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After over forty years of NOAA/NM FS management how are wereally doing?

| have devoted well over two decades to familiagzinyself with and writing about various aspectthef domestic
commercial fishing industry. | hope I've done itdrway that provides a reasonable amount of ingightwhat are large-
ly complex and too often confusing issues.

Since being involved in the industry — and thisolrement goes as far back as the passage of whanigalled the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Managehetr | have seen the focus of government figgenmanage-
ment increasingly shift away from the fishermeht® fish. The provisions of the Act as it was aradly written were put
in place to allow the U.S. fishing industry to rggeontrol of the fisheries in the United Stateigjtty productive coastal
waters, fisheries which had been for the mostta#en over by the distant water fleets of othérifig nations.

The legislation was singularly effective, so effeetthat within ten years or so of its passagegtieatest portion of our
domestic fish and shellfish production was beingésted by U.S. fishermen on U.S. vessels.

This success was sold to the U.S. public — andUtBe politicians — as an assault on the “sanctfydur coastal waters
by a burgeoning environmental industry that wasl &ill is) engaged in non-governmental empireding. This has
resulted in a handful of multi-national ENG@n{ironmentalNon-GovernmentaDrganizations) that have become at
least as influential as the fishing industry iniola&l and international fisheries management. Witbe staffs and huge
public relations budgets they have successfullfteshthe focus from profitably harvesting to susdily harvesting fish
and shellfish.

This shift in focus is nowhere more obvious thathemAnnual Report to Congress on the Status of U.S. Fisheries (the
most current Report, for 2017, is availablép://tinyurl.com/yc7ufkdl

A check on the web shows that the term “fishergludes the fish (or shellfish), their habitat, eople who catch (or
grow) them, and what they use to capture (or gtbegn is accurate. According the Merriam-Websteinendlictionary
the definition of “fishery” is:

1 - The occupation, industry, or season of takisly ér other sea animals (such as sponges, shiamgeals
2 - A place for catching fish or taking other sednaals

3 - A fishing establishment - also its fishermen

4 - The legal right to take fish at a particulampk or in particular waters

5 - The technology of fishery —usually used ingilur

According to the folks at Merriam-Webster, as veallthe fish or other sea animals a fishery inclulkegeople who
catch them and all of the other mechanisms, ldgislaand institutions that allow them to be caught

Yet according to NOAA/NMFS, the status of our figke obviously involves only the fish. With oveBQ0 words in the
2017 annual report linked above, by my count oflyp¥those words did not relate solely to the fisho the condition of
those fish. Those few are:



Combined, U.S. commercial and recreational saltwlghing generated more than $208 billion in sadesl
supported 1.6 million jobs in 2015.... The neeid¢cease our nation’s seafood production is a aamitig and
growing challenge.... NOAA Fisheries is focusing orumber of activities aimed at leveling the playfiedd for
our domestic seafood industry. These include irgingaseafood trade opportunities and market aceedbat
we can remain competitive with other seafood expgrtountries....

That's it!

While this should be slightly less than a surptisanyone in, associated or familiar with the comuiaé fishing industry,
it's fairly obvious that the federal agency thasigpposedly concerned with the management of @t$a- human and
piscine — of our fisheries has pretty effectiveatdