beef, pork and poultry is 50limil, 80 million and 60 million tons respectively.

We all know how much “habitat” is disturbed by tathog and chicken farming. That’s the price wg fom affordable animal protein, and
we're willing to add to that price the downstreaffeets as well. To suggest that we could harvestwadent amounts of seafood without some
level of disturbance to the ocean habitat, or ggsst that this disturbance might not be a priceeneilling to pay, is at best impossibly Pol-
lyannish and at worst a prescription for even nianman misery via protein deficiency in the future.

Bycatch

Without argument, commercial fishermen catch urgtag fish and other organisms, but what — if aimypact does this have on the ecosys-
tem? Commercial fishermen are continuously workingeduce bycatch; not just because it's such atoab waste, but also because catching
it, handling it and getting rid of it involves mowneear and tear on the gear and more work on deck.

Interestingly, because of the sheer magnitudeehtimbers involved, the importance of bycatch @r Bnd always is — overblown by the
anti-fishing claque. A cover story in Time magazintew years back claimed (possibly accurately) 4ma1993...shrimp trawlers in the Gulf

of Mexico caught and threw away an estimated 3#ianited snappers, including many juveniles.” Sadtatement on its own seems pretty
horrendous. But put into the proper context, peshaisn't.

"The environmental movement has become riddledexiiemism, misinformation, misguided prioritieslatownright deception. It
is wonderful that this dogmatic conceit is now Igegffectively challenged. Let’s put some wind imhorg'’s sails!” (P.Moore on his
website at http://www.greenspirit.com/lomborg/. Btoore was a founding member of Greenpeace, Prasidé€sreenpeace Canada,
and a Director of Greenpeace International.)

If the author is referring to U.S. waters in thelfGut to 20 miles, a reasonable estimation of witae U.S. shrimp fleet fishes, then he was
writing about somewhere around 18 or 20 millioreaaof water. Less than two red snapper killed yrghtrawls per acre of water — and
remember that this was back in the days beforeiskeof Bycatch Reduction Devices was mandatoryemseanot so horrendous at all. In fact,
biologically it could be argued that it reduces tbe snapper bycatch issue to a “so what.”

All of these anti-fishing arguments are sellingmisifor a particular agenda, and their successriispen a glossing over or distortion of the
admittedly complex science that underlies manyefiis issues.

Is this propensity by the environmental organizagito blow issues way out of proportion limitedhose few that have hitched their wagons
to the anti-fishing star? Definitely not.

Quote of the month
The Conservation Law Foundation has been in thguemd of so-called “conservationist” organizatisning the federal government
over what they consider as too lax fisheries regra. Of the recent furor over faulty survey gesed to sample fish stocks
(http://www.fishingnj.org), Foundation scientist thiony Chatwin is quotetCLF continues to have great confidence in New Eng-
land’s federal fishery scientists(Fishermen demand voice, D. Fraser, Cape Cod Tig®$3/02)
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Chicken Little in the non-fishing world

“The Skeptical Environmentalist: Measuring the RealState of the World,” a book by Danish professor of statistics andzegenpeace
activist Bjorn Lomborg, convincingly debunks theitnce” that underlies many of the “end of the Wbgronouncements that the current
crop of eco-alarmists are using to swell their exsff(see Tom DeWeese®lassive Wealth Drives Green Agendaat
http://www.sharetrails.org/mag/07index00/story2.htemd skew public policy. Not too surprisingly,.omborg has come under attack by
just about every “environmental” organization dwre. Very surprisingly, he has also been targeyetie scientific establishment, even hav-
ing Scientific American devoting 11 pages to debunglis debunking. In an article discussing theawss assaults launched against Dr. Lom-
borg (personally) and his book;He Mau-Mauing of Bjorn Lomborg, Commentary; 09/02) David Schoenbrod writes:

» The release of Lomborg’s book last fall was atteh@es | have already noted) by a great deal of jitglall over the world, and the
book itself immediately garnered respectful noticgslaces like the Washington Post and the Ecogsbmhis positive reception
challenged the power of the environmental moveleatpivotal point: its claim to represent scieittifruth. Lomborg may not have
been the first to threaten this power, but he veasahd away the most dangerous.

» Arecent article by Roger Pielke, Jr. ([Policy, pials and perspective]in, to its credit, Nature [k, 02]) helps explain why. Writing
about the making of environmental policy, Pielkenidfies what he calls an “iron triangle’ of mutlla reinforcing interests:” poli-
ticians, scientists, and environmental activistscéxding to Pielke, politicians are loathe to malantroversial decisions on envi-
ronmental issues and so pass the buck to “scientlee’ scientists are happy to be given the powdrtanmention the research grants
that come along with it. The environmentalists learthe scientists for justification of their pgliagenda. Each leg of the triad de-
pends on the others for support.

* | would add to Pielke’s triad a fourth element: ttaffs of federal agencies, like the National Owegaphic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration, that fund research. These agenciesgraw their budgets by presenting issues with@irtfurisdiction not as problems
but as looming catastrophes (to revert to our emrdlistinction). This creates an incentive to stgemts to researchers whose work
supposedly points to such grave threats, and thairn creates an incentive for researchers to geagte the threat contained in
their findings.

We would add to this, at least in the fisheriesldioyet another element; large grant-making fouiodatsuch as the Pew Charitable Trusts.
These foundations, with seemingly unlimited - astein a fisheries research context - abilitiefuta research and with strong commitments
to particular agendas, in many cases have much mftwence than the involved federal agencies fseensumer campaign that missed by a
mile at http://www.fishingnj.org/njnet15.htm).

While TheSceptical Environmentalistdoesn’t address fisheries issues and fisheriesalan, Dr. Lomborg might just as well have. The ac-
tors, the motivations and the overblown “end ofwweld” rhetoric are all there. The only thing tlsamissing is any connection to reality.

What's this mean for the fishing industry?

The so-called “conservationist” groups can vergéifely sell their skewed view of conditions inrdisheries to elected officials, to the me-
dia, and to the public. Taking advantage of themlemity of fisheries and ocean issues and thedtliffy of ferreting out reliable information,
they are finding a receptive audience. In spitmofeasingly stringent management plans for vilyuevery fishery being managed, in spite of
many “recovering” fisheries, and in spite of stitisthat show that fisheries production - anddigls income - is not plummeting as their
prognostications would lead us to expect, conditiare not yet bad enough for the commercial fiskerr$o, bankrolled with tens of millions
of foundation dollars, they continue to lobby, it@hte and to propagandize in a seemingly cootdmhaampaign that the fishing industry
can't afford to counter. Fishermen are the immediattims, but theU.S. consumer is ultimately gaioguffer.

“Until we learn the intricacies of media culture dhe processes by which news is made, we arerableeto a daily dose of misunderstand-
ing contained in each morning’s headlines. Indeeel are at risk of perpetually misdiagnosing our erdworld and the role we play in it.”
(Introduction tolt Ain't Necessarily So: How Media Make and Unmakethe Scientific Picture of Reality, D. Murray, J. Schwartz and S.R.
Lichter).

The Pew Commission — a basis for national ocean pot?
02/08/03

The Pew Oceans Commission (POC) was establishbdyvants from the Pew Trusts (established and albedrby descendants of the found-
er of the Sun Oil Company and with billions of dofl in assets) of $5.5 million. In its words, tf@®is“conducting a national dialogue on
the policies needed to restore and protect livirgginme resources in U.S. waters. After reviewinglibet scientific information available and
speaking with people from around the country, tben@ission will make its formal recommendations ieort to Congress and the nation
in Fall 2002 (footnote 1).”
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Again in its own words (these from a press relessits report “Ecological Effects of Fishing” - fomte 2) the POC, chaired by Clinton Ad-
ministration official Leon Panettés conducting the first review of polices and lamnseded to sustain and restore living marine resesiin
over 30 years. The Commission includes leaders themvorlds of science, fishing, conservation, hess, and politics.”

The POC includes the president of the Natural RessuDefense Council; the president of the CemteMarine Conservation (now
the Ocean Conservancy); a trustee of the Rockefilethers Fund (which has provided grants to then€ervation Law Foundation,
the Natural Resources Defense Council, the Centdvifirine Conservation, the American Oceans Cammpaigd Audubon — each
of which has contributed significantly to makinfg Imiserable and earning a living increasingly idifft and often impossible for
large numbers of working fishermen); a trusteehef Packard Foundation (which has provided grantthConservation Law
Foundation, the Natural Resources Defense CouthalCenter for Marine Conservation, the Americare@ts Campaign, Audubon,
Environmental Defense - ditto - and SeaWeb — dijtain); the past president of the American Spdhitfig Association (which is a
member, along with most of the NGOs listed abdviheoPew-funded Fish Conservation Network); thesfatent of the Pew Center
on Global Climate Change; a Pew Fellow; and two omgrcial fishermen, one of whom is the presideattofde association that
has been funded by Packard and the other was et a trade association whose formation was sapgd by and with other ties
to Pew.

With all of that money and all of those professeddjintentions, with someone of Leon Panetta’'siséadt the reins, with its own declaration
that it will review “the best scientific informatioavailable,” and particularly in light of its stakintention of making “formal recommenda-
tions in a report to Congress and the nation,”sivmuld expect that the POC folks would carry ouestiensive, thorough and unbiased exam-
ination of the science pertaining to the curreatestf the oceans as well as a broad-based ewaiuztexisting and future threats. And as we
consider, for example, the above-mentioned refootijote 3), it appears that's what was done. RO&C press release we réada new re-
port, Ecological Effects of Fishing in Marine Ecesms of the United States, prepared for the indeget Pew Oceans Commission — the
latest in a series of science reports on the tlwéating the nation’s oceans — scientists find thahy current fishing activities are harming
the very ecosystems on which future fishing depemdkthat this phenomena is worsening. Leon Paneltair of the Pew Oceans Commis-
sion, released the report today.... ‘This reporbige of many that has been presented to the Coimies our consideration as we arrive at
our final recommendations.””

The “independent Pew Oceans Commission” (and imtédly, the U.S. public) has been provided withsaiénce report” on what “scientists”
have found regarding the effects of fishing onrttegine environment. The report has been preseatdettPOC not as a fait accompli but
rather for “consideration” by Commission membeedf-described “leaders from the worlds of scierfishing, conservation, business, and
politics.” Sure seems an objective and convincimay wf doing it, doesn't it?

And one would expect that the report’s primary dosion, which was stated in its introduction, thaing the crudest preindustrial fishing
technologies, the human population has derived fowd ocean waters, damaged marine habitats, aedisived marine organisms for mil-
lennia (Jackson et al., 2001). In the last hungezds, the percentage of marine waters fishedshber volume of marine biomass removed
from the sea, and the pervasiveness of habitairajtéshing techniques has cumulatively erodedingecosystems’ capacity to withstand
either human- induced or natural disturbances,” aveised at objectively as well.

But then we take a closer look at the report.ritade up of thirty or so pages of text — all focys#atourse, on how bad (almost exclusively
commercial) fishing is for just about every aspadhe world’s oceans — followed by seven full pgga smaller type and single spaced, of
the 179 references consulted by the authors irapireptheir report.

An objective scientific review?

Particularly considering the extensive list of refeces cited, it seems as if the report’s threbaathave done a more than thorough job of
reviewing the scientific literature and of synomsigthe state of the science as it exists relativibe ecological effects of fishing.

But, being of a somewhat skeptical bent, we tofdsamore steps in considering the report than aalasor perhaps an even more intent thar
casual — reader would. Heeding “Deep Throat's” Wite era advice to Bob Woodward and Carl Bernstefollow the money, we identi-
fied some of the most obvious funding affiliatiasfhe authors of the report and of the variousarg of the references cited in the report.

....0r an attempt to push a narrowly focused agenda

And what we found was kind of surprising. Right tfé bat, two of the three authors who contractitk the POC to prepare the report were
also recipients of Pew Fellowships. And of the féf@rences cited, well over a third had one or naathors who could be directly connected
to Pew Trust funding (we emphasize here that wg smlight “first generation” funding connections; didn't attempt to ferret out all of the
authors who were working for organizations, insiitas or individuals receiving Pew funds). And wivea looked only at those references
cited that were authored since 1995 (about the titaethe folks at Pew apparently decided thatiomdl of their dollars should be spent to
save the world’s oceans from commercial seafooddséing), almost half were connected to Pew by ifuqnd’A table listing all of the refer-
ences cited in the report that have authors withiaois Pew connections, what those connectionsaak|inks to web pages showing those
connections is available http://www.fishingnj.org/impactsreferencestable jtm
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"From a suite of offices in a high-rise here, a8#8illion foundation called the Pew Charitable Tisibas quietly become not only the
largest grant maker to environmental causes, bsi aine that controls much more than the pursegsrin. with its deep pockets and
focus on aggressive political advocacy, Pew isamby the most important new player but also thetmostroversial, among fellow
environmentalists.... Until a decade ago, the PevsiBru.made more conventional environmental gramtangiing things like re-
search and land acquisition.... But unddirector of environmental programgly. Reichert... the organization has shifted its mite
tion to trying to advance a particular policy...FromCharity Is New Force in Environmental Fight, D. Jehl, NY Times, 06/28/01)

To those readers who aren't all that familiar wifte world of fisheries/ocean research, perhapsetiackground is in order at this point. At
the end of 2002 the American Fisheries Society (AR®rofessional association to which most offtbieeries scientists in the U.S. (and
many from outside the U.S.) belong, had betwee@®Bzhd 9,000 members. There are an awful lot béfigs scientists, and as even a casual
web search will show, many of them are deeply catehito cranking out as many publications as ptes¢dn estimate of an average of one a
year a piece probably wouldn't raise too many egefs). Then, along with fisheries scientists, theCR@port relied on information supplied
by members of a number of other scientific discigdi, including “conservation biologists,” ornithgists, ecologists and social scientists.

Thus the number of articles dealing with fisheaes related subjects in technical journals andrte@uthored by AFS members and other
scientists over the last seven years — represetitenfull spectrum of disciplines reflected by tieéerences cited in the POC report - could
easily number in the tens of thousands. Out ofgfigsinconceivable that the report’s three aushetwo of who, as noted above, are recipi-
ents of Pew fellowships (footnote 4) — didn’'t havpool of thousands of relevant articles and regordraw upon.

Yet 59 of 128 references from 1995 onward that veéesl in the report had at least one author whe pat of a small group of about 120
recipients of Pew fellowships ($150,000 over thyears) or an even smaller group of recipients béoPew fisheries-focused grants.

This might be understandable, considering the ogeiscreening process Pew uses to ensure its gsasitare the proper “scientific advocacy”
philosophy (footnote 5) as well as the subsequemtial investment Pew makes to keep its Fellowsuch. (footnote 6) And it would seem
to fit in with the system of issue advocacy andtsigic communications sold by Fenton Communicatiammublic relations firm that lists the
Pew Trusts, SeaWeb, the Pew Fellows program amshehlof NGOs that have been recipients of Pewelsge as clients (footnote 7).

But is it, as Mr. Panetta and the Pew Commissiostemuously attempt to persuade us, scienceefeh that should be guiding - or even in-
fluencing - national policy? Can a report that masnuch weight on the writings of a handful of marscientists who can all be tied to a sin-
gle funding source with a carefully crafted agendad very possibly with the tutelage of a pubdiations firm with a history of maximally
exploiting environmental issues - be objective? @amommission on which 8 of the 18 members catnied into a web of organizations and
funding sources that so many working fishermen ictamsnimical to their own interests be considee@tier objective or independent?

Mr. Panetta wrote i©Qur Moment In Time (footnote 8), a commentary column for the SantebB@ News Press on October 27 last year,
“early next year we will present our recommendasioo Congress and the nation for a new nationahagaolicy.” Let us hope that both
Congress and the nation consider the Pew Oceansi@sion’s recommendations for this new ocean patidjne proper context; as being
closely intertwined with a heavily funded, agendaeh campaign by a multi-billion dollar foundati@rhich is directed by the family of the
founder of Sun oil (footnote 9). Additionally, letepe that all of the accolades by the “consermatimganizations that are so dependent on
millions of dollars of Pew funding for their maripeograms are considered in their proper contexteds And let’s also hope that some con-
sideration will be given to the question of why fhew Commission, while so capable of focusing enstipposed effects of fishing, is seem-
ingly unwilling to consider the impacts of otheraa activities.

With such a pedigree, how can the poc have such &ra spot?

In 1989 the tanker Exxon Valdez ran into a rock gpitled 11 million gallons of oil into Alaska’s iRce William Sound. While estimates vary
widely, it appears as if the total damages caugetidspill amounted to perhaps five billion dadlgfootnote 10).

Last November the tanker Prestige, carrying twgenach oil as the Exxon Valdez, broke apart an# séfrthe coast of Spain. Like the Exx-
on Valdez, the Prestige was a single-hulled tariKee. sinking of the Prestige, being described asigis worst environmental disaster, could
cause long-term damage approaching 10 billion E(fomtnote 11).

In an interview on the Pew Oceans Commission dkeNational Public Radio’s Morning Edition on Chnsas day (when the Atlantic coasts
of Spain, France and Portugal either were or warthe verge of being inundated by oil leaking fritva hulk of the Prestige), in response to
host Bob Edwards’ timely commefytou’re also dealing with oil spills, with global ayming,” Commission Chairman Panetta responded
“we’ve touched on the issue of climate change amd that's affecting our oceans. We are also lookihthe aquaculture industry, which is a
whole growing new industry that has developedaigé measure, because of the loss of fishing stbekksve have in our oceans. The wild
fish is diminishing, so what's happening is thef@suge increasing aqua culture industry. Whahis affect of that in terms of our oceans?
We’'re looking at pollution that comes from cruisets. We're looking at what's called invasive dpecThese are species that are suddenly
introduced to an area, because they are carrietheballast of a lot of ships that go in and ouhafbors. San Francisco, for example, has
close to 300 invasive species that are now pretighntaking over San Francisco Harbor and destroyarigt of the natural habitat and wild-
life that is there.”He got in diminished fish stocks and climate cleaanother major Pew issue), which he was askedgtaHe got in aqua-
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culture (ditto), cruise line pollution, and invasigpecies (also ditto), which he wasn’t. But thai@han of the Pew Oceans Commission
somehow missed oil spills, which neither he norGloenmission seems to be dealing with, in spite of Biward’s obvious interest.

Mr. Edwards, who was somewhat less than bull-doggedacious in the interview (NPR and its affiiathave received millions of dollars of
Pew funding), didn't follow up on the POC and gills. It's unfortunate that he didn’t ask Mr. P#&aehow many single-hulled tankers sail in
and out of our harbors and how the threat they posgares to the threat of invasive species. Ilikalihood there are more than a handful of
people whose lives revolved around Prince Williamut&l or the Galacian coast who would be more thiimgvto trade a few lampreys, mit-
ten crabs and zebra mussels for millions of gallwfrepilled oil. According to the Associated Préeotnote 12), “despite the phasing out of
single-hulled tankers, of the 64 tankers plyingHast Coast and Gulf of Mexico only 22 are douhléed, according to the American Ship-
ping Association. And of the 22 carrying crudefodim Alaska to the lower 48 states, six are doulibed.” (A transcript of Mr. Panetta’s
interview can be purchased through the Morningi&ulitvebsite - footnote 13)

Another Pew Oceans Commission report, this oneaagafly dealing with marine pollution, covers thérertopic of ocean-based oil pollu-
tion with the two statementsil pollution from ships, accidental spills, andg@uction activities has decreasedhd“pollutant levels have

also been reduced in discharges from industrieduiting oil and gas production;along with a cavalier dismissal of other operadiail
discharges from ships. The 10,000 or so Spanikkrisen that the Prestige disaster has put out f pr@bably won't find much comfort in
this. Nor will the Alaskan fishermen still seekibijions of dollars in damages from the oil indystollowing the Exxon Valdez spill. Perhaps
the Pew Commission should have held one of itd figlarings in Spain or Alaska. That might have mjiMe. Panetta a more realistic picture
of what's really capable of “destroying a lot oéthatural habitat and wildlife” on the Galician san San Francisco Bay and just about any-
where else single hulled tankers are in operation.

An objective report by an independent commission...

representing the actual state of fisheries androsei@nce and culminating in recommendations sgr¥ia best interests of all of our citizens,
or something else entirely? When Members of Cosgfasd the American people) consider the POC’simtand final reports and the at-
tendant praise from researchers and NGOs thatratteedPew “payroll,” that question should be thistfand last they ask.

Pew and ocean issues

One of Pew's initial efforts to influence publicion on ocean issues was spearheaded by the PelediBeaWeb. On its web site, SeaWeb
describes itself as a "project designed to raiseremess of the world ocean and the life withinHgltly in its existence, SeaWeb commis-
sioned a public opinion survey to determine whichan issues would best "engage the public intéfBEsé introduction to the results of the
survey, which was conducted for SeaWeb by the MalliGroup, statetAmericans believe the ocean's problems stem framyrasources, but
oil companies are seen as a prime culprit: In f&8it% of Americans believe that oil spills are aywserious problem. This is followed by
chemical runoff from large corporate farms (75%yseerious), improperly treated water from townsmbe coast (69%), contaminated sea-
food (65%), and trash, oil, and chemical runoffrfratreets (65%).0Overfishing evidently wasn't considered "a vemi@es problem" and had
to be lumped in with "the loss of critical speciéz’make the cut as a "meaningful indicator" ofibyie. But in an article on the poll in Sea-
Web's November 1996 monthly update, the only sqgettifeat to the oceans mentioned was overfistihgng with three paragraphs of vague
generalities was this statemetit1% (of respondentsgree that overfishing is threatening the healtd atability of the marine environment”
(footnote 14). Nothing about oil spills, runoff,itaminated seafood, or any of the other real problielentified by respondents in the survey,
only overfishing. (this information was originaltyinted in a column by N. Stolpe in Commercial [eisas News available at
http://www.fishingnj.org/netusal7.htm) EvidentlyetRew myopia concerning what'’s really going orhie éceans isn’t a recent development.
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Is it really about saving the fish?
09/19/03

At this point, thanks to a successful PR campaigartii-fishing interests, anyone with a superfitiabwledge of the New England groundfish
fishery who lacks either the resources or the sitsido find out what'’s really going on has beenwviaced that stringent cutbacks inflicted on
commercial and recreational fishermen today wdd¢o an overabundance of fish tomorrow.

New England fishermen and fisheries managers yigieté the survival of the many New England fishinginesses as being as important as
the survival of the fish. The standard litany of tiroups and individuals — the so-called “consé@méts” - aligned against them is that cut-
backs in fishing effort today will yield tremendoreturns to those same businesses, communitiberfien and their families tomorrow. In
the often repeated words of Pew Charitable Trusidéd Oceana’s lawyer Eric Bilsky, “The short-tesqueeze is worth getting three times
more catch in the long term,” (Every day you're w@ad there’s no fish, you're hemorrhaging cashtsfmuth Herald, 05/07/02). Of course,
Mr. Bilsky's and the rest of the anti-fishing clagsi position ignores the impact that the irrevoeatdmage to hundreds of New England busi-
nesses, dozens of New England communities, thossaidew Englanders, and a centuries-old way efuiill have on the possible rebuild-
ing of the New England fishing industry, but willeiventually return two or three times more fistthte fishermen that remain?

Amendment 13 cumulative landings 2004-2026
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A graph of cumulative groundfish landings (in poshftom 2003 to 2026 for the “No Action” and othreanagement alternatives

Their brand of fisheries management (or more ately, of media manipulation) might sell in the M&oppins inspired world of founda-
tion—funded NGOs where tens of millions of oil-gestted dollars may be had, it appears, simply feratbking.2 In the real world that the
rest of us inhabit, confronted by realities likenpgant coastal development, the onslaught of imdaéafood products and the necessity of
actually having to work productively for a paychebk. Bilsky's “spoonful of sugar” is more likelyptchoke the patient than to help him
swallow the medicine. As can be made crystal digaa quick examination of readily available goveamindata, that “medicine” is more akin
to a placebo than to anything that will improve fiseeries more significantly than less stringemtasures. And, if adopted, those less strin-
gent measures would allow much of the fabric of NEwgland’s fishing communities to remain intact.

Thanks to a series of amendments to the fisheryagement plan that controls recreational and comaldishing of New England’s ground-
fish (actually the Northeast Multispecies [Groust]i Fishery Management Plan) most of those stoeksr@d have been on their way to re-
covery for several years.1 Unfortunately, this k&g wasn't rapid enough nor apparently the dantagéew England’s fishing communities
severe enough for the “conservation” communitys8me of its members filed suit in federal courthétp things along. Oceana, a new group
self-described as “a nonprofit international adwycarganization dedicated to protecting and resitptine world’s oceans” and established
with at least $13 million from the “charitable” sts established by the family of the founder of SilrB joined in.

Annual groundfish landings (in pounds) for “No Awmtl' and other Amendment 13 Alternatives

Year No Action F-Rebuild Phase dF Adaptive
2003 127,804,289 136,122,934 136,016,419 136,107,358
2004 171,357,040 120,783,934 143,581,433 139,108,546
2005 194,340,342 133,286,969 149,266,262 156,083,764
2006 212,107,481 147,960,545 157,666,202 175,898,965
2007 225,025,685 162,081,824 167,207,764 193,457,853
2008 237,947,702 175,725,247 175,911,042 209,612,463
2009 242,300,813 188,742,778 194,337,866 205,554,960
2010 249,212,086 264,344,897 259,349,802 219,187,800
2011 247,846,760 261,562,918 260,401,626 231,487,370
2012 258,184,021 269,992,449 262,465,170 243,009,582
2013 262,057,974 273,992,704 267,879,269 253,552,639
2014 265,465,591 279,174,949 275,964,679 263,118,177
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2015 268,850,613 294,926,671 286,244,837 301,954,127

2016 272,056,805 297,310,203 288,700,132 302,574,913
2017 274,974,226 300,109,840 288,368,560 303,878,564
2018 277,409,640 302,725,153 291,908,857 305,696,991
2019 280,043,836 305,663,323 295,498,105 307,932,161
2020 281,677,263 308,349,134 294,143,640 310,146,927
2021 283,731,290 310,989,626 293,186,731 312,482,020
2022 285,073,016 313,182,799 297,000,077 314,647,981
2023 286,248,624 315,356,458 300,552,886 316,739,394
2024 287,450,500 319,393,177 306,227,377 318,575,116
2025 288,361,400 320,743,054 308,998,417 320,237,697
2026 289,315,950 321,848,493 311,309,289 321,652,892
Total 6,068,842,947 6,124,370,079 6,012,186,442 6,162,698,260
Difference + 55,527,132 -56,656,505 +93,855,314

Note that in the 3 alternative measures being ptejktotal landings will not exceed those of the &ttion” alternative until 2010 at the earli-
est. Also note that there is at best less than diffésence in the cumulative landings between‘tieaction” alternative and the others.

In April of 2002 U.S. District Judge Gladys Kesdheld that an amendment to the Northeast Multigsdeishery Management Plan had to be
promulgated by August 22, 2003 tHabmplies with the overfishing, rebuilding and byda provisions of the SF@ustainable Fishing Act).”
The various alternative amendments to the FMP nodeuconsideration are a result of Judge Kessliecssion.

In the materials prepared by the staff of the Newgl&nd Fishery Management Council in support of Adment 13 we find:

The difference in present value between the Noohchilternative and rebuilding (any strategy) isslésan $300 million over 23 years. Mean
total landings for the regulated groundfish speqgiesjected to be about 127 million Ibs in 2003revprojected to be 289 million Ib. in 2026
(when all stocks are rebuilt) for the “No Actiontexnative as compared to 327 and 310 million dio.the constant mortality and phased re-
duction rebuilding strategies, respectively. Norhiegenues under no action are expect to increa$844 million in 2026, but will increase
to $355 million under the phased reduction strasegy $375 million under the constant mortality dagtive strategies. Net benefits would
increase to $280 million under no action, but wanktease to between $310 and $327 million undgrebuilding strategy 3. (Note that the
“No Action Alternative” is actually the continuatimf the stringent management measures that hareibglace and working in the ground-
fish fishery for several years.)

Each of the alternative groundfish management regiwill result in a “return” of less than $300 rati over 23 years above and beyond what
would be realized by just maintaining the managermesgram that is now in place. That's an averageefit of only $13 million a year for
each of the next 23 years.

Projected percentage change in groundfish landiglgive to the “No Action” alternative

In the three alternatives the cutbacks in the @irgi 11 years will force landings lower than theyuld be with the “no action” alternative. By
year 2026 one alternative would yield a decreasofn cumulative landings, the others increasesaf2 percent.

Year F-Rebuild Phased F Adaptive
2004 -30% -16% -19%
2005 -31% -23% -20%
2006 -30% -26% -17%
2007 -28% -26% -14%
2008 -26% -26% -12%
2009 -22% -20% -15%
2010 6% 4% -12%
2011 6% 5% -11%
2012 5% 2% -6%
2013 5% 2% -3%
2014 5% 4% -1%
2015 10% 6% 12%
2016 9% 6% 11%
2017 9% 5% 11%
2018 9% 5% 10%
2019 9% 6% 10%
2020 9% 4% 10%
2021 10% 3% 10%
2022 10% 4% 10%
2023 10% 5% 11%
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2024 11% 7% 11%
2025 11% 7% 11%
2026 11% 8% 11%

Of the three alternative strategies, two are exguett “yield positive economic benefits” by 201&amne by 2021.

Total groundfish landings by 2026 will be a maximafril3% - certainly not the 300% projected by MilsBy - greater with the most strin-
gent management measures being forced by JudgéeKsskecision than they would be with the contitora of the existing management
program (the alternative somewhat misleadingly ledb&No Action” in the proposed amendment and sufpg materials). The rigorous re-
qguirements of the management program that is ngalaice have already demonstrated they will retthigdgroundfish stocks while allowing
New England’s fishing communities to remain at {emsnewhat intact and fishing and support busirseesaeéleast some of them - to remain
economically viable. They just won't rebuild thesrapidly as Mr. Bilsky et al have decided theywtde rebuilt4.

And what do the New England economy, New Englafidiéng businesses and New England’s fishing conitimsnpay for this accelerated
increase? The various alternative regimes woultlfesising and related/dependent businesses in dve Bhgland states from $94 million to
$217 million in lost sales, $38 million to $88 o in lost personal income and from 1300 to 30 jobs.5

Obviously, the cutbacks proposed in any of thedttves would force additional numbers of watarfrbusinesses into bankruptcy. These
businesses, including those providing vessel aed support and fish processing, handling and mendseservices, are all necessary to viable
commercial fishing communities. The idea that thossinesses will reappear after eight or ten orenyears, when stocks have “rebuilt” to
adequate levels, represents wishful thinking (sppseful misdirection) of the most egregious sB6dnsidering waterfront development pres-
sures in virtually every coastal community from Néevsey to Maine, what was a packing house or radbéiy today will be another tee shirt
shop or condominium development next week. Andgreatievelopment trend that’s only going in onedliion.

(It's important to note here what appears to bigaificant fault in the ecomomic analyses of thepwsed alternatives. In each the assumptior
is made that the “complexion” of the groundfishustty will remain the same; that is, a fleet ofsads of various sizes will continue to supply
primarily fresh products to a large number of Nemgland ports and commanding a fairly high pricegarnd. When, however, the cutbacks
force many vessels out of business, there is goithg a significant level of consolidation, bothcatching and in on-shore activities. This
could lead to a fleet composed of a much smallenar of larger vessels, some or all of which wdwéddoing on-board processing and freez-
ing. Were that the case, theoverall revenues g&eper pound of fish landed could be reducedfgigntly below that for equivalent pro-
duction levels supplying the fresh market. It ddesppear as if this scenario was considered irett@omic impact analyses.)

And all this for some predicted economic benefit tvon't begin to accrue until 2018 or 2021 antll ndve a probably negligible -and statis-
tically insignificant - impact on annual and cuntiva landings once the “break even” point is reache

Given a careful examination of the statistics uhdieg the alternative management measures offerédriendment 13, it's impossible to see
how such minor potential benefits so far in theifatcan offset what everyone agrees will be imntediad significant pain spread throughout
New England’s coastal communities and beyond. ietnti-fishing groups, still standing behind claiaf immense future benefits, continue,
and continue to expand, their well-financed campaigpunish the commercial fishing industry. Tta¢adprovided in support of Amendment
13 shows that they’re not going to be helping thle &nd they're definitely not going to be helpthg fishermen. That being the case, the
guestions need to be asked: who are they doirg &rfd why are they doing it?

Equity in Fisheries Management
12/29/04

Virtually all of our important fisheries, both conencial and recreational, are managed by Fisherydgament Plans (FMPs). These plans,
which are generally created by the appropriateoreifishery management council(s), are approvetthéyecretary of Commerce before
being implemented. The management measures thainstéute can include limits on the number oft@pants in particular fisheries, on
who those participants can be, on how many fish gédirticular species they can catch, of how, winehvehere they can catch them, and on
how large (or how small) they must be. Additionay increasing number of fisheries are being meahdégr the bycatch of other species.

Ultimately, in those few instances where theseratbatrols don’t work and a commercial fishery eed® its allowable harvest in a given
year, “paybacks” are instituted. In these, comna¢imverages are deducted from the subsequent yalvgable harvest. It's important to note
that such measures are seldom required because effectiveness of the management measures ia plaontrolling commercial fishing
mortality.
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Every FMP must be in compliance with ten Nation@n8ards, as enumerated in the Magnuson Stevemsr¥FiSonservation and Manage-
ment Act (available at http://www.nmfs.noaa.govitsfagact/index.html). According to the Act, “anytfesy management plan prepared, and
any regulation promulgated to implement any suelmpbursuant to this title shall be consistent whith following national standards for fish-
ery conservation and management.”

Among the ten National Standards (emphasis added) a

#1 - Conservation and management measures shedirjreverfishing while achieving, on a continuiregts, the optimum yield from each
fishery for the United States fishing industry.

#2 - Conservation and management measures shiadisegl upon the best scientific information avadabl

#4 - Conservation and management measures shallswiminate between residents of different Stdfésbecomes necessary to allocate or
assign fishing privileges among various United &tdishermen, such allocation shall be (A) fair agditable to all such fishermen; (B) rea-
sonably calculated to promote conservation; anccé@jed out in such manner that no particulaniitilial, corporation, or other entity ac-
quires an excessive share of such privileges.

(It's important to note that neither these norakiger seven National Standards differentiate betveeenmercial and recreational fishing nor
commercial and recreational fishermen.)

Primarily due to regulations imposed in FMPs tofoom to these National Standards, it’s fair to #zat commercial fishing is among the
most heavily regulated modern industries. Thermifacet of a commercial fisherman’s workday tisattistrictly controlled by government
regulation, and penalties for not abiding by thasggulations are among the most onerous of anythileatederal government can impose, rang-
ing from fines that can reach into hundreds of #amals of dollars to lifetime expulsion from the eoercial fishing industry.

And then, of course, there’s recreational fishing.

While nowhere in the Magnuson Act is it stated areimplied that recreational fishermen should xduweled from the National Standards or
from any of the requirements of the Act, in praettommercial fisheries are the only fisheries thiateffectively managing.

This isn’t to say that recreational anglers arbring managed. As a matter of fact, at times itingyen seem that the management measure
they are forced to contend with are verging on ssiee. However, the sum total of all of these me=sun recreational fishery after fishery,
still fail to add up to effective management.

Why is this so? The overriding reason is that there control of recreational fishing mortalityhdre are no controls on the number of people
who can recreationally fish and there are no céstyo what they can catch or when they can cat@vine coastal states require recreational
fishing licenses, but no states limit the numbereafeational licenses issued. Some recreatiostatfies have closed seasons, but the closure
apply only to keeping fish of particular speciest to catching them. Some recreational fisherie® mainimum or maximum (or both) size
limits, but those size limits apply only to fishathare kept, not to those that are caught. An utdohmumber of recreational anglers can fish in
any area with any gear at any time, and can catdhrelease any number of any sized fish of anyispewith no constraints imposed on them
whatsoever other than those on what they can keep.

But if recreational anglers are out there catchiigly, as an overwhelming amount of research inmegears has shown, then they are out thert
killing fish, no matter how careful they are witketr catch and release techniques.

And there are never any “paybacks” for recreatiavalrfishing.

The inability of the managers - adhering to theentrphilosophy of recreational fishing managemdontmanage recreational fisheries effec-
tively is seen plainly in popular recreational isies like those for summer flounder and stripessbln the Mid-Atlantic summer flounder
fishery, every year for year after year the redoeat target quota is exceeded in spite of increggistringent bag and season and size limits,
and the excess catch is in large part due to théatitg of released fish. And in the striped bastéry on the East coast the recreational dis-
card mortality in recent years has exceeded therangial harvest.

But it's most obvious — and most serious — in tfighmre fishery for highly migratory species, tlfiecalled “big game” fisheries for tuna and
billfish in which the participants venture far dftse in boats valued upwards into the millions oifats.

The white marlin, a much sought quarry of the “gégne” angler, is caught by the same techniqueseisame offshore waters in the same
seasons as several species of tuna and severabp#wes of Atlantic billfish. While white marlstocks off the East coast are severely re-
duced and considered “overfished,” there is absbluto control by the National Marine Fisheriesv&sr on recreational fishing effort. Any
recreational angler who wants to (and can affoy&¢ém go out on the ocean and catch as many whitkmas he or she wishes. In fact, every
year there are NMFS sanctioned fishing tournamgmtand down the coast in which white marlin aregbarry; tournaments in which hun-
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dreds of boats participate, hundreds of white mate caught, and the largest white marlin killed Eanded can win hundreds of thousands o
dollars for the angler who caught it.

The federal government’s attitude concerning ptatgavhite marlin from the assault of those angfertunate enough to be able to pursue
them is best expressed in a brochure titled “AttaBtllfish — What are the regulations?” In thisdohure, prepared and distributed by NMFS,
we read that that agency has “established a rémn@htatch-and-release fishery management profpaditliantic billfish in recognition of

the unique characteristics of the billfish fishengluding the conservation ethic of recreationfifish anglers which provides multiple recrea-
tional opportunities without adversely impacting stock. Therefore, all Atlantic billfish releasaliie by anglers are not considered as by-
catch” (see http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/hms/RECOBRIURE.pdf.)

We presume that “the unique characteristics obitligsh fishery” include the one about the paniants being very rich guys with very expen-
sive boats who know how to push the right butteng/ashington and that their “conservation ethicludes the completely false assumption
that every released fish will in fact survive. Hoxge the idea of providing multiple recreationapopgunities without adversely impacting the
stocks — apparently a thick tongued way of reggtie catch and release mantra of “live to fighdther day” — is as off-target with Atlantic
billfish as it is with striped bass and summer fidar.

In a recent review of the literature (currentlypiress), fisheries scientist Jean Cramer reportsrplesase mortality of recreationally caught
white marlin determined by Virginia Institute of kii@e Science researchers John Graves and Andrijdysky of up to 35% (with a 95%
confidence interval of 15% to 59%), which, NMFStglahose guys’ with the real expensive boats prooements to the contrary, one would
be hard pressed to consider as “not impactingttiek$ In fact, Dr. Cramer’s analysis reveals ttiipost release mortality... is 35% or more
then the removals of white marlin by the U.S. ratimnal fishery are, on the average, greater thandtal catch of white marlin by the U.S.
longline fishery.” The U.S. longline fishery, we stumention here, has long been considered — dthgdke self-styled recreational fishing
“conservationists” and their allies in Congres$ie-biggest threat to white marlin stocks. In fhereé are currently proposals to amend the
Magnuson Act to close longliners out of even lamyeras of the Atlantic.

Of course, there are no complimentary plans taictsecreational fishing for white marlin in theaeeas or anywhere else, “catch and release
and the anglers’ built-in conservation ethic supuihg being all that is required. So we have thglioe fleet, composed of less than a hundrec
boats, which has already accepted significantiogisins for conservation including large closedaarestill being blamed for the plight of the
white marlin fishery while the unlimited numberrekcreational anglers, who have done just aboutimgptio conserve these fish up until now -
beyond proclaiming themselves conservationistsshifting the blame to the longliners - are expedtedontinue doing nothing. And this in
spite of National Standards stating that “conséoweand management measures shall prevent overdissihall be based upon the best scien-
tific information available, and shall be fair aequitable to all fishermen.”

Unfortunately, there has yet to be any commitmesthfNMFS to impose the National Standards on theeegional fisheries, in spite of inar-
guable evidence that those fisheries, with theingletely uncontrolled mortality, can and do haveager negative impacts on fish populations
than commercial harvesting. Isn’t it time that federal fisheries management establishment recegmid control all forms of fishing mortali-
ty, whether recreational or commercial?

What do they really want?
09/24/04

“The root problem is not only the size of the quadte length of the season, or the number of vegselolved. It is how the fish are
caught. Use of longlines must be barréibsh Reichert, Director of the Pew Trust’'s Enwiment Program)

If you've been paying any attention at all to merfisheries issues, you'll know that a handful @fcslled environmental organizations have
been making life miserable for just about every omrtial fisherman (except, of course, for those ifearganizations that have been won
over to the side of these “conservationists” bydtige foundation grants and the chance to use tloainections to get a competitive edge on
fishermen in competing fisheries) for most of thetpdecade. Primarily funded by the Pew Charit@blsts, they have now turned their atten-
tion towards recreational fishing as well, makingaim of recent research identifying recreationdlifig as a significant cause of fisheries de-
clines (for an earlier exploration of this subjesgtehttp://www.fishingnj.org/netusal5.hjrand pointing to discarded recreational fishimgli

as being a significant factor in the destructiorcafal reefs.2

They have attacked virtually every domestic commaéfishery. They have done this through the maaragnt system, through Congress,
through the courts and through the media. They h#taeked particular fisheries because they sugipsatch too many fish, because they
supposedly catch too many non-targeted specieaubethey supposedly disturb “habitat,” becauséishehey produce are supposedly con-
taminated, or because the fishermen are suppossiving too many government subsidies. Theichkttdaven't been limited to commer-
cial and recreational fishing. Fish and shellfiahtiing have been included as well. And, as the eloowte by the head of Pew’s Environmen-
tal Program shows, they have singled out someriishiéor particularly harsh treatment. (Please tio&t in spite of Mr. Reichert’s pontificat-
ing, the North Atlantic swordfish stocks, which atél fished almost exclusively with longlines, medeclared recovered several years ago.)
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Do these organizations, that it would be most catinfg to assume were simply being run by out ottomealots, have anything other than
their particular up front fisheries-related goalsiind?

They spend what must be millions and millions dfats (of course, these aren’t dollars that thetyalty had to go out and earn, nor even
dollars that they had to beg from individual mensi3¢on influencing Congress, on selling their varsif reality to the media, and on going
to court when the people who catch fish for a vaan’t comply with the unrealistically stringergHing regulations that they have used their
massive influence to impose.

But do they spend any of their millions on actuahservation actions that will keep the fishermshifig and keep the fish coming to market?

Armed with an initial $10 million from Pew, Pew/Cae has filed suits aimed at either crippling anptetely shutting down the same few
fisheries time after time. While it's almost impitge to come up with a real-world equivalent, itghi be close to consider a vindictive home-
owner with really deep pockets filing suit afteisuncessful suit against a neighbor he was feuditig #he had a big enough bucket of
bucks and a willingness to throw large handfulthein to his stable of in-house lawyers, the neighmmuld have no choice other than to
eventually pack up and leave. The Pew bucketdfillith billions of oil bucks, is certainly big englu to file a lot of suits.

Sea Turtles as an example

Ocean Trust, an environmental organization withamags to the commercial fishing industry, hasrbewolved in operating a successful sea
turtle hatchery for the last ten yeabst://www.oceantrust.ory/ Since 1995, Ocean Trust has been one of theapyiparticipants, along with
the Mexican government and the shrimp industry program in Mexico which has helped to restoretseke stocks by hatching, raising and
releasing thousands of juveniles. Ocean Trustimspite of but because of its ties to commerds&hlifhg, has been in the forefront of real sea
turtle conservation and restoration efforts. Haw,Rsther through Pew/Oceana, Pew/Seaweb or atheafther anti-fishing organizations that
have received tens of millions of Pew dollars aberpast decade, been a part of this effort? Naliyha

Then we have the domestic pelagic longline flesttife introductory quote that we started off witlews so well, the longline fleet has been
on Pew’s “most wanted” list for a decade. Thistfleensists of somewhere around a hundred boatslohigéne fishermen, with boats that
average well under eighty feet in length and amp@sely mischaracterized by the anti-fishing grolikes Pew/Oceana as “industrial,” in the
last several years have been working intensivell thie National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS¢éwelop gear and methods to reduce
their interactions with sea turtles.

Their efforts, accomplished at a significant cbstye been so successful that they showed redudtices turtle interactions of up to 90%.
Accordingly, members of the fishery lobbied the ggmment to make the gear and techniques they deselmandatory for all participants in
the U.S. fishery. Their efforts have also provitleel foundation for an outreach program by NMFS aimthe international pelagic longline
fleet.4 Though they make up a small fishery withesely limited resources, the longliners have agddea level of success in turtle conserva-
tion beyond anyone’s wildest speculations. Whag citl the anti-fishing, supposedly pro-turtle @sts at Pew/Oceana play in developing
these mechanisms and techniques to allow the hwerglito continue to fish while at the same timeqating the vulnerable sea turtle popula-
tions? Absolutely none at all.

In addition, in about 2001, scallopers began ferfitst time to experience interactions with exgagdea turtle populations in a portion of
their Mid-Atlantic fishing areas (Needless to sidiys is another fishery that the various Pew orgainns love to hate). Realizing that this
could mean an increase in turtle interactions, theyediately began to consider avoidance measWesking with government and academic
researchers, they designed and tested “turtle shainich were proven effective in reducing intefas with the burgeoning population of
sea turtles in the southern range of the scalkigefy. They subsequently petitioned the NationalidéaFisheries Service to make these turtle
chains mandatory where and when turtles and seaabogre in the same areas. What role did thefiahtirg, supposedly pro-turtle activists at
Pew/Oceana play in developing these mechanismote #ne scallopers to continue to fish while a¢ #ame time protecting the vulnerable
sea turtle populations? Absolutely none at all.

But not by a long shot have Pew/Oceana and otkemntinded groups stayed out of turtle issues. Waf@tely, and in spite of seemingly hav-
ing more riches than Croesus to contribute to éail-turtle conservation and restoration prograhmsr factions to date have involved expen-
sive law suits in federal courts aimed at shuttiog/n the very commercial fisheries that have ledwhy in sea turtle conservation. In the
latest chapter in their quest to destroy the dompslagic longline and sea scallop fisheries, thaye brought high profile suits to impose
potentially bankrupting sanctions on the longlinensl to close half of the traditional fishing grdsrto the scallop fleet. Evidently just saving
turtles isn’t enough for Pew/Oceana; it seems #witwo fishing fleets that have led the way inléuconservation must be destroyed as well.

Is Pew’s way the only way?
In an article in the Boston Globe on a progranetiuce the entanglement of whales in lobster g€421004,Gearing up to save whales,
livelihood) Beth Daley wrotéthe International Fund for Animal Welfare has rais about $150,000 in private donations and is rajsin-

other $150,000 to $200,000 for the rest of the prog” With another $660,000 from the federal governnagmt $300,000 to $450,000 from
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Bay State lobstermen, both whales and the lobisteerfy will be saved. Hats off to the InternatioRahd for Animal Welfare for involvement
that prioritizes saving fishermen as well as pri@species. It's obvious that fishermen werergtrthctual target; preventing fishermen’s
interactions with threatened species was.

Pew/Oceana hasn’'t come close to demonstratindgetheltof concern, for either turtles or fishermémlight of this, it's hard for us to see what
their motivation really is.

1 Philadelphia Inquirer op-ed article on August 1997 titled “Swordfish technique depletes the sisfish population.”

2 From Yoshikawa, T., and K. Azoe. 2004. Entanglenoé monofilament fishing lines and coral deatiol8gical Conservation 117:
557-560 as reported in SeaWeb’s Ocean Update.

3 In an “action alert” Pew Oceana was seeking i@ donations téhelp us reach our goal and show the scalloperd thare are
people out there who will stand up for sea turtl&aur contribution can make the differencét’the first place, scallopers don’t need
to be shown any such thing. Scallopers were tlsegdieople to identify the potential problem andemére first to do anything about it.
But, and both more importantly and more perplexinBlew/Oceana was started with ten million or se Bellars. And we've seen
the papers they've filed and their team of litigatim court. It's our impression that the $10,006ytare asking for isn’t any more
than a very small drop in their bucket, so whyithpassioned plea? It might be an attempt to shoasgroots” support for their
court machinations (their request for a preliminajynction to stop fishing immediately was immedig denied), which would

make their actions appear much more altruistic thdrey were bought and paid for solely by a mbitiion dollar series of trusts es-
tablished with big oil revenues, but it sure seémas that level of support isn’t anything more tteatoken.

4 In an “ocean update” from a Pew/Oceana stalferSave the Sea Turtles: A Spanish Fishing Adventer Charlotte Hudson,
2004-09-16 Section: Europe, Topic: Dirty Fishing), after she condescendingly writisink fishing, no showers, foam rubber pads
that everyone shares and blankets on the decledfdht sitting in fish guts - and then imagine thety haven't been washed in
months.... | won't even begin to explain the nottaite limited freshwater problem(just so, of course, no reader would mistakenly
confuse working Spanish fishermen with “people”)tes about using the gear and techniques developéte U.S. pelagic longline
fishery on a Spanish swordfish longliner. But ofise she gives no credit to the U.S. fishermeio ¢tin¢ National Marine Fisheries
Service for developing the gear/techniques, glassirer who actually did by clumsily writifghese hooks are a new idea by the
U.S. and research shows that they reduce the nuofliarties being caught by the gear - and sincetobthese turtles are on the
Endangered Species List, this is a good thingl Bmught some of these new hooks with me fromtBe’ It probably wouldn’t do

to have a Pew staffer mentioning in a positivetlitiat a fishery her bosses were out to destr@ygovernmental agency they were
out to eviscerate were responsible for developieghighly effective technology that she was so gageomoting .

Circle hooks - A great idea whose time has come
01/20/05

As we had discussed several weeks back, mortatity fecreational fishing is an increasing and Igrgacontrolled factor with a direct bear-
ing on the health of many fish stocks. While thkistfhas been obvious to anyone who has observdihiteg scene — though, of course, the
entire recreational fishing industry is deep inidkr it is now coming to the attention of the gexi@ublic. As a matter of fact, a recent Pew-
funded study by researchers Felicia Coleman (Fd8thte University), Will Figueira and Larry CrowdB®uke University) reported that
“recreational catches account for nearly a quartdrthe total take of over-fished populations in Wh&ters, including many of the most eco-
nomically valuable species(Pew SeaWeb Ocean Updat@®©ctober 2004). And, according to Crowder, thdarg of the studilikely under-
estimate the true impact of recreational fishingdngse we did not include fish that are discardeseat or die from the effects of catch-and-
release fishing."The study receiving the benefit of a full-blowrwPeedia blitz didn’t detract at all from its sigieince; intended and unin-
tended recreational fishing mortality, at the urtoolfed level that characterizes recreational fighiin the U.S., can and does damage fish
stocks severely.

But, unbeknownst to most people who aren’t thatilfamwith fishing equipment and techniques, thera™quick and easy” fix for a large part
of the recreational fishing mortality resulting findooth releasing fish caught unintentionally (fieat are either illegal or undesirable to keep)
or purposefully via “catch and release.” This f&xahat has already been adopted by the commédiistahg fleet in the U.S., and though it
wouldn’t reduce the recreational release mortatitgero, it would make a significant differencestjas it has in the commercial longline fish-
ery.

Circle hooks — longliners in the U.S. got the balolling
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While to the average person a fish hook is jus$fatiook, the knowledgeable fisherman — eithergssibnal or amateur — recognizes that
there are a myriad of sizes and styles of hookd) dasigned to do a different job, each designedtch particular sizes/species of fish when
coupled with different gear and used under vargogditions.

But in recent years a growing body of researchpnagen that a particular style of hook has pronednmnservation benefits far beyond those
of the type of hooks that are traditionally empldye hook and line fishing. These hooks, generyaadferred to as “circle” hooks, have been
shown to be far superior to the traditional “J” kean reducing injuries to (and hence survivalfidh and other animals caught and released il
the course of fishing.*

The reason they are proving superior is a simpliégemaf hook physics. When swallowed deeply, alHdbk can penetrate a fish’s internal
organs, causing severe injuries and heavy bleeditugvever, due to its shape and the location opthiet of the hook, a “circle” hook will
ultimately lodge in the jaw or the corner of theutioof the fish and generally inflict only minoijumy.

This has significant implications for commerciablkand line fisheries. One of the primary goalfisifermen has been and continues to be
the minimization of damage to non-intended catald, “@ircle” hooks have been proven to reduce igsito bycatch species. But above and
beyond that, “circle” hooks result in target speaeming aboard in much better condition, whickegithem a higher fresh market price.

The rapidity with which circle hooks are being atdmpin commercial hook and line fisheries is edifyiBased on several years of research
performed cooperatively with the National Marinshsries Service (sdwtp://www.magazine.noaa.gov/stories/magl44)hirhe U.S. long-
line fishery for swordfish, tuna and shark has sléd completely to circle hooks, and in concerhWMFS and several conservation groups,
has embarked on a campaign to make the use of-airgle hooks mandatory in all similar fisheriesridwide.** This was initiated by the
domestic pelagic longline fishery, whose membettsreugh Blue Water Fishermen’s Association — amarmging and supporting the pro-
gram through outreach efforts to other longlinédisnen worldwide.

But what about recreational angling?

According to NMFS, the “average” annual catch dfveater anglers in the U.S. has been increasingdent years, with the increase attributec
to more “catch and release” fishing (a form of amgin which the fish, after being “battled” to exstion and brought to shore side or boat
side, is released to either swim off, survive aachught again on another day or to swim off, di¢lze recycled in the ecosystem). Accord-
ingly, the use of “circle” hooks should be even emaiidespread in recreational angling. Unfortunatilis hasn't been the case.

Here is a simple gear modification that would regtite release mortality of recreationally caugst Significantly (as we reported in our last
article, in the case of the severely depleted statkvhite marlin, post-release mortality would plfoom approximately thirty five percent to
approaching zero). It is readily adaptable in \d@hyevery style of recreational angling, and ibecoming increasingly relevant as “catch and
release” fishing continues to gain in popularitpdicircle hooks, once they were in wide use, wawlst no more than the standard “J” hooks.

So what is the “official” reaction?

Imagine that an easily adopted gear modificatios asailable that would drastically reduce the rstemortality in a commercial fishery. You
would be right in thinking that the National MariRésheries Service would move rapidly to mandas thodification in fisheries that could
benefit. And that’s the positive conservation attieat NMFS took in the case of the commercial gielbongline fishery. Circle hooks are
now mandatory.

But what has been done in the recreational fise@rhile it's hard to believe, not very much at Allcouple of years back Crystal Straughn,
in Public Affairs at the National Oceanographic @idhospheric Administration (NMFS’s parent agenayjote inAn Easy Way to Con-
serve Big Game Fistirealizing that conservation is a team effort, NORBheries is working with the recreational fishimglustry to en-
courage the use of circle hooks when targetinggaigefish.”She continued that NMFS was providing monetanpsuto“conduct bait
rigging seminars to aid participan{in a large fishing tournamerit) the proper use of circle hooksgihd thatthis bold step will have every
chance of success within this tournament and tonpte the expansion of circle hook use in otherrtaorents on the Atlantic and Gulf
coasts.”Some bold step! While the scientific evidence thatle hooks significantly reduce post-releasetality of billfish (including the
white marlin, a species that the government hagbtto court to prevent being placed on the endauggpecies list), all the government is
doing is “encouraging” their use.

And the reaction of the recreational angling industy?

While recreational angling advocacy groups contittueampaign against “industrial fishing fleets liwaf death gill nets, bulldozing otter
trawls” and other mythological constructs desigteftighten membership dues out of the uninformegler, about all they are doing regard-
ing circle hooks is, like NOAA/NMFS, gently encogmag their use, while trumpeting the “conservatathic” that they pre-tend is built into
any type of recreational angling regardless of neawny fish it kills. In fisheries like the East cbatiped bass, where recreational catch and
release mortality attributable to the use of “Jbk® exceeds the commercial quota, they are pusbiriggislation to close down the commer-
cial fishery rather than making the use of cirade@ks mandatory in their own fishery. Some cons@waaiurden-sharing!
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If you are in the habit of frequenting tackle shepa even if you're not — the next time you vigite, compare the number of circle hooks that
are displayed compared to the number of “J” hoeksl (hotice that virtually none of the artificiatés are equipped with circle hooks). Notice
that recreational anglers and their advocates sakkid their time ranting against commercial fisimen and commercial fishing and none
demanding that “J” hooks be phased out in favarirafe hooks in their own fisheries.

This is a hook technology that is proven to beah censervation measure. It's time that our marggarr legislators, the recreational angling
community and the so-called conservation commueitpgnized that and started to get actively anecéffely engaged in reducing recrea-
tional fishing mortality instead of just pretending

* We won't get into an involved discussion of witahstitutes a circle hook here, but will say thiata hook generally circular in
outline and with the point perpendicular to thefsh“J” hook, on the other hand, has the pointgtial to the shaft. The Atlantic
States Marine Fisheries Commission has “definedtieinooks in greater detail at
http://www.asmfc.org/publications/specialReportar<TircleHookDefinition.pdf .

** This is in spite of the fact that the use ofatér hooks can in instances mean a slightly redeesgzth of some important market spe-
cies.

Selected references on circle hooks
An Easy Way to Conserve Big Game FistC. Straughn, NOAA
(http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/hms/RecRules/circlétsoatn)
Northeast Distant Fishery Sea Turtle Bycatch Redudbdn Project, NMFS
(http://lwww.nmfs.noaa.gov/mediacenter/turtles/)
Striped Bass Catch And Release ResultR. Lukacovic, Maryland Department of Natural Reses, 1999
(http://www.dnr.state.md.us/fisheries/recreationtifees/crsb.html
Are circle hooks an effective tool for conserving mrine and freshwater recreational catch-and-releaséisheries?S.J.
COOKE and C.D. SUSKI, Aquatic Conserv: Mar. Freskaosyst. 14: 000-000, 2004
(http://faculty.forestry.ubc.ca/hinch/Steve _CookaiMPDFS/Circle%20Hook%20Review.pdf )
South Carolina Dept. of Natural Resources Red Drun€&R Study
(http://www.dnr.state.sc.us/marine/mrri/insh_fiskftauim/gonefishin.htin

Can the sky fall any farther?
04/04/05

Fish Wars?

In the latest hysterical assault on commerciaifighRobert Ovetz, the turtle campaign’s Uber-alatphowers the anti-fishing rhetoric to new
— though still unfathomable — depths.

Ovetz writes in War escalating on high seas ovaiséng resource: fish with characteristic over-the exaggeration that “the fish wars are
flaring out of control across our planet.” Seekingnvoke the predictable knee-jerk small is gduid, (particularly big government and big
business and big boats) is bad reaction, he sugtiegtthis is due to "small-scale subsistencesfislen battling governments and industrial
fishing companies to whom their traditional fishinghts have been given away.”

He then cites several instances of what he wokidus to believe are part of this David and Golgtthiggle, but includes as examples law-
suits against the U. S. Secretary of Commerce Ihtdoyg multi-national environmental organizationaded by multi-million dollar grants
from multi-billion dollar corporate foundations ({&h versus Goliath?) and the U. S. protectingitall scale shrimpers from cheap imports
(David versus David?).

In fact, the conflicts he cites are indicative otlting more than business as usual on the worltBaios and in international trade. The idea of
one country trying to protect an important segnuérits economy from assaults from imports has bem us for centuries, and isn’t indica-
tive of anything above and beyond governments daingt they are supposed to.

Regarding fishing wars, they are hardly new andpie Ovetz’ attempt to convince us otherwise tenelly a reflection of anything other than
one nation’s determination to protect its fish @&sdishing industry. Going back three decadesreaal of the third Cod War “between No-
vember 1975, and June 1976, the cod, a commonespeffish, brought two NATO allies to the brinkwér. Great Britain and Iceland con-
fronted each other over Iceland proclaiming itdatity over the ocean, up to 200 miles from itsstli@e. The issue was the amount of cod
caught by the two countries' fishermen. During tiaeflict, British trawlers had their nets cut lwglandic Coast Guard vessels and there were
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numerous rammings between Icelandic ships andsBritawlers and frigates. The conflict caused lutli@ threaten to close the NATO base
at Keflavik, which would have imperilled the NAT®ilty to defend the Atlantic from Soviet incurs®ii (From the Riots, Rebellions, Gun-
boats and Peacekeepers website at http://www hsisainallwars.com/RRGP/CodWar.htm)

It would seem that Ovetz doesn’t have much of agaf what “flaring out of control” really means it comes to fish wars.

Moving on, he then repeats what has become pa#ineaftandard litany of the anti-fishing activis&hout 70 percent of our global fisheries
are now being fished close to, already at or beybait capacity.”

Needless to say, we are supposed to regard tkéstkle big business/big government/big boats exesnygb above) as a bad thing, Butin a
world where malnutrition is far from rare, what'adabout fishing close to or at the capacity afrgé proportion of our fisheries? Should we
be catching less fish and starving more people?afgyly, according to Ovetz and his ilk.

This is all part and parcel of Ovetz’ anti-fishingpdus operandi. In Fish Wars: How Cheap Oil Drivehistrial Longline Fishing he waxes
eloquently and at length on how energy intensivglioe fishing specifically and “industrial fishih@h general is. He writes “amongst fisher-
ies targeting high value species, it is now comifieordirect fossil fuel energy inputs alone to exceeatritional energy embodied in the catch
by at least an order of magnitude.” We can onlynteuwith a somewhat less eloquent “so what?” Higlue species aren’t targeted to feed
the masses, they are targeted to earn a profihéfishermen. The amount of energy going intdfigteery compared to the amount of energy
coming out is irrelevant — at least to anyone wtaepts the concept of free markets and expectstadiit more satisfying than bread and
water.

He then writes of fuel use by the commercial fighimdustry “the fisheries... consumed a staggeribglibn liters (about 6 million barrels) of
diesel fuel.” We assume that he was giving us #reypar estimate (including information like thaii nicety that’s probably not that im-
portant to you when you are intent on bandying abfwaibiggest, most impressive numbers you can &nd Ovetz is certainly accomplished
in bandying about big numbers), but no matter wheattime frame, compared to over 19 million bardflsil consumed by the United States
every day it's a mere drop in the bucket.

As a matter of fact, it has been estimated thaiibréd's fishing fleets account for only about 1.4%otal global oil consumption. To anyone
outside the “Chicken-Little” anti-fishing claque wan't see how this can be seen as anything dtherdn energy bargain, considering that,
according to the United Nations FAQ, in 2002 theldiproduction of fish and seafood (101 million $prvas greater than of beef (60 million
tons), of pork (95 million tons) or of poultry (7Sillion tons).

Dr. Ovetz has tried to make fish wars a uniquenepbenomena, has tried to force what are nothiogerthan ongoing resource allocation
conflicts that have been with us for centuries mt®avid vs Goliath” mold, has tried to take adkesye of everyone’s concern about energy,
and has tried to call into question the fact thatase exploiting many of our fisheries at or apphireg the maximum level. What'’s his point?

Using what appear to be a series of unconnectemb(urected to longlining, unconnected to each ahdrunconnected to the real world) anti-
fishing arguments, he then slides into his stantistiap the longliners to save the oceans” spiel.

Discounting what have been tremendous strideséatbi reduction by the domestic longline fleet #relU. S. government’s unprecedented
efforts to share this technology with the resthaf tvorld, he continues to beat that same old drardrum, we might add, that gets emptier anc
noisier from year to year. And he does this instgfddying to work with the commercial fishermendathie National Marine Fisheries Service
to further minimize bycatch and to export the emigt- and proven — bycatch reduction technology.

As commercial fishermen are proving in fishery afighery, they can and they will modify their geard their techniques when it becomes
apparent that they are having more of an impa¢hermcean environment than is desirable. The reat@mentalists are those who are will-
ing to help them to do this.

A media mugging of commercial fishing, Florida styé
05/22/05

Last month Jordan Kahn, the Outdoors Editor forDagtona Beach News-Journal, attacked the comnidistiéng industry in general and the
domestic pelagic longline fishery in particularain article replete with over-the-top bombast arnidgiand misusing carefully filtered infor-
mation to wrongfully skewer commercial fishing asmmmercial fishermen.

Among the most egregious of his assaults was thegetthat the Fisheries Research Institute, aorgibfit corporation established by the
longline industry, was “essentially a longliner ging group.” Of course Mr. Kahn was using the ymgdarity of lobbyists (at this point prob-
ably the most unpopular professionals in the Un8&ates except for journalists) to bolster his-anthmercial fishing, anti-longlining argu-
ments. However, Mr. Kahn —who claims to have ltegined as a “scientist” — failed to turn up in wkahim must pass for research (keep
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reading), or perhaps failed to report, the fact tha Fisheries Research Institute is prohibitethlayfrom lobbying. This was pointed out to
him..

He used other, and equally misleading, “facts” figres to further what is difficult to see as drngly more than a personal vendetta against
anyone efficiently catching and selling (or affdstiabuying and eating) fish from what he seemsaiesider his private playground — the
world’s oceans. These were pointed out to him dk we

Thus, when he had a follow-up piece in the May E3vslJournal, we thought that we were about to se&&hn setting the record straight.
Not quite! What we read was more of the same afdesald, packaged slightly differently but with th&me nebulous connections to objectivi-

ty.

Because such strident exercises are occurring fremeently in the advocacy “journalism” practicegirecreational fishing writers, and be-
cause Mr. Kahn is so emphatically and demonstnabbng on so many counts, we thought that a poirpdint refutation of his latest column
might aid our readers in evaluating his and sinstaibblings.

. He started out with a labored exercisegtexi to show that the pelagic longline fishery asmall as to be inconsequential when con-
sidered in relation to the total production of seaf by the domes-tic commercial fishing fleet. Hot®, more or less correctly, that longlining
accounted for just 0.3% of that total. (Actuallygrh the context it appeared as if he was only mgiitbout edible seafood but was using a tota
production figure for edible and industrial seaf@minbined. Considering only edible seafood, theglioe proportion would be almost 0.4%,
but what's precision when you are on a mission?)

This is an interesting argument. So interestindaa, that we decided to adopt it and extend theonewspaper business.

According to the Newspaper Association of Amering003 the total daily circulation of U.S. newspepwas 55,185,351. Going to The
Readership Institute at Northwestern University'sdié Management Center, we found that the Dayt@zeiB News-Journal has a daily cir-
culation of 100,582. It appears as if Mr. Kahn'svepaper accounts for only 0.18% of the total daiitgulation of newspapers in the U.S. — or
that Mr. Kahn’s newspaper is significantly more ligigle in the domestic newspaper industry tharagil longlining is in the domestic fish-
ing industry. Based on Mr. Kahn'’s “reasoning,” shio't we be questioning the News-Journal’s righttmtinue publishing?

» He then writes, after throwing around some rea#iglly big and impressive numbers, that in the th&re than 10 times the amount
of food than the entire 2003 U.S. commercial fightatch was just thrown away.” While this mightareinteresting fact to some
folks, what does it have to do with anything that Mahn is addressing? This is followed by “Maybméyican consumers don't de-
pend on longlined seafood after all.” Of courseyttien’t. Nor do they “depend” on steak or fast faydvhite truffles or corn flakes.
If the fact that we aren’t dependent on a partickilad of food can be used as an argument to derifiat food, then we’re all going
to be left with very meager diets.

» He lists the longliners’ chief catch &harks, swordfish, other billfish like marlin, amdal giant blue fin(sic)tuna, not canned tunaf-
ish or skipjack steaks.Au contraire, he was right on the swordfish angjskk steaks but dead wrong on everything elsen&xtic
longliners target swordfish, yellowfin tuna, albeeauna and bigeye tuna, and their catch at tdeo€a trip reflects this. With the
proper permit and until a miniscule quota is reachengliners can possess and sell a maximum eéthluefin tuna per (two to three
week or longer) trip. Longliners can’t possessedk any billfish other than swordfish and no Atlizrillfish other than swordfish can
be sold in the U.S.

* And he asks how many people have ever eaten theghkre caught fish, arguing that hérsever even seen these fish in the grocery
store, and as it turns out, most of these typdisiofgo to the highest bidder...We can't account for what Mr. Kahn does or doesn’t
see in the grocery store (considering the blintlefs so obviously wearing when he writes, if they still on when he goes shopping
we wouldn’t be surprised by anything that he doesee), but having fish, or any other product, gdimthe highest bidder has a nice
capitalist ring to it that most people — at leasise benefiting from a capitalist economy — woind fnmore comforting than threaten-
ing. To get back to the News-Journal, how muctefadvertising in their 100,000 daily papers do soppose wouldn’t be sold to
the highest bidder?

« “...these types of fish go to the highest bidderctvhvould be Japan.Mr. Kahn obviously doesn’t like exports. With ade deficit
of monster proportions we find his anti-export bdasnewhat puzzling, but here again Mr. Kahn is wibebff the mark. Most of the
longline-caught tuna and virtually all of the loimgd caught swordfish stay in the U.S. and are &old.S. consumers. Anyone who
shops outside of Mr. Kahn’s neighborhood, or anywhe shops in his neighborhood but is better attifieng the fish in the sea-
food section than he is, will know that in the W& have been blessed in recent years with amxiofidresh sushi-grade tuna, for
example. Most of this fresh tuna is caught by loregk, and our palates and our cardio-vasculaesystre better for it. (On this
point we're purposely giving him the benefit of ttheubt, but it's hard to imagine that there isnhiieof Japan bashing going on here
as well.)

» Apparently scorning all of the “eat fish high in ega 3 fatty acid” advice we’ve been getting froma thedical establishment for most
of the last decade, he then informs us that thesien of longline caught tuna and swordfish — baftiwhich are way above averager
in omega 3s — or any other fish in the average Agapis diet is even less important because “onamerAmericans ate a total of
200 pounds of meat per person in 2002.” So keewictgpdown on those Big Macs, folks. Jordan Kahrdewutly thinks it’s the right
thing to do.
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» Then, in what must be his gratuitous nod to tharog he relates th& few pounds of fish seems like even less whertgosider
that 130 pounds of food per person ended up infildad It would be really interesting to find out whatehectual contortions Mr.
Kahn went through when determining that there wasaionship between discarding moldy bolognajledanilk and stale bread
and enjoying twelve dollar a pound fresh swordfiseks, wouldn't it?

» Moving right along, he then segues into an integtien of the world of fisheries management as séeough his demonstrably ef-
fective blinders, starting wittthe fact is, the U.S. commercial fishing indusaiya whole isn't even close to being eagerly canpli
with regulations.”Now, Mr. Kahn and/or his employers at the newspapight be“eagerly compliant with regulations,but we
somehow doubt that. In fact, we doubt that theesaawy individuals or businesses or institutions #na eagerly compliant with regu-
lations. The significant point would be whethentisemplied or not. On the whole, most fishermerothlyecreational and commer-
cial — comply with regulations, and just like irethest of the world, a few don't. (Here we are celigul to mention that managing
commercial fisheries today often requires “regutattiscards.” These are fish that are inadvertesalyght that must be returned to
the ocean, even if it is obvious that they wonivéte once they are released. We hope that everkKihin wouldn’t be eager to com-
ply with a regulation that mandated such gratuiteaste.)

* He then bemoans the fact that there are only “ab8@tagents” charged with policing fisheries indied waters. Though he doesn’t
make it clear, we guess he does this to demonstratgcentive for commercial fishermen to not bgesly compliant with regula-
tions. But somehow he fails to mention that theskefal agents work hand-in-hand with the Coast Gaad with state fisheries en-
forcement people, resulting in a reasonably effecti and much larger - enforcement presence thavobkl have his readers believe
actually exists. At the same time, he totally igreothe fact that recreational anglers — who it seémhis eyes though not in most
others’, neither can nor will do any wrong — arbjeat to the same enforcement as commercial fisberms adequate or inadequate
as it might be.

He also fails to mention that the 16,568 federaksahe cites that were filed in the last five y@ackide recreational fishing as well as com-
mercial fishing violations. Likewise he somehow seais the fact that, because at-sea enforcementiggsosive and potentially dangerous,
the trend has been and still is to do it at doaksitis relatively easy to police a few thousandhaeercial fishing boats landing fish at a few
hundred commercial fishing docks, particularly wiiea boats and docks must document the catch andbitks must document their sales,
but try keeping track of who'’s catching what whemytarget group consists of tens of millions etreational anglers fishing from millions
of boats or thousands of miles of shoreline. Yétlim Kahn's opinion the level of fisheries enforaemh encourages rampant cheating by
commercial fishermen.

» Predictably he trots out all of the old, hacknelgdatch tales. We won’t argue with the United Nadicestimate of total bycatch
worldwide, but we will argue that commercial fishrem in the United States are among the world’sdesaoh developing bycatch re-
duction gear and techniques, and that the domsttagiic longliners and folks in a few other comnadrfisheries have been leading
the pack.

For one example of what the U.S. longliners aregléd reduce bycatch, see http://www.nmfs.noaargestiacenter/turtles/, and
don't forget that the proposed, temporary reopepiintye closed - to longlining, not to angling -eas that got Mr. Kahn started ini-
tially was to allow an experimental fishery aimaduather bycatch reduction. (For the record, bghas by definition stuff that a
commercial fishermen can't keep or sell. Catchtnzauses unnecessary wear and tear on the geamtatigling or unhooking it and
returning it to the water takes time and effortc8gh reduction is something that every ratiorsdddrman is constantly focused on,
not just because it's so wasteful, but becauseifrensive to deal with as well.)

* Then he takes on the notion that commercial fiskearin general and longliners in particular are béaf making any commitment
to conservation. To support his idea that commeEfisiaermen are the scourge of the oceans, he sttt “time and again, the clo-
sure of hundreds of thousands of miles of watefrthefcoasts of the United States was the resdi#tveduits brought against the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service for failing to prot natural resources and for violating the Suatd@Fisheries Act of 1996.” In ac-
tuality, the closure of these waters has genebalbn the result of the fisheries management prpirepkemented by fisheries man-
agement plans created either by the regional fish@nanagement councils or the Department of Corenand approved by the
Secretary of Commerce. Commercial fishermen, réiome fishermen and conservationists all partitéda this process. They might
argue over the details and they might bring swaiiast the Secretary of Commerce, not the Natibtaine Fisheries Service) to ef-
fect changes, but closed areas are a result afrfeshmanagement decisions, not judicial intereenti

* And he finally closes with “As for those internatad regulations that longliners would take credit Since the International Confer-
ence for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas waaldighed in 1966 -- this is the chief regulatormérnational commercial fishing in
the Atlantic rim -- fisheries scientists estimdtattthe population of Atlantic tuna has decline®bypercent.” First off, it's the Inter-
national Convention for the Conservation of Atlariftunas (ICCAT), and with a charge restricted ®rianagement of tunas,
mackerels and billfish in the Atlantic, it is faofn the “chief regulator of international commeldishing” there. We don't have the
foggiest idea what the “Atlantic Rim” means, buC&T has 40 member nations (more properly knownoasracting parties) from
around the world that are involved in the Atlaritiheries for “tuna-like” species. We doubt thatrnis anyone with even a superfi-
cial acquaintance with ICCAT’s operations over It decade that wouldn’t acknowledge the U.S.gidlen’s leadership in terms
of conservation, or of the role played by the UoBgliners in that delegation. If the vessels aérgvother contracting party were fish-
ing to the standards of the U.S. longline fleetweildn’t have anything approaching the problemthanICCAT fisheries that Mr.
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Kahn gloats about. The fishermen of the U.S. lorggfleet were instrumental in creating those stedgland they having been press-
ing politically to have the U.S. exercise what posié has to force international compliance wittCIET conservation measures in ef-
fect here. (see http://www.publicaffairs.noaa.gelases2002/oct02/noaa02131.html).

Why all of this attention focused on one “journglisriting in a paper that is, by his own reasoniagiegligible part of the domestic newspa-
per industry — particularly when he usually covgigley-esque subjects including a fish falling oscaool bus in Montana, a basketball-
swallowing catfish, and an unfortunate in the UaKio has kept on fishing with toes surgically replgchis amputated fingers? Because so
many of his cronies, while generally a bit morevelein their assaults, spend an awful lot of tittacking commercial fishermen and seafood
consumers in their columns with the same kindgpet®us arguments. While done by Mr. Kahn a littlere clumsily than by most of the
others, they all have a penchant for wrongly apgywhat’s going on in the world’s commercial fislesrto what's going on in our own.

Perhaps because he’s never been able to stumbilé ovais local Publix or Winn-Dixie, Mr. Kahnagtsn’t want to enjoy fresh swordfish or
tuna — or, we'd be willing to bet, any other figmroved from “his” ocean for reasons as crass asngakliiving. So he uses this as justifica-
tion to shut down the fisheries that provide themrmsne of us can enjoy them. The readers of theddayBeach News-Journal, no matter how
inconsequential their number in Mr. Kahn’s estiro@afideserve better.

Note: In the Southern Volusia County section of st Sunday’s News-Journal, Linda Walton hasi@ ésticle documenting the decline of

a once vibrant commercial fishing industry in DayadBeach and the surrounding communities. Whilenséietions several of the reasons for
this, she left out the impact on this decline obagoing media campaign demonizing the commerighirfg industry and commercial fisher-

men.

Recreational fishing — beyond the hype
06/20/05

In their never-ending quest for more and more fiishtheir constituents, recreational angling advesdave relied on claims that their sport is
continuously growing, that it is the “foundationf’ @oastal communities, that every fish allocatthe consumer (and therefore denied to the
recreational angler) represents a loss of tensioditeds of dollars to the economy, and on and droan Anyone who is reading this is proba-
bly more than familiar with the litany.
But how true are these claims? What is the “sththestate” of recreational angling in the Unitidtes? Is participation in recreational an-
gling on an upswing that is threatening the fupmpularity of NASCAR and pro football and the seafdover's access to ocean—fresh fish
from our rich coastal waters?
We decided to find out.
Wallop-Breaux funding ....
First off, a particular federal funding mechanismstbe understood to truly appreciate the govertaheaititude concerning how many peo-
ple in the U.S. fish for recreation — or for “sutisnce” in the recreational fishing advocates'datdtempt to show that sports fishing hasn’t
become the province only of the well to do - it sater.
The Fish and Wildlife Service of the U.S. Departingfithe Interior spells this out in a page on thegbsite titled Federal Aid in Sport Fish
Restoration (the Dingell-Johnson Act and the WaBopaux Amendment — séxétp://federalaid.fws.gov/sfr/fasfr.htinl
From the FWS page:
“The Sport Fish Restoration program is funded byemues collected from the manufacturers of fishintg, reels, creels, lures, flies
and artificial baits, who pay an excise tax on thagems to the U.S. Treasury. An amendment in (@&dlop-Breaux Amendment)
added new provisions to the Act by extending tbhiesexax to previously untaxed items of sport figréquipment. Appropriate State
agencies are the only entities eligible to recejxant funds. Each State's share is based 60 pereiis licensed anglers (fishermen)
and 40 percent on its land and water area.
The major element of the W-B Amendment establisimesv Trust Fund, named the Aquatic Resources Fuwsd. Funds are also
received from import duties on sport fishing equéptm pleasure boats and yachts. Another sourcev#rrue is a tax from motorboat
fuel sales. These motorboat fuel taxes are colioiethe U.S. Treasury and then transferred toRisd and Wildlife Service for dis-
tribution among the States and territories.
The passage of TEA-21 authorized a National Outreamd Communications Program to increase partidégratn angling and boat-
ing while reminding boaters and anglers about tinpdrtance of clean aquatic habitats. It also in@ed the minimum level of spend-
ing for boating access to 15% and raised the marinallowable expenditure of Sport Fish Restoratipp@tionments for aquatic
education and outreach to 15%. TEA-21 created aiBgdnfrastructure Program for the constructionamtenance, or renovation
of facilities for non-trailerable recreational baatboats greater than 26 feet in length.) TEA-2%as the amount of Federal gas tax
credited to the Aquatic Resources Trust Fund atabéshes a “permanent” appropriation for the Boagj Safety Account.”
... and the government spin it generates
Needless to say, assuming that the fisheries mamageestablishment comports itself as every othegducracy does when dealing with
budgetary questions, we tend to look at recreattiangling participation figures derived or paid for governmental fisheries agencies with a
slight bit of skepticism. The NOAA/NMFS Recreatibfésheries Strategic Plan (available at
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/recfish/Fisheries_StrateBian.pdf is a good case in point. From the plan
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“Every year, 13 million Americans enjoy recreatidfishing in our oceans and along our coasts...Sakweecreational fishing is
more popular than ever. Over the past decade, timelxer of angler trips rose nearly 10 percent, ton@fion trips in 2003. Not sur-
prisingly, the number of fish caught by anglerseii993 has increased proportionately. Althougtvezter anglers have caught
more fish in recent years, they also have reledlsenl catch more often.”
Note that while the plan acknowledges that saltnabgling is ‘more popular than ever,and addresses the number of trips, the number of
fish caught and the number of fish released, isdteiscuss the number of people who actuallyigigeted in saltwater angling.
Then, in a NOAA/NMFS press release dated Octobe@04 http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/docs/04-104 recfish_redgadi), we read:
“While participation in marine recreational fishinfgll eight percen{in 2003)from the previous year, the 10-year trend is giilbi-
tive with the number of anglers up seven percedttha number of trips up nine percent.”
Reading all of this, one can't help but feel thisaight in the world of recreational fishing the United States and that soon the television
viewing public will be as familiar with the winnef the Ocean City White Marlin Open as it is togdth Lance Armstrong of Tour de France
fame.
But what happens when we look beyond the spin?
However, and fortunately for those of us who angatée of recognizing a potential bureaucratic gonfthen it smacks us across the face, we
found an alternative source of information on ratiomal angling participation and, by inferencepplarity.
The Sporting Goods Manufacturers Association (SGM@)nded in 1906, has made available a studySpuets Participation Topline Re-
port (available for downloading atttp://www.sgma.com/reports/2005/report111342127533.htm) that highlights participation trends in
over a hundred indoor and outdoor sports — runtiieggamut from rock climbing to darts — in the UstBce 1987. The chart below was from
that report.

Participation in recreational fishing

Change Change
Type of Fish- Change | last6 last 17
ing 1987 199( 1992 199¢ 200C 200z 2002 200< | last yea yeart year:
Fly 11,35¢ 8,03¢ 6,59¢ 7,26¢ 6,581 6,03« 6,032 4,627 | -23.40% -36.40% -59.30%
Freshwater-
Other 50,500 53,207 50,19 45,807 44,050 42,605 43819 ,4339 -10.00% -13.909 -21.90%
Saltwater 19,646 19,087 18,49 15,671 14,710 14,874 15221 4533 -11.60% -14.209 -31.50%

The decline in saltwater recreational angling afro¥1% that the Sporting Goods Manufacturers Assioci measured in the last seventeen
years is pretty dramatic. (And note that, courtehe NMFS press release cited above, the SGMAstaiw a decline in participation of 17%
from 1993 to 2003.)
When this decline is considered relative to thaltotS. population it becomes even more so. In H#foximately one in twelve, or 8.1%, of
us fished in salt water. In 2004 that participatiad fallen to less than one in twenty, or 4.7%sédlon a population of 242 million in 1987
and 285 million in 2004). This is a decline in f@pularity of saltwater angling, as measured byptireentage of the total population that
participates, of almost 60%
And this isn’t a phenomena that is restricted ®ltmited States. Recreational fishing in Queenslandtralia declined from 24.6% to 20.6%
from 2001 to 2004. According to Queensland’s Corsioiger of Primary Industries and Fisheries, Hera\a®zczuk;the decrease in fishing
participation in Queensland reflects trends in atbeuntries that show fewer people are fishing eationally” (Surveyshows fewer fishers
but smarter fishinghttp://www.mysunshinecoast.com.au/local_communigéw® display.php?id=13Y0
Saltwater or fresh, here or abroad, it's appatesit the people aren’t rushing to the coastlinesvir-increasing droves to catch their weekly
dose of omega 3s. According to SGMA, the percentdgeople in the U.S. who fish for recreation attwater has fallen by almost half in the
last seventeen years. If that's the case, how dadeaal agency state & Vision for Marine Recreational Fisheries - NORAcreational
Fisheries Strategic Plan, FY 2005 to 20&0wvidely distributed planning document, thedltwater recreational fishing is more popular tha
ever?
More popular with who? Saltwater recreational fighis certainly more popular with government fiséemworkers, because there are more
and more of them every year, and their budgetsk&h# Wallop-Breaux, are increasingly dependemntegneational fishing expenditures.
Again, from the NOAA/NMFS Strategic plan:

“Marine recreational anglers represent one of NOAAdrgest organized constituencies.With their destrated conservation ethic,

America’s 13 million anglers will be among NOAA’sshimportant allies.
And it's definitely more popular with an aging gmaf participants with an increasing amount of sgane to devote to fishing and an in-
creasing amount of disposable income to spendaeatonal fishing gear. As a matter of fact, théhar(s) of the planning report cited
above, while attempting some of what it's diffictdtimagine as anything but totally inappropriabéitical finessing, wrote in a justification
for their conclusion that saltwater recreationshiing is more popular than evein the past decade, the number of angler trips ruesarly 10
percent, to 82 million trips in 2003 Are we off base in thinking that if fewer and fevperople participate in a given activity each yé&aaf
regardless of how often each of those people jyzaties, that activity is becoming less rather thame popular?
With fewer recreational anglers ever year, why doethe recreational fishing mortality continue to climb?
Not surprisingly, we had some difficulty equatimgstgreatly reduced, though well camouflaged, pigition in saltwater angling with the
increases in recreational landings and recreatimoafalities in so many fisheries (dep://www.fishingnj.org/recstuff/NetUSA02_05.htjnl
Searching for an explanation, we did a query (utiiregNMFS online recreational fishing database at
http://www.st.nmfs.gov/st1/recreational/querieséirditm) on the total number of angler trips per yeartfmse years reported on by the
SGMA. Using these two data sets, we found thabéntime period in question, the average numbealbfvater fishing trips taken by recrea-
tional anglers each year had more than doubled.
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Average saltwater angling trips per year
Year 1987| 1990 1993 1998 2002002 | 2003 2004

Average
trips/year | 2.7 2.4 3.4 3.9 54 4.9 4.8 5.5

Only two thirds as many anglers are fishing todafished seventeen years ago, but on the average of them is fishing twice as much.
And they are using more advanced tackle, fastetangér boats, marine electronics several ordersaghitude more effective and far more
affordable than in 1987, and communications teatoot- cell phones and internet chat rooms — tlaatsmit knowledge of the latest “hot
spot” instantaneously.

Who's zooming who?(with thanks to Aretha Franklin.)

Could it be that an ever-decreasing number of a&ingly organized recreational fishing hobbyistd tireir activist leaders, with the perhaps
unwitting complicity of a fisheries management bament that is dependent on their expenditue#$ budgetary well-being as well as its
future existence, are involved in a major efforhtmdwink our policy makers? Looking at the datagiems inescapable that more and more
fish from our coastal and offshore waters are gtinfgwer and fewer people. These are fish thairgeto all of us, and 95% of us either can't
afford to or couldn’t care less about catching ttmmselves, depending instead on commercial harseti get the fish out of the water and
onto our plates..

Let's take a look at the fisheries management éstetbent. Some of its members must surely be gowne same information that was avail-
able to the authors of the SGMA report, and in thetSGMA’s 13 million participant estimate for 208 echoed by the NMFS/NOAA plan-
ning document, which statésvery year, 13 million Americans enjoy recreatibfiahing in our oceans and along our coasfhey don’t

write that 13 million last year is likely to be 8011 million in only a few years. In spite of tfeet that, if the present trend continues, there
will be virtually no recreational fishing in anothihirty to forty years, nowhere in their report tihey even hint at the fact that recreational
fishing is actually in the midst of a long and detio decline in popularity.

This decline, and the corresponding impact it caveton the collective budget of the fisheries manant establishment, must be the major
impetus behind a federally funded effort to inceetiee level of recreational fishing (see the Fistt Wildlife Service funded Recreational
Boating & Fishing Foundation websitetdtp://www.rbff.org/and the website of its spin-off “Take me fishirgmpaign at
http://www.takemefishing.ord/ The fact that tens of millions of dollars arérgespent by the federal government to promotesamnal fish-
ing is hard to consider as anything but self-seyvin

But this promotion comes at the expense of thewoes who enjoys ocean fresh, locally caught seafand the commercial harvesters who
provide it. For any reader who wants to seriouslysider the bizarre world of fisheries managemexjlore these two websites with their
joint emphasis on increasing recreational fishiagipipation and recreational fishing access, ardrast that with federal efforts aimed at
reducing commercial fishing harvest

At the same time, both the per capita consumptfdisio and seafood in the U.S. and the U.S. popmiat both at record high levels — contin-
ue to increase. So we have a growing populationathizne same time that it is consuming more ancerfish per capita is increasingly declin-
ing to go out and catch its own. According to tii&VB\, and to wide ranging anecdotal observationsytix populihas spoken resoundingly:
the U.S. consumer is less and less interestedéhiog his or her own fish — either to eat or fojoyment.

Determining a rational government policy addressiig fact would seem to be fairly obvious. Fisherallocation decisions should be favor-
ing the non-fishing seafood consumers, who outnumrdageational anglers by more than twenty to &ug.is this the case?

Not hardly!

Points to ponder:

» If participation in recreational angling is decfigi why are federal and state agencies so engrassedntering this trend, improving
angling access and the “quality” of the anglingexignce?

» If participation in recreational angling is dectigi why is so much effort of the National Marinslkéries Service aimed at decreas-
ing the commercial harvest and the availabilityozfal seafood to an ever-increasing populationithdemanding more high quality
seafood every year*?

» If participation in recreational angling is dectigi why are commercial fishing representativesdasingly being replaced by recrea-
tional angling representatives on our regionaldigds management councils?

» If participation in recreational angling is dectigi why does the membership of the Atlantic Stbesne Fisheries Commission
continue to be so recreationally oriented?

» If participation in recreational angling is dectigi why are recreational fishing advocates uncgasiotemanding a larger part of eve-
ry fishery they or their constituents have an iesein?

» If participation in recreational angling is dectigi why are our elected officials sponsoring legish to turn entire species of fish or
huge areas of ocean over to recreational angtaevédr excluding commercial harvesters and noridgghonsumers?

Isn’t it time that we took a serious look at theideed-in funding conflicts and political leveraat have so severely distorted our fisheries
management priorities for the last two decade®rs@ during which fewer and fewer anglers havenlamanding — and often been getting —
more and more fish? Isn’t it time that we recogdittés “public be damned” attitude, and begin toa@esly address it? The real public, the
95% who don't fish for fun, deserve a lot more anel getting a lot less.
* Further complicating this question is the potehtionflict raised by the federal Saltonstall-Kedyerogram. Designed to support
fisheries research and development, the S-K progsatascribed in a 2004 report to Congress:
“The S-K fund is capitalized through annual transfby the Secretary of Agriculture to the Secret#fr¢ommerce of
amounts equal to 30 percent of the gross recefteated under the customs laws on imports ofdisth fish products.”
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(The Saltonstall-Kennedy Grant Program:Fisheriesésch and Developmeat
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/mb/sk/2004 report/2004 regort to congress.pdf
However, as the chart below (taken frdable 1. S-K funding for FY 200d the above report) shows, only 22% of the abéél&-K funding
was used to support the fisheries R&D that watiggnal legislative intent. The rest was absorbgdhe NOAA budget to offset agency
operating costs (the other $185 million stayed whith Department of Agriculture).
Table 1. S-K Funding for FY 2004

. Amount
Funding ltem ($ in millions)
Total Duties Collected on Fishery Products $265.75
S-K Transfer to NOAA (30% of above) 79.72
NOAA's costs related to operations, research, aaiitfes 62.00
S-K Allocation 17.72

The budget for the National Marine Fisheries Serigcon the order of $500 million per year. It'sgrat agency (the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration or NOAA) receives abd26 of that amount from a tax on imported fish fisl products. If fish imports in-
crease, S-K receipts increase. If the domesticdsanf fish and fish products declines, fish impantrease at a more rapid rate than they
would otherwiseRes ipsi loquitor?

Connections

(from National Fisherman)
08/10/2005

Going by what'’s being presented by the popular meth one could be faulted for assuming that alrefiies and the system that manages
them are going to hell in a handbasket. In receatg/the doom and gloom observations and predgctiame become much more common,
and much more pessimistic than is warranted bytteal conditions of our fisheries or of our fiskermanagement system. Looking at two
recent examples:

Some fairly intense coverage a month back concesrsedvey of scientists presently or previously@oyed by the National Marine Fisher-
ies Service that revealed that, on orders fromHéigip,” the sci-ence underlying fisheries managemdecisions was being subverted. The
source was a press release by Public Employedafaronmental Responsibility announcing the resolta survey by that group and the Un-
ion of Concerned Scientists. The survey went to MBOFS “scientists,” both current and ex-employédse dramatic results were reported
from “a strong majority (58%), more than half dfreaspondents (53%), more than one third of redpats working on such issues (37%)”
and “nearly one in four (24%) of those conductinghswork.” From the release, and from the mediaecage it spawned, it appeared as if
most of the science, and accordingly, most of theagement measures coming from NMFS had been ted by politics.

So, as seemingly attested to by most of its in-a@agentists, is the federal agency (that we'véadl problems with from time to time) so
mired in politic as to be ineffectual in managimghéries? Going beyond the press release, | tabdsar look at the study. The 460 “scien-
tists” who were surveyed weren’t anywhere neaofalhe scientists working for NMFS. In fact, accogito the Agency leader-ship, there are
about 2,000 scientists currently working there, nabghe regional science centers and the Officeai¥nce and Technology in DC. Neither
the scientists at the Science and Technology Offazethe regional centers received the surveysvt8bwas actually surveyed is apparently
an open question.

But let's assume that all 2,000 NMFS scientists g surveyed and that there is a pool of andih@® who worked there but left. Perhaps a
sixth of the available scientists received the tjaeeaire. This wasn't revealed in the press rede¥ghat was revealed was that 27% of the
recipients returned it. So a maximum of 124 scgsibut of a possible 3000, or 4%, responded. “Mloaa half of all respondents” is a maxi-
mum of 2%. “Nearly one in four” is 1%. And “a stig majority” is 3%. Some smoking gun, particulasliyen you consider how many of the
respondents might have simply been disgruntled eyepl lashing out at “the boss.”

Then this past week we read (once again), thanfighressure was endangering the “big fish” inwlueld’'s oceans. Based on an article pub-
lished in Science (Global Patterns of Predator B3itein the Open Oceans), the Associated Presstegp“scientists say the variety of tuna,
marlin, swordfish and other big ocean predatorsdeatined up to 50 percent over the past half-ggrdue to overfishing.” There was a spate
of print and broadcast coverage of the Sciencertegibthat we saw accepting the information ia firess release and written in the same
vein.

Now you don’t have to be a fisheries scientista @iology student or anyone who has spent any ainadl around a fishing dock to know that
the variety of tuna, marlin and swordfish hasn'tlideed at all. As a matter of fact, we have the sariety today that we had fifty or a hun-
dred or five hundred years ago. In spite of thetgjabove, we haven't ever lost a species of fighverfishing. But the AP reporter would
seem to want his readers to believe otherwise, dnituhe?
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So, you might ask, what’s the connection betweesghwo studies? The two lead authors of the ‘iblg’ Study, Boris Worm and Ransom
Myers, are both recipients of research funds froenRew Charitable Trusts, and the Union of ConckBwentists has gotten at least $2 mil-
lion from Pew. And it's awfully hard to see thisearch, or much of the rest of it that has leagirtolar alarmist headlines in the last decade,
as anything but part of a larger agenda.

The Pew Charitable Trusts set up a national comomghat was supposed to recommend how we cowtd 6fir oceans, and one of the major
recommendations was to junk the way we are cugr@minaging our fisheries. And then we read — intb&dlines, of course — that NMFS
has become politicized and the scientists are mgeloin charge. Fortuitous reinforcement of the R®mnmission recommendation, isn’t it?
And ever since the Pew Trusts bankrolled the “Giwerdfish a break” campaign, it's been obvious thatr crosshairs have been on the pe-
lagic longline fleet (in spite of the amazing stsdn real conservation that the domestic londlimet has made). As a matter of fact, in
"Swordfish technique depletes the swordfish poparédtin the Philadelphia Inquirer in 1997, Joshdkeirt, Director of the Pew Trust's Envi-
ronment Program, wrote "The root problem is noydhe size of the quota, the length of the seasothhe number of vessels involved. It is
how the fish are caught. Use of longlines mustdreda.” So, it appears, Drs. Worm and Myers arechiag to the same old beat.

So I'm going to make a suggestion. Whenever youasg@om and gloom headline about fishing, dont @ssume that it's another bit of re-
search carried out by an independent researchesode rudimentary research (for an easy how-tog@ddlyers Worm Pew” or “Union of
Concerned Scientists Pew”) and see what conneggmngome up with. We’'re living in a world of adamy sci-ence, and in such a world
knowing who's signing the checks is critical.

Connecting the dots
(in National Fisherman)
09/06/2005

PBS recently aired “Gutted,” documenting the agohg Scottish fishing family being forced to delitkeir boat to a scrap yard in Denmark.

It started out as an unvarnished look at a tragfeeaval in the life of the West family. But, unfomately, PBS trivialized this tragedy with
their own editorial comments and an “afterword”®gw Oceans Commissionhairman Leon Panetta that turned it into justlaeoanti-
fishing rant.

By his words, Mr. Panetta seemed anything but @emon commercial fishing. This is hard to fath@onsidering the time he’s invested in
chairing the $5.5 million dollar commission, butdieplayed a seeming lack of knowledge of or faamily with fishing — either elsewhere or
in his California backyard. Among his more notewgrblunders:

Addressing advances in fishing, Mr. Panetta stédtesd/ have these huge nets that can basically gerdand scrape the bottom of the
ocean.” Then, on the nets’ size, he saith, they're huge.... they can go as far as eighemih some instancesCan anyone with
any real knowledge of net fisheries - whether tgagllinets or purse seines — explain what kindesr he was referring to?

Getting it partially right in Alaska witlfishermen and the scientists and the community thedstate have said, ‘This is a vital eco-
nomic resource for our state. We depend on ih&'got it seriously wrong with the subsequesta result, they're taking steps to try
to restore their key fisheriesSince passage of the Magnuson Act, none of Alaskaportant finfish fisheries have been overfished.
All of Alaska’s groundfish species, 40% of our datielandings, are fished at sustainable levelgrasalmon. No one is “trying”
anything and these fisheries aren’t in need ofrastoration.

Reminiscing about his grandfather's employmenhiMonterey sardine industry, and referencing Jtembeck’s Cannery Row

he said‘and suddenly, in the late '40s, the sardines wsleed out, they were goné/hile they were gone in the late ‘40s, they went
because of natural conditions that have causedpbpilations to fluctuate widely and regularly foillennia. Fishing pressure has-
tened the fishery’'s demise, but certainly didntissuit.

“There's a problem with regards to what are caltbé snappers and groundfish, particularly off af tHorida coastline, the Caroli-
nas.” Snappers and groundfish, snappers and groupard)ezst or New England, what's the difference? Tayman, particularly to
one who is uninvolved or uninterested in domessicdries, probably none.

“The shrimp fisherman in the gulf themselves ameceosned about whether or not they're going to ble &b maintain their liveli-
hood.” They're not concerned about catching enough shrithpy’re concerned about declining prices, skyeticly expenses, gov-
ernment mandated inefficiencies and, right nowpvecdng from Katrina.
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And of course, he squeezed'itinety percent of the large fish in the oceanby-the large fish | mean tuna, marlin, swordfidharks
-- are gone, treating it as a foregone conclusion, not as arowarsial theory based on severely limited redeard nowhere near
acceptance by the scientific community.

Mr. Panetta isn't just another “talking head.” A tchairman of a commission that seems to have designed and (privately) funded to
overturn how our oceans and fisheries are mandwgdole in determining our industry’s future colid huge.

But that doesn’t automatically make him an expeftsheries.

So why was he allowed to turn a documentary pefgogithe real-life tragedy of an entire commuriityo yet another verse of the Pew
“Chicken Little” refrain? Why didn’t PBS find somee to speak authoritatively about “huge nets,” hows the difference between grouper
and cod, who could differentiate between a collaygaesed by fishing and one that was inevitable imeaf natural processes?

Pew’s given somewhere around $10 million to pubtiwadcasting. That's a big hunk of change, paitylfor a network that is incessantly
cajoling $50 and $100 pledges from listeners andéwers. Could that kind of money invested in tkiat of atmosphere buy that level of
exposure — and the credibility that goes with @-PBS?

I'm afraid the actions, and the facts behind thepgak louder than any words. Rather than a balgmeseéntation, the viewers got yet another
version of Pew’s doom and gloom message. And wgadlto subsidize it.

p.s. —PBS will soon airast Journey for the Leatherback?with an introduction by Sylvia Earle, another membf the Pew anti-fishing
clague. The press release is rife with absurdlyldoe/n “statistics” about longlining and high segl netting, but when you’re out to destroy
an industry, who needs accuracy?

Keeping the con in conservation
09/27/2005

Who needs better science?

Earlier this year, recreational fishing organizaidaunched an extensive lobbying effort aimedetgnting an experimental longline fishery
for swordfish from being carried out in areas thate been closed to longlining, though still openeicreational fishing, for several years. The
experimental fishery, which would have been accighpt under stringently controlled conditions bynoweercial fishing boats, was designed
to improve bycatch reduction gear and bycatch reglu¢echniques in the pelagic longline fisheryeTdlosed areas were selected because
there was already a great deal of scientific infation pertaining to them from earlier studies. Aafility of this large amount of preexisting
data would have reduced the size and complexitg@Experimental fishery tremendously. About loélthe fishing effort was to have been

in the closed areas and half in areas still opdartglining.

Needless to say, the opposition by the recreatifistéihg groups was ostensibly based on consenvafidicle after article, web page after
web page, rant after rant claimed that allowingltmgliners into these areas would result in hatoars bycatch levels — primarily of other
highly migratory species (tunas, sailfish, martiharks and swordfish) and sea turtles.

In actuality, estimates were that on the ordersoWhite marlin, 50 blue marlin and under 20 setdsiwould have been caught inadvertently
in the experimental fishery, divided equally betwepen and closed areas. Using the latest bycathittion gear and techniques, which are
mandatory in the pelagic longline fishery, the rafity of the turtles would have been negligibled amost of the marlin would have survived
capture.

So the recreational fishing groups that were s@eored about the impacts on marlin and sea tustisarvation in these closed areas went to
a tremendous effort to save perhaps a couple dfimaard no sea turtles whatsoever.

They were successful. The experimental fisherpéndosed areas wasn't allowed.

The “Big Game” fishing tournament scene
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A few months later approximately 450 recreatiomgtihg boats participated in this year's White NtafDpen, a recreational fishing tourna-
ment held annually in Ocean City, Maryland. Mostte@m fished for 3 days. The primary quarry wastevhiarlin, but there were also prize
categories for other “big game” species.

The prize awarded for the largest white marlineklwas $1,650,000. The fish weighed seventy-eigtitzehalf pounds. (For what is perhaps
more than you ever wanted to know about big tinuertament sports angling, you can visit the tourngmebsite at
http://www.whitemarlinopen.com/.)

During the tournament, 486 white marlin were caugit released and 13 were killed outright (“boaiedhe politically aware vernacular of
fishing tournaments). For blue marlin, 79 were astdl and 3 were killed.

But when it comes to catching white marlin, thelargyin the Ocean City tournament evidently arafi’that good (although the money cer-
tainly is). On the first day of the Pirate’s CoWofth Carolina) Billfish Tournament a week or stetathe 115 boats that fished caught 129
white marlin (http://www.pcbgt.com/day4standinggi@). During the entire tournament the 123 boats ttere entered caught 488 white
marlin and 35 blue marlin. All of the white martiaught were released, and all but 2 of the bludimaere released.

And bringing up the rear for this two week periddaurnament activity was the Mid-Atlantic $500,0fi¢hed out of Cape May, NJ and Ocean
City, MD. One hundred and sixty-nine boats caudt@t ®hite marlin and 27 blue marlin, with 11 whitarm and 4 blue marlin “boated.”
(http://www.tournamentlive.com/index.php )

In total, during these three tournaments 1,194evmiarlin and 135 blue marlin were caught and reléaghile 24 white marlin and 9 blue
marlin were killed and brought to the dock.

Live to fight another day?

While no one can accurately predict how many ofrtizlin that were released subsequently succuntbrgttrauma of being caught, esti-
mates of white marlin “catch and release” mortai@tgge up to 59%, depending upon the gear thateid and the techniques that are em-
ployed to do the catching (see Application of pgpsatellite archival tag technology to estimatetq@bsase survival of white marlii gtrap-
turus albidu$ caught on circle and straight-shank [“J”] hookdhie western North Atlantic recreational fisheyy& Horodysky and J. Graves
and available atttp:/fishbull.noaa.gov/1031/horo.pyifThis means that during these three tournamaenggjdition to the 24 white marlin that
were definitely killed (or “boated,” if you wouldather employ the tournament organizers’ feel-gagghemism), another 700 could have beer
killed, along with an additional 70 or so blue nmarthrough injuries sustained while they were béfiought” to boatside. (See also
http://www.fishingnj.org/pdfs/LifeAfterCandR. pdf

To save readers from doing the math, that worksamahe marlin killed for every three to four ddlgat each boat fished (the Asbury Park
Press reported a catch rate of one marlin perperatay in the 1999 Cape May tournament).

This was just for three tournaments. In both 2008 2004 there were over 200 fishing tournamentéifgily migratory species held in the
United States’ EEZ. In every one of these tournasgints or prizes were offered for both blue aite marlin, so we can safely infer that
these species were targeted in all of them.

But not all of the boats that fish for marlin doiedournaments. There are thousands that dond. tAe boats that compete in the tournaments
certainly fish for marlin outside the tournamergsagll.

So how many recreational fishing boats are theakakhe actually targeting marlin? No one seemstodunting. How many days a year do
they fish for marlin? No one seems to be keepiagktrHow many marlin are they catching? How manylimare they killing? When it
comes to recreational “big game” fishing, the gioest seem to go on and on and on. The answerstdgfidon't.

It's generally accepted that the use of circle tsogleatly reduces the catch and release marlirafitgriConsider that if circle hooks were
used in the three tournaments discussed abovendHan mortality — exclusive of those fish purpgskilled — would be far, far less than 700
fish. As Horodysky and Graves determined, catchratehse marlin mortality using traditional “J” Haocan be over 50%. So, it would seem
that mandating the use of circle hooks, somettiatithe commercial longline fleet enthusiasticaltgepted last year, would be a no-brainer
for the supposedly conservation minded recreatianglers. (In case you aren’t aware of how “corasomn-minded” these big game anglers
are, Jeff Merrill wrote in an Asbury Park PresscéetBig fish, big bucks that Cape May tournament organizer Dick Weébes always been
a strong believer in fisheries conservation in gahand billfish conservation in particular, andightournament has donated well over $1
million to fisheries' conservation organizationae its inception."We’'d bet dollars to donuts that a big chunk ot thaney went to the Rec-
reational Fishing Alliance, a “conservation” orgeation headed by Viking Yachts — see below - chairfBob Healey, that claimed credit for
stopping the experimental longline fishery desaibbove from taking place.

So what'’s being done to guarantee the conservafitirese marlin, other than the questionable mdéwhotting down an experimental fishery
designed to reduce longline bycatch even fartrean thhas been already through the mandatory ustats-of-the-art gear and techniques?
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According to Dick Weber in the same Asbury ParksBrarticle,'We are actively considering the mandatory userafechooks with natural
baits and may implement it for the tournament mfilture even before NMFS requires us to do so."

Dare we point out that “active consideration” afanservation technique, no matter how active, loayet been shown to save any fish.

The National Marine Fisheries Service is curreptlyposing that the use of circle hooks be mandatotiye recreational white marlin fishery
when bait is being used and the Recreational RjsAlliance is, according to John Geiser writinglie Asbury Park Press on September 25,
opposed. Mr. Geiser quotes Jim Donofrio, Alliance&utive Directoy“while the RFA supports the continued conservatthic that has re-
sulted in 99 percent catch-and-release rates flifidh, we are opposed to making the use of cindeks mandatory, Though the RFA did
support the mandatory use of circle hooks in a kreateational fishery targeting spawning stripegdsin the Delaware River, they are unac-
countably unwilling to extend the same conservalienefits, benefits that the commercial longlifease fully embraced and have been try-
ing to improve upon over the opposition of the REAthe marlin that are the quarry of the big gdisteing crowd.

And that good old conservation ethic resulting9® percent catch- and-release rates” isn't all ¢ff@tctive either, particularly when over half
of the fish that are released can end up dead.

The RFA is also opposing the NMFS proposal to capal recreational marlin landings at 250 fishinlag that recreational fishing isn’t the
problem, commercial fishing is.

But what's a dead marlin or two, or two or threadhted, when recreational anglers are the folks areadoing the killing? After all, they're
doing it through “catch and release,” and it sedmswe’re all supposed to think that doesn’t resutiead fish.

And while we’re on the subject of “Big Game” fishirg tournaments and conservation

In the above referenced Asbury Park Press artimetahe Mid-Atlantic $500,000 tournament, Dick Viéelthe tournament organizer, was
guoted'there's so many things that depend on governmditypin terms of protecting the fish, maintainiag adequate fuel supply, and
keeping a regulatory posture that allows the spdvffshore fishing to continue to be what it d/e've always been mildly interested in the
fuel consumption of the boats that tournament asglee in pursuit of their quarry (and their hudref thousands of dollars in prizes), but
Mr. Weber’'s concern over “an adequate fuel supagyipled with the recent fuel “crisis” brought abby hurricanes Katrina and Rita really
brought the issue to the fore. While digging upiniation for this FishNet, we came across a weltisétehas “road” tests of various yachts
(go to http://powerandmotoryacht.com/boattestssatect the appropriate vessel, then go to the $geEame). Each of the evaluations in-
cludes a table detailing the particular boat’s fut@sumption at varying speeds.

Using sport fishing boats of varying sizes (acaagdio Dick Weber in the Asbury Park Press articléhe Cape May tournament “most of the
participant's boats are 45 feet and larger”), waébthat with their motors running at 2000 rpmeasonable cruising speed, the fuel consump
tion of these typical vessels was as follows:

Boat model/length Fuel consumption @ 2000 rpm

Grady White Express 35 27 gallons/hour*
Egg Harbor 42 58 gallons/hour
Bertram 51 76 gallons/hour
Rybovich 60 118 gallons/hour

iking Convertible 74 136 gallons/hour
*The Grady White 35 Express was powered with outboard motors, so we used
the fuel consumption at what was reported as the most “economical” speed.

The reported mileage varied from 1.37 miles pelogdior the Grady White moving at 8 miles per htmf.22 miles per gallon for the Viking
74 manufactured by RFA Chairman Bob Healy at 44sniler hour. It's kind of hard to imagine a boaning well over 75 times as much
fuel to move a single mile than a Chevy SuburbalRaod Expedition SUV so four or five anglers anctew of two can fish, but apparently
that’s what offshore “big game” fishing is all atiou

We can now relate much more realistically to Mr.B&fkes concerns about having adequate fuel supply.

And then, if you still don't like the data that the managers are collecting

On the commercial side, we easily — and effectivehandled the dilemmas that we regularly facednwhbecame obvious that the data that
was being used in formulating fisheries managerplamts wasn't good enough. We made a commitmenbtl with the managers and scien-
tists to provide better science. In fishery aftehéry we have done this and will continue to ds,tto the extent that “cooperative research” is

becoming an integral part of fisheries science.

Seems kind of simple and straightforward, doesn’tt®
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Our recreational fishing colleagues have evideriye to similar conclusions regarding the qualftthe data underlying recreational fisher-
ies management, and we would have expected — garticafter they had observed the progress thewemial fishermen had made in work-
ing with the managers to acquire better data — tfeepursue a similar strategy.

Well, not quite.

According to Tom Rock’s column in the August 28tixti of Newsday,a coalition of sportfishing groups might soon beatlenging the way
fish are counted by stumping it at the beginningd arganizing a boycott against the voluntary cdilet of all information to recreational
fishing collection programs. The idea of a boycsiearheaded by the United Boatmen of New Yori\NawdJersey and the New York Fishing
Tackle Trade Association, would target the MarireRational Fishery Statistics Survey (MRFSS) progused by the National Marine
Fisheries Service to establish its limits and gsdta

On the same day, John Geiser wrote in the Asbuily IP@ess‘activists in the recreational fishing communityeaso disgusted with the fisher-
ies management process they are considering leaimyganized boycott of cooperation with the syst€his Mid-Atlantic Tea Party would
be the first formal attempt to shake the hithembpénetrable management system with its haughtdgmocratic attitudes. The effort is being
considered by the United Boatmen of New JerseyNmvd York and the New York Fishing Tackle Trade édason. Repeatedly frustrated
and infuriated by a system that fiddles while thereational fishing industry burns, the coalitionreunced Friday it is exploring a host of
targets it can attack. Foremost is the Marine Ratiomal Fishery Statistics Survey, that pseudo-usrg anglers and their catches, that has
served for years as the basis for management desisi

We can sympathize with our recreationally oriertelieagues when it comes to feeling set upon byisheries management establishment.
However, we can’t help feeling that the solutioratproblem that has its roots in the unavailabdityaccurate data doesn’'t have much to do
with organizing a boycott to stop the existing flohdata. That brings to mind expressions involuieges and faces and cutting implements,
doesn't it?

C’mon guys, wake up and join (at least) the tweht@entury. Science is here to stay, and so igffish management based on science. Unles
you have anything to hide, you aren’t going to suif the managers have more accurate data comgeyoir fisheries, are you? The only way
they are going to get that is with your help andryoooperation.

And last but certainly not least

In an act of not uncharacteristic hubris, the Odeanservancy has been peddling what it terms itgeffishing Scorecard,” in which it pur-
portedly rates the various regional fisheries mansnt councils, summarizing “the known data frorcheaf the eight regional fish councils
and reports on their progress toward ending overfgsand rebuilding overfished stocks.”

Needless to say, the report focuses solely onishegaying no attention at all to the fishermenhear fishing communities that are dependent
on those fish for their well-being.

Fortunately, the regional fisheries management citgithat are being rated aren’t constrained bysumyopic view of the fisheries in our
Exclusive Economic Zone or of our government’s tinlenanaging them. As a matter of fact, the Magnusisheries Conservation and Man-
agement Act, the federal legislation that conttbésregional councils, rightfully recognizes theporntance of the human dimension of our
various fisheries. There are ten “National Stanglatitiat any fishery management plan prepared, agdegulation promulgated to implement
any such plan through the Act, must be consistdit 8ix of these ten standards (numbers 1,4,%i¢B10) deal directly with the human di-
mensions of the fisheries.

In these days of rampant coastal overdevelopmeatpaint when any waterfront property in most oegi of the country has doubled, trebled,
quadrupled or more in value in the last few yeauws, fisheries managers are becoming increasingarewf the necessity of preserving on-
shore infrastructure. And to their credit, they stating to realize that there is a thresholdllefdishing activity, both recreational and com-
mercial, necessary to maintain this infrastructédmeyone with an actual interest in the future ghing in the U.S.knows this, and knows that
it's far more involved than the moronically simpténded idea that healthy fish stocks will equatbdalthy fisheries. Oceans full of fish
aren’t going to do any of us any practical goochwitt the wherewithal to catch them — for sport,dmfit or for sustenance.

Were the Ocean Conservancy to grade the variouscdsunot just on their ability to “save” the fishocks, but also on their ability to save the
many businesses that depend on them, the scomsoatd probably look quite different. For examplirag with increasing fish stocks we

still have a commercial fishing industry and a eational fishing industry in New England. What'sehtening the future of those industries
today isn’t going to be the future health of thecks, it's going to be whether harvest levels cargito be such that the businesses that deper
on them can survive. If not, they’'ll be replacedaitly short order by tee shirt shops, restaurants condominiums, and that’s something
that’s irreversible.
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The Ocean Conservancy’s and other so-called “ceasienist” organizations’ continuing slavish dewutito the health of the fish stocks re-
gardless of the health of the businesses and tire eommunities that depend on the harvest ofetsbscks puts the lie to their claims that
what they are doing is for the good of recreati@ra commercial fishermen.

Who, us? An examination of who's catching what infte world of fishing
09/27/2005

Ever since several Pew-funded researchers haemierity to suggest that recreational angling cewldially be detrimental to the health of
fish stocks The Impact of U. S. Recreational Fisheries on Maria Fish Populations F. Coleman, W. Figueira, J. Ueland and L. Crowder
Science, August 24, 2004), recreational fishingoadtes have been in a tizzy, vociferously proclagrb anyone who will listen that “it isn’t
us killing all the fish, it's those nasty netters.”

According to Karl Wickstrom, editor of Florida Speman magazinéthis study is designed to obfuscate the fact thetistrial level over-
fishing is the cause of the global fishing crisis lnave. There is a mountain of information sayiogpmercial fishing is the cause of fish deple-
tion” (U. S. anglers big impact on fish stocks, CNN.céugust 27, 2004).

Then in a recent column the Recreational Fishid@Ad¢e's Gary Caputi wrotét is the extensive expansion of commercial lagdithat has
caused overfishing.” He then elaborated “in the pa2 years the commercial harvest has expanded [8/fercent, while the recreational
catch has declined by 23 percent. Landings datspecies such as blackfish, sharks, porgies, tmaesammer flounder, clearly show that in
the past 20 years, the total catch of recreatidigdermen has declined and has been replaced Bxpanded commercial catch.”

Needless to say, Mr. Caputi's words piqued ourrgde— particularly since he neither specified wisatmmercial harvest” he was writing
about nor disclosed the source of his informatie. hadn’t addressed who is catching what in ouergaince 1997, when we did take a fair-
ly close look at the mid-Atlantic situation. Neesheo say, at the time we weren'’t surprised taisatin fisheries that were shared between
recreational and commercial fishermen, our for€alleagues were more than capable of killing mbemttheir share of fish (s&@mmercial
harvesting and sportsfishing - who’s catching whatfttp://www.fishingnj.org/njnet5.htjn But, based on what he had written, and on his
colleagues’ chronic claims that they “weren’t kithi hardly anything at all,” we decided to do anated

Availing ourselves of the extremely user friendly keast if you are actually interested in finding who's killing what when it comes to fish-
ing) commercial and recreational fishing databalsasthe folks at National Marine Fisheries Sexwi@ve made available on their website,
we decided to first verify that commercial fishihgd really grown at the expense of recreationhlrfgs over the last two decades.

Looking at the aggregate commercial landings frdratates, we did indeed see that they had inctesigmificantly since the early 1980s (see
Chart | athttp://www.fishingnj.org/recstuff/MinusAlaska.hjimDeciding to look a little more closely at the@ahowever, we found that Alas-
ka’s commercial landings had grown at such a ratad this period as to mask a decline in totatllags from the rest of the country (see
Charts Il and 11). And virtually all of the growtin Alaskan landings were in two fisheries. Paatfidl landings increased from 60 million
pounds in 1984 to almost 2/3 of a billion pound2@®3, the most recent year for which data is afilyevailable, and Alaskan pollock land-
ings increased from under 10 million pounds in 1888 and 1/3 billion pounds in 2003. In 2003 th&ak commercial landings in Alaska were
5.3 billion pounds. The two fisheries almost efjiresponsible for the tremendous growth in Alaskardings (in 1984 total Alaskan land-
ings were just under a billion pounds) couldn'any realistic way be considered to be in competitiith recreational fisheries.

Regarding the “declining” recreational landings, tetled them for all species for each year andcitordance with Mr. Caputi’'s pro-
nouncement, there really was a decline over tlestidtventy years for which data is available. Hosvewn examining that data we noticed
that bluefish play a similar role in recreatioreaddlings as do Alaskan Pollock and Pacific cod mmercial landings. Recreational bluefish
landings in 1986 were 93 million pounds — slighttixer one quarter of the total recreational landiiogshe U. S. As we did with Alaskan pol-
lock/Pacific cod, we looked at the data for thosarg minus bluefish landings and saw that recreatiandings had actually increased
(http://www.fishingnj.org/recstuff/TotalRec.h)m

Taking this a step further, we took the recreatiteradings of marine fish from Alaska from 19942@04 (in number of fish from
http://www.sf.adfg.state.ak.us/Statewide/PartidgpahndHarvest/index.cfinand compared them to the landings of Alaskanoekland cod
from those same years. Assuming that Mr. CaputiMndVickstrom were right about increasing commalreiffort driving down recreational
landings, we would have expected to see a dedlifi@djacent” recreational fisheries when these tammercial fisheries expanded so rapid-
ly. That wasn'’t the case. The recreational landigrgsv at about the same rate as the commerciahigadf cod and pollock
http://www.fishingnj.org/recstuff/AlaskaStatus.htm

So we have Mr. Caputi, Mr. Fosgren and other reitneal fishing advocates blaming declines in tmeareational fisheries that never really
happened on an increase in commercial landingthadr really happened either, or at least nevepér@ed in commercial fisheries that
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would impact any recreational fisheries. The insesia commercial landings was due to an increasfeeifandings of two species and the de-
crease in recreational landings was due to therdeaf a single species.

Our skepticism having been piqued by this seemisigdion, we decided to dig into the data a lifdether, next looking at recreational and
commercial fishing mortality in the major East aBdlf coast fisheries that have significant landibggoth user groups.

Those who are familiar with the NMFS recreationad @ommercial databases will know that they dififethe species they cover. According-
ly, we initially used data on those species thaevieeated similarly in both, choosing twenty-fieecompare. We retrieved commercial and

recreational landings in pounds from 1993 to 208.subsequently included six species that are coniatly significant but support no rec-

reational fisheries.

For recreational landings we used the NMFS cate@gpe A + B1 (fish that are brought back to theldiwca form that can be identified by
trained interviewers or fish that are used for,baleased dead, or filleted). We ignored fish tglatuand released,” in spite of the fact that
catch and release mortality in some recreatioshkfies (striped bass and bluefish, for example)eaquite significant. We plotted yearly
recreational and commercial landings (in poundse#xh species and linear trend (regression) foresach species.* The charts are all avail-
able athttp://www.fishingnj.org/recstuff/RecCatch.htm

We also determined the proportion of recreationabtal landings for each species for each yearmdoited them on separate graphs.** Thus,
we’'ve made available in an easily digestible sasfasharts a picture of what proportion of tweniyefselected species recreational and com-
mercial fishermen are catching, whether the amotiaach species they are catching is increasimgoreasing, and whether the recreational
“share” of each species is increasing or decregsiegdless to say, when the proportion of the tiadh taken by recreational anglers in-
creases, the proportion taken by commercial fiskerdecreases).

And with the six fisheries that we consider to biely commercial because they have no significaoteational component, we plotted the
percentage of each year's catch as a portion dbthkcatch of that species over the time persask(
http://www.fishingnj.org/recstuff/Comtrends.htnT his allowed us to demonstrate on a single clbdther the landings for each species were
increasing or decreasing. In five of these fisteeti® landings have been trending downward sine8 afd in one, ocean herring, they have
been trending upward. (We included the swordfishdry in this chart because no recreational larsdang recorded in the NMFS recreational
fishing database. However, in recent years an itapbrecreational swordfish fishery has developadilandings appear to be increasing dra-
matically from year to year. Verification of thisdrease is readily available through visiting “Sdfeghing Central” at
http://www.swordfishingcentral.com, a website tfatuses entirely on the recreational swordfishdigh

Were we to accept Mr. Caputi’s and his recreatidishing colleagues’ assurances, we would expese&ocommercial landings in the fisher-
ies increasing, recreational landings decreasimg) tlae recreational “share” decreasing as welipifin all of the species we examined, then at
least in the overwhelming majority of them.

This wasn’t what we found. As a matter of factsthviasn’t anywhere near what we found. Instead,ouad that landings were increasing in
eight commercial fisheries out of thirty one anddarteen recreational fisheries out of twenty-flaed remaining level in two commercial
and two recreational fisheries). We also found thahe time period covered more fish were handbterecreational anglers than by com-
mercial fishermen in twelve of these fisheries, an8003 that number had increased to thirteen.

Then when we looked at the recreational “sharahefparticular fisheries (by dividing the total déimgs for each year into the recreational
landings for that year, we got a relative propartid recreational landings per year). We saw thiaad increased in sixteen of the twenty-five
shared fisheries. Of course, it had increasedes¢xipense of the commercial harvest, so the conmahstare had decreased in those same
sixteen fisheries.

We finally addressed Mr. Caputi's statement ttetdings data for species such as blackfish (ta)tsharks, porgies (scup), tuna and sum-
mer flounder, clearly show that in the past 20 ge#ne total catch of recreational fishermen haslided and has been replaced by an ex-
panded commercial catchWithout a lot of trouble we discovered that reti@@al anglers have been increasing their propomibat least
three of the five fisheries he focused on; tausegp and summer flounder. We don’'t know how thelitegs compare in the shark and tuna
fisheries because the recreational and commeratabdses don't address these groups of fisheribg isame manner, but in the yellowfin
tuna fishery - the most important tuna fisheryraf Atlantic and Gulf — the recreational share tiredrecreational landings have both been
increasing as well (for a comparison of the re¢oeal and commercial shares of these fisheries theeltast two decades, see
http://www.fishingnj.org/recstuff/20yearcomp.htm).

So what are we to make of all of this? It's har@tedit Mr. Caputi's claim that “it's the extensiegpansion of commercial landings that has
caused overfishing,” and while Mr. Wickstrom midtatve been accurate when he wrote “there is a miounftanformation saying commercial
fishing is the cause of fish depletion,” all of tHaountain” of information is apparently of thensa caliber as Mr. Caputi’s, at least concern-
ing our domestic fisheries.

A couple of days immersed in the NMFS data and sfainly simple spreadsheet manipulations have shasvthat:
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* In spite of the claims of recreational fishing widlis, there is no evidence that increases in caiaiéandings have driven down rec-
reational landings. Nor, according to NMFS data,taeir claims that commercial landings have ineedaover the last two decades
(except in Alaska) valid.

* In Atlantic/Gulf coast fisheries that are sharetineen recreational and commercial harvesters treational share (even discount-
ing catch and release mortality) has increaseddnthirds of the fisheries we examined.

* In over half of those shared fisheries the recoaati harvest exceeded the commercial harvest.

« Landings were increasing in almost half (twelve @iutwenty five) of the recreational fisheries desdls than a third of the commercial
fisheries (ten out of thirty one) that we examined.

We can certainly understand the recreational fighictivists’ attempts to convince their constitgetiie general pub-lic and federal and state
policymakers that their inability to catch whatetteey want whenever they want to catch it is thétfaf commercial harvesters. In fact, it
sometimes appears as if that's all they have te thesr campaigns for increased quotas upon.

We can't, however, fathom the seemingly total comedion of fisheries managers on their two prepations — conscientiously reducing
commercial fishing effort and studiously ignorifgtobvious impacts of the increasing recreatioshlrig-induced mortality (exacerbated by
“catch and release” angling) on the sustainabdlftgur fisheries. In fact, the just-released NOA&cReational Fisheries Strategic Plan for FY
2005 to FY 2010 proudly proclaims:

“Saltwater recreational fishing is more popular thaver. Over the past decade, the number of atgper rose nearly 10 percent, to
82 million trips in 2003. Not surprisingly, the nber of fish caught by anglers since 1993 has ineedgproportionately. Although
saltwater anglers have caught more fish in recemiry, they also have released their catch morandffavailable at
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/recfish/Fisheries_StrateBian.pdf)

Notice that whoever was responsible for penningeghgords, in spite of recognizing the reality ofoihcatching how much of what, attempts
to leave the reader with the impression that, beead the growth in “catch and release” fishingreational fishing mortality isn’t increasing
in spite of increased recreational fishing presshiiee try, but as we’ve just shown in fishery aftishery, NMFS’ own data proves the contra-
ry.

Commercial fishermen have paid and continue tofpageal conservation. Their reward: continuingpef§ by the management establishment
to further reduce commercial fishing effort. Reti@aal fishermen continue to pay for bigger anddrdboats, for longer and more expensive
fishing trips, and for the ability to catch — awdkill — a higher proportion of fish every year.*Their reward: carefully crafted statements
disguising what'’s really going on from the ageritgtts supposed to be managing fisheries for everyon

And because commercial landings can’t keep padesgbhsumer demand, we import more seafood every ke any wonder?

* The NMFS recreational fishing database doesmdtide Texas, which with its large recreationdidises in red drum, black drum,
red snapper and spotted sea trout would have isetghe recreational landings of these speciedisamtly.

** The time interval selected can be critical. Ae @emonstrate with striped bass, while the tremal $hows a decline of about 2% in
the recreational proportion of the total stripedseatch from 1993 to 2003, when the time periakisended to twenty years we see
a 20% increase in the recreational proportion.

*** Eor an explanation of the role that recreatibfishing expenditures play in fisheries managemseé
http://www.fishingnj.org/netusa4.htm.

Towards a rational oceans policy
(in National Fisherman)
10/03/2005

The United Nations’ Food and Agriculture Organiaat{FAO) reported that in 2002 the world productirpork was 95 million tons, poultry
was 72 million tons, beef was 60 million tons amétgwas 11 million tons.

You don't have to be an agricultural expert to krtbat neither a corn field nor a heavily grazedy@sbears much resemblance to virgin
grassland or forest. If you've driven across Ndktherica, you know that you can go for miles witheating much more than wheat, corn or
soybean fields. And if you've flown cross countndaspent any time looking out the window, for maéhhe flight the most noticeable fea-
ture had to be a seemingly endless progressiounlivated fields.
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Of course, this agricultural development isn't liead to North America. According to the FAO, aboditarth of the world’s land area is de-
voted to either growing livestock feed or for graziHumankind’s insatiable appetite for calories Heastically altered the terrestrial ecosys-
tems of all but one of our continents.

No one is insisting that we should be producing#this livestock, using all of this land, withcay impact on the environment.

The production of fish and seafood surpasses fratyother animal protein. In 2002 it was justio¥80 million metric tons (a level that it's
hovered around for years).

Yet, while accepting a world that has been radjcallered by agriculture, some so-called environtalésts insist that in the act of producing a
greater tonnage of protein than cattle ranchepoaltry farmers do, commercial fishermen shoulgtevented from having any effect on the
ocean environment. They actually preach that, foatever reasons happen to be in vogue at the mptherdceans should remain pristine
and free from fishing’s impacts.

According to them, fishing gear and techniques llzae any impact on the ocean ecosystem are urtabteepGoing back almost a decade,
they were bolstering their arguments by compaiiregsize of nets to Boeing 747 airliners. Then teued into gear “bulldozing” or “clear
cutting” areas of ocean bottom the size of contialdand masses. Most recently, it has been thewtt®n of “luxurious forests” of deep wa-
ter corals, supposed critical areas that few ifiarthe environmental community had paid any aibento up until the time when fishing gear
was implicated in their supposed destruction.

It's perfectly obvious that we aren’t going to hargy agricultural production without impacting tieerestrial environment; in fact, it's memo-
rialized in America the Beautiful, with fruited ja& and amber waves. No agricultural impacts eqaagriculture.

So, should we be expected to fish — at least atagningful level of production — while having mogacts on the ocean environment? Any
rational analysis would suggest we shouldn’t, lteswhen have the anti-fishing forces been intetei rationality?

The very act of harvesting fish causes change. &\¢hgtock can be fished sustainably with 20% or 80%ore of the biomass being removed
every year, that removal will have an impact.

Then there are the impacts of fishing gear. Drag@imet or a dredge across it is definitely gomglter the bottom, and anything that alters
the bottom is anathema to these “environmentdli€tsis it? When creating artificial reefs, natubalttom is covered with thousands of tons of
surplus weaponry, decommissioned ships, constructibble and obsolete subway cars. When was thénas one of the conspicuously anti-
commercial fishing organizations demanded thanttearal bottom be protected from burial by megatafrsocietal refuse? (I have to
acknowledge here Clean Ocean Action’s valiant giterto keep the waters in the New York Bight froeinlg used as a convenient junk
yard.) It seems like some alterations are ok.

It should go without saying, but the bottom impdigking gear as much as the gear impacts therotitore “wear and tear” on the bottom
means more wear and tear on the gear, and thasrhagrer operating costs. Gear researchers argtifien have been working on nets and
dredges that fish “lighter” for years, but toda$3 a gallon fuel makes improvements in this argzeirative.

Unless fishing effort shifts back to primitive aimefficient technologies, harvesting the fish ahdlish that are found on or near the bottom
is going to have an impact on that bottom. We ead,we are, working constantly to reduce that chdaut we're not going to get away from
it without regressing to hand harvesting methodssie centuries ago. With the world’s populatioseten billion and rising, this isn’t going to
happen. Isn't it time we started working towardsudlic policy that accepts this while still protiect the areas that need to be protected?

The case for Bureaucratic Monitoring Systems (BMSSs)
(in National Fisherman)
11/02/05

A good friend of mine is a New Jersey gillnetten @cknowledged highliner, he’s served and continaagrve on several state and regional
advisory committees, has always participated imth@agement process, and has never received a NDYéen convicted of violating any
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federal or state fisheries regulations. He's thml lof fisherman the managers should try to acconateoid every way possible, because he
and fishermen like him are the future of the conuiaffisheries and the bureaucracy that has grgwaraund them.

Like every prudent fisherman, he tries to maintaiary permit he can. One requires that he havesaé¥dlonitoring System (VMS) operat-
ing 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 52 weeks a V& is so that the enforcement people will knanidn’t fishing in an area seven states
away where the use of gillnets or longline geaeiasonally prohibited. The assumption is, as Witbcamercial fishermen, that hede facto
likely to violate the closed area/season regulatiand the burden is on him to prove he isn’t.

It's impossible to know his VMS unit is operatingreectly without an on-board computer. He doesaitehone and his unit evidently stopped
transmitting. How did he find this out? Not by aople call from NMFS, or a casual note or email agkirat he get the unit checked and re-
paired (remember that the closed season/areaithbbat’s being monitored for is several months lamadreds of miles away). Rather, he
received a registered letter that in part realddse be aware the vessel should not return to se#h qgillnet, or pelagic/bottom longline

gear on board the vessel without first correctinghte unit’s reporting problem.” Complying would have cost him perhaps a week’stivo

of fishing, but it's apparent that the feeling iMRS is that’s a negligible price to pay to be abl@rove to The Man that you aren’t breaking
any laws or ignoring any regulations.

The justification for this “guilty until proven irotent” philosophy is that harvesting public resesris a privilege, not a right, and that you
should be willing to accede to any conditions tiia¢ system” deems appropriate, no matter how arsetioey are, for this privilege.

This got me thinking, and one of the things it gt thinking about was all of those bureaucrats fraith the U.S. Treasury. The Treasury
would seem to meet the criteria of a “public reseurwouldn’t it? And, accepting that people aréygreople, we can assume that bureaucrat
are likely to lie, cheat and steal at about theeseate as fishermen.

Hence, wouldn’t it be reasonable, in order to prbtes taxpayers who try to keep the Treasury fjltednake it the responsibility of bureau-
crats to prove that they are performing their buceatic functions where, when and how they are gseg to? While | never kept any kind of
tally, it sure seems that more bureaucrats eveay g caught with their hands in various illi@bgie jars that are fishermen caught fishing
outside the regs. And the potential cost to thdipab bureaucratic shenanigans is certainly grethten the cost of any imaginable illegal fish-

ing.

So why isn’t the wearing, or perhaps implantatifothat is a practical alternative, of Bureaucratridoring Systems (BMSs), required as a
condition of public employment? Perhaps as ankdedietsa la Martha Stewart, and to be worn 24/7, 364 daysaa. fevery government job
has requirements: hours worked, number and durafionffee and lunch breaks, number of sick andqeal days, etc. With required BMSs,
we would know whether a bureaucrat on “sick timeisvat home, at the doctors, in a hospital or omgthfecourse. We would know when a
bureaucrat had exceeded the permissible time ierim@oyee lounge or out of the building for lunetith vital signs monitoring, we would
know whether a stationary bureaucrat was at thke @Wesking, nodding off or taking a nap. A bureadar@uld be hard pressed to pass off
three days spent on a beach in Bermuda as a famigygency. Were a bureaucrat anywhere but hom@@ag on a weeknight, there’s a
good chance he or she was engaged in some illegahworal activity, with all but guaranteed negateffects on job performance.

And, of course, if a bureaucrat’'s BMS was on tlitz,fhe or she would be required to remain in tfie® or at the work station until it was
operational again. If not, how would we taxpayarew that we were getting our money’s worth?

Now all we need is a federal bureaucracy in whichrtplement an experimental BMS. Any suggestions?

It's called “fisheries management”
(in National Fisherman)
12/01/2005

But of all those things — anthropogenic and naturiflat influence our fisheries, how many are weiaty managing?

Think of a fishery, then think of everything thatpacts it. If you can’t come up with a half a dofactors, you aren’t really trying. Obviously,
fishing is going to be on your list. And maybe watmperature and “traditional” industrial pollutamwill be there to. If you've really given it
some thought, perhaps you've also included foodahitity and predation. But what about spawningeass, larval survival, inter-species
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competition, “upstream” habitat loss or degradataatch and release mortality, seismic profilingcadal - or longer - natural cycles, or resi-
dues of pharmaceuticals and personal care pro¢hmtsehold pollution) in the water?

Any one of these might play an important role ie trealth of particular fish and shellfish stockat Bow many can we, and more importantly,
how many do we control?

Since the Magnuson Act became law, and in somarinss since well before then, we’ve gotten prdtgctve at controlling commercial
fishing. Commercial fishermen are told when they fish, where they can fish, what gear they can g big their vessels can be, who they
can fish with and how many of what size of fishytlkan catch. But, in spite of this gruelingly st@mt level of control, some fisheries refuse
to respond the way they are supposed to.

What's the problem? Depending on whether you'rarti:commercial fishing recreational fisherman oraati-commercial fishing environ-
mentalist, it's either that commercial fishermea eheating or that the management system hasdoegpted and conflicted by commercial
fishing interests — or some combination of the tiHence we have demands for even more drasticatéstis on fishing, for around-the-clock,
around-the-calendar surveillance of fishermenréonoval of commercial fishermen from the decisiaaking process, for large areas of the
ocean to be declared off limits to commercial fighiand for the human aspects of the commercia¢figs to be given even less consideratior
in the management process.

But these all assume that commercial fishing isttoe cause of our non-responsive fisheries.

For at least a decade we've been living with thiediat of a large segment of the environmental@hmunity’s fixation on fishing as the
source of most of our fisheries- and ocean-relptetilems. Millions of foundation dollars are speath year on research “proving” that it's
all about fishing, and on subsequently peddling tesearch to a largely uninformed public (ten gemgo could anyone have imagined that
“leading scientists” would be holding press confiees to announce publication of the latest “fishggvil” article?). Aside from the obvious
and painful impacts on commercial fishermen, depahbdusinesses and coastal communities, this mysifectively drawing attention
away from other, and equally or more significantyan activities.

Speculating on why multi-billion dollar foundatioase so heavily invested in this misdirection great way to while away a winter’s after-
noon, but what accounts for the managers’ fixatioriishing as the factor that drives the wholeeyg In a nutshell, it's got to be bureaucrat-
ic necessity.

Fisheries management today is a multi-million dodladeavor, burning up a lot of tax dollars, empigya lot of people and exercising a lot of
power. But that power is restricted to controllfighing activities, and considering that the mamaget establishment has proven largely inef-
fectual in dealing with recreational fishing, thedves commercial fishing as the thing that it weost effectively control. So, suppose that
commercial fishing might be having no — or relafyMétle — impact on a fish stock. Suppose théishery’s condition is totally or mostly de-
pendent on non-fishing factors. Is the fisheriesaggment bureaucracy likely to consider the impafcgshuman activity or a natural phe-
nomenon that it has no influence over?

Ideally, yes. In actuality, bureaucracies don't kviike that (and let me emphasize here that bureaigs can and do take on a life of their
own, moving in directions that have little to dalwihe individual actions of the bureaucrats thakenthem up). A “successful” bureaucracy
might not be willing to recognize it is incapabledoing what it is charged with doing or that sohieg it can control isn’t worth controlling.
So fishing gets most of the attention while otlaatdrs are ignored, and fishing is being managdtéwlbt much else is.

The downside of this is obvious. So is a reasonalnié easily implemented, solution. Mandate thiision in every management plan of an
estimate of the relative importance of all thos#des having a significant impact on that particdishery. This would allow our fisheries
management resources to be applied where they vibeuhdost effective, conserved where they wouldretlse be squandered, and would
serve as an all too necessary reminder that itgust fishing that's affecting the fish.

An homage to Michael Crichton
(in National Fisherman)
01/06/2006
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According to one of the main characters in hisdabestseller, State of Fedv]odern people live in abject fear. They are afrafistrangers,

of disease, of crime, of the environment. Theyaénad of the homes they live in, the food they et technology that surrounds them....they
are convinced that the environment of the entiemet is being destroyed around them. Remarkable ttie belief in witchcraft, it's an ex-
traordinary delusion-a global fantasy worthy of thiéddle Ages. Everything is going to hell, and westrall live in fear.” Unfortunately,

while the words, the character and the book are fiction, the sentiments are real.

Crichton makes it abundantly clear, both in StdtEear and in his afterword, that agenda-driveersme, particularly when it's confused with
or substituted for real (meaning objective) sciemea threat to all of us. This won’t come as\&elation to anyone associated with commer-
cial fishing; professional fear merchants have bmaking doom and gloom predictions about the futiireur fisheries for years. We've been
suffering the consequences

What's agenda-driven science? Yet again, in dealiitig fisheries the folks at the Pew CharitablesIsthave provided several excellent ex-
amples.

The recommendations of the Pew Oceans Commissidrtheir subsequent high profile selling, have aaignificant impact on public per-
ceptions of our industry. The foundation that tee'RCommission built on was a series of reports esking the “state of the science” in vari-
ous subject areas. Because of the growing empbasisosystem management, | looked at &gejogical Effects of Fishing in Marine Eco-
systems of the United Statesfair detail a while back (the resultant artideavailable ahttp://www.fishingnj.org/netusa23.hjimmAmong oth-
er things, | found that two of the three authorowbntracted with the Pew Oceans Commission togpeethe report were recipients of Pew
Fellowships, that of the 179 references cited erdport, well over a third had one or more authlinectly connected to “first generation”
Pew funding, and that of those references that weiteen since 1995, almost half were connecteBléw by funding.

In the past several decades how many thousandaririerand related researchers have published haw teas of thousands of papers on
subject matter dealing with or relevant to the eglal effects of fishing? How many of them weradfiiaries of Pew funding? How well
represented in the report was the work of those wien’t? If we reasonably assume that Pew-spodsesearch has a bias, is there any way
we can suppose that this report was an objectjmesentation of the state of the science dealinlg fighing impacts?

All the folks in Washington who will be decidingWwdo amend the Magnuson Act will have been expdsé¢de conclusions of a “Blue Rib-
bon” commission chaired by former Congressman LRRametta. Those conclusions were largely justifiedelsearch funded by the same Pew
Charitable Trusts that paid $5.5 million to estsiliand operate the Commission. What are the oatl€thngress has been left with the im-
pression that the underlying research was repratemtand objective.

Pew SeaWeb has a website. On it is an “Ocean @ifgitisection containing “Selected Science Publicetion Ocean Issues” (note the empha-
sis on science). In contains 483 citations for altlons dealing with fishing impacts, 96 with ctzdslevelopment and 43 with oil pollution.

I'd venture that having ten times as many artitilged dealing with fishing impacts than for oilllgion and five times as many as those deal-
ing with coastal development is going to have deoton anyone who looks at those pages. What mgessée or she going to draw from that
regarding what'’s “endangering” the oceans?

| did a Google search on some of SeaWeb’s categofiecean issues. Of the three attributable tongercial fishing, “overfishing” yielded
1,900,000 hits, “trawling impacts” yielded 357,086 and “bycatch” yielded 523,000 hits. That'ssiéisan 3 million in total. “Coastal devel-
opment” yielded 34,600,000 hits, and “oil pollutionelded 22,900,000 hits, each an order of magigtgreater than the total for fishing im-
pacts. If we assume that the internet has becomasanably accurate measure of interest in anthgsion various subjects, and that a
Google search is a somewhat accurate sampling of tile web content available, then the oceartioita listed on the SeaWeb website seem
to be pretty far from an objective cross sectionetdvant literature. But is anyone who visits Website going to figure that out?

It might be a bit difficult to define agenda-drivedience, but it's sure easy to recognize it whemiacks you in the face, isn't it.

Blame it all on what we’re catching!
04/01/06

The entire focus of what is considered fisherieaagament today is on first blaming (generally comuiad) fishing for any situation involv-
ing the perception that there are not enough &éistl,then controlling (generally commercial) fishtogreturn a population of fish to what is
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presumed to be some optimum level. And most regéims has even been extended to restoring ondehiideabitat that has been supposedly
compromised by (generally commercial) fishing.

Why this focus on fishing? The logical answer wosggm to involve an old adage dealing with smokkfie. Is that necessarily so, or are
there other factors at work instead?

A very brief history of wildlife management in geneal

Even before we in the colonies were attemptinguiat lison and passenger pigeons and anythinghesevas fit to eat or wear or shoot into
extinction, the folks in Europe were realizing teath a strategy didn't bode well for the futursrmofall furry and finny creatures. According-
ly, the creatures were all claimed by members efafistocracy, who proceeded to manage them (oe rwrectly, to have them managed) on
their estates and on public lands. Needless tatsmywvas a fairly simple undertaking, aimed attoalting fairly simple and fairly artificial
systems to “sustainably” produce a handful of @dse critters for the lords and ladies of the maamat their guests to eat or catch or shoot.
Apply a few simple rules — don't shoot too muchy'tloatch too much and keep the peasants out yarid be in business for decades. This
was because there were few factors affecting thlelycontrolled forests or lakes or rivers otharttharvesting.

Moving forward — or perhaps not, at least as faféectively managing fisheries was concernedevaliundred years, in a lecture given at the
Fisheries Centennial Celebration in 1985€ Historical Development of Fisheries Science andanagement
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/history/stories/fsh_si@tdryl.html), William F. Royce quoted Milton C.rdas, who wrote in 195T he fishery
administrator starts his functioning with a backgral of a vast, unorganized ignorance, illuminatgdbcasional flashes of traditional leg-
end, hearsay, inference, assumption, guessworkpeaige be, an increasing backlog of scientificoityeand fact coupled with the experience
gained from trial and error. The administrator, hiag no firmly fixed starting point of fact, musethchart some sort of course in the hope of
arriving at the only definite landmark in his haszsl existence -- that represented by a stable,dsquoductive fishery. This part of the job,
nevertheless, might be considered relatively singalling for nothing more than a system of Spartanservative restraints and restrictions
upon the taking of fish. By always leaning overkveard in regulating, giving the resource the benefithe doubt, he might come up with
reasonable assurance of protecting the resouroegthat the economic survival of thousands afiddals, hundreds of communities, and
dozens of counties, may be affected by the adnaitigt action taken."

Royce followed this withithe dry wit of Milton C. James, who for many yearas the Assistant Director for Fisheries of th&Urish and
Wildlife Service, is as pertinent today as it wa4950 when he made that statement at the GulCamidbbean Fisheries ConferenceWe
agree with Royce completely here, but probablyfoothe same reasoning. What James wrote wastih@etrin 1951, it wasn't pertinent in
1985 and it isn’t pertinent today. At least back 851 we didn't know any better, but by 1985 itidtidhave been obvious that there were
many other factors, both man-caused and natuil affected our fish stocks.

Have we grown out of it?

A rational and well-informed person, one who wansifer with the advances that have been made ifatehalf a century in understanding
ecosystems, how they function and what our effesthem are, would assume that fisheries managemaeingotten beyond the simplistic
view that (mostly commercial) fishing was invariakihe major determinant of the health of fish sgdl/ith increasing knowledge of the
downstream impacts of what goes on upstream, Wétdetection of various chemical pollutants in maigrganisms far removed from any
identifiable source, with the identification of vikar/climate cycles and the attendant regime sthietsthey bring about, and with a realistic
grasp of the importance of wetlands and estuasi@sshore and near shore fisheries, it's hard tagime that we haven’t moved beyond the
“blame it all on fishing” paradigm.

Unfortunately, the belief that if you can limitlisig you'll be able to protect the fish is still@ty in marine fisheries management today. In
spite of the fact that estuaries and oceans areetrdously complex systems affected by myriad nh&urd anthropogenic activities, our fish-
eries management system is still based on comtgatlie fishery by controlling the harvest.

This is most convincingly demonstrated by the fhet in fisheries management only two sources atality are recognized. One of these is —
you guessed it! — fishing mortality. The otherdeied natural mortality, though it is defined‘dt component of total mortality not caused
by fishing, but by natural causes such as predatiiseases, senility, pollution, €tc.

“Refining” this definition of natural mortality, weave from NMFS*“that part of total mortality applying to a fish palation that is caused by
factors other than fishing. It is common practioeconsider all sources together since they uswadount for much less than fishing mortali-
ty.?” While it's kind of hard to imagine that fishing‘issually” the major cause of mortality in a fisbgulation (of all of the hundreds or thou-
sands or millions of eggs that a fish produces gael, a very, very small proportion survive todaeight by fishermen), and while it's guar-
anteed to skew every discussion of mortality ihdiges against fishing, that's the official goveemhposition.

Note that pollution is considered a part of natanartality, as are any other anthropogenic effether than fishing. We'll get back to that
later, but for now, consider the ramifications e€ognizing only two sources of mortality, one “matliand the other caused by fishing, when
dealing with a fish population.
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It's been ingrained in modern society that anythimag is “natural” is considered to be good andrdbte, and woe to anyone who would dare
to trifle with the natural order of things. Who ¢ddiorget the “it's not good to fool Mother Naturefargarine commercials of a few years
back? Of course, the average person doesn't haviglea that when it comes to fisheries managenmeottality brought about by pollution,

in fact mortality brought about by anything othlean fishing, is considered “natural,” and is auttoadly considered “good,” leaving fishing
as the only “unnatural” factor affecting fish stack

Is this the wrong way to manage?

If commercial fishing were the only, or even thegiwminant, source of mortality impacting a fishc&tahen no one could argue that focusing
on managing commercial fishing wouldn't be the mefftctive way of managing it. On the other hahdeiems equally inarguable that if
commercial fishing weren’t the only or the predoarisource of mortality, then to focus solely omaercial fishing wouldn’t be effective.
Rather, such a focus would be a virtual guarartaedommercial fishing on that stock would be “nged! into oblivion.

As evidenced by commercial fishery after commeritidlery enduring ever-increasing restrictionsyfear after year with no relief in sight,
managing fish stocks by relentlessly cutting baclcommercial fishing effort isn’t working the watysi supposed to be. The anti-fishing activ-
ists blame this on a fishery management systenigttatmpromised by conflicts of interest and ig#fiere unwilling or unable to impose the
strong medicine that, in their estimation, curing fisheries requires. Accordingly, they are in thiglst of a campaign to amend the Mag-
nuson Fisheries Conservation and Management Aerntove the slight bit of flexibility from the manament process that at this point is the
only thing allowing a number of commercial fisherie survive.

But what if there are factors at work on particdish stocks, factors that would be considereddredt by the fisheries managers and thus
unworthy of their attention, that are significanthfiluencing the health of those stocks?

A major “natural” source of mortality

We'll start with the easiest and most understarelfditor with the potential to significantly affestr fisheries; human population growth on
the coasts, or more precisely, the impact of thavth on the productivity of inshore and near sheaters. If you've bought into the fisheries
managers’ vocabulary, this is a “natural” sourcéisif mortality that is insignificant when comparedfishing mortality. But is it?

In the U.S. the population on the coasts has beérantinues to increase at a greater rate thagetheral population. This is a worldwide
trend. Every year there are more people, and gxgaymore of them are living on the coasts.

Crossett, Culliton, Wiley and Goodspeed (20@dpulation Trends Along the Coastal United Statest980-2008 US Dept. Of Com-
merce/National Ocean Service) document the drarmatiease in population in coastal counties inut®. from 1980 to 2000. The only state
that didn’t experience a significant increase $ncibastal population density during this period Wkeska. Regionally, the coastal population
density increased 18% in the Northeast, 58% irBinatheast, 45% along the Gulf coast and 45% foP#uiic states (including Alaska and
Hawaii).
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Coastal Density (Persons per square mile)

State 1980 1990 2000 2003 2008 Change State 1980 1990 2000 2003 2008 Change
Maine 50 55 59 60 62 24% Florida (Gulf)y 119 158 194 206 223 87%
New Hampsh 171 212 239 250 265 55% Georgia 52 53 59 60 62 19%
Massachuset 837 877 927 939 963 15% Alabama 70 73 82 83 88 26%
Rhode Island 906 960 1,003 1,030 1,037 14% Mississippi 71 75 87 83 9% 32%
Connecticut 641 678 703 719 727 13% Louisiana 126 128 136 138 143 13%
New York 1,578 1,625 1,751 1,777 1,824 16% Texas 119 139 170 181 192 61%
New Jersey 1,031 1,082 1,177 1,208 1,247 21% Total GOM 113 132 156 164 175 55%
Pennsylvania 767 794 835 846 863 13%
Delaware 304 341 401 418 439 44% California 270 338 381 398 419 55%
Maryland 512 582 642 667 700 37% Oregon 72 75 86 89 94 31%
Virginia 244 299 345 361 385 58% Washington =~ 126 153 186 193 209 66%
Total NE 543 580 626 641 661 22% Alaska 1 1 1 1 2 100%
Hawaii 150 173 189 196 200 33%
North Carolini 82 90 101 103 109 33% Total Pacific 53 65 74 77 81 53%
South Carolin 85 96 109 112 120 41%
Georgia 51 58 68 70 74 45% Data from Population Trends Along the Coastal
Florida (Atlan 330 439 546 582 630 91% United States 1980-2008 (2004) U
Total SE 142 176 213 224 241 70%

This coastal population explosion is unquestionalslyompanied by increases in non-point source fatiuin recreational boating, in harmful
algal blooms and so-called dead zdn#sthe loss of productive wetlands, in the amafrtiousehold chemicals and pharmaceutical “resi-
dues” making their ways into coastal waters, inadhmunt of impervious ground cover and the corredpy increase in water borne sedi-
ments, with a host of side effects with the demmitst! potential to directly or indirectly impacethealth of fish stocks.

In the U.Sfive of the 10 most populated watersheds are leddtom southern Virginia to New England. The HudRiver/Raritan Bay and
Chesapeake Bay watersheds were the most 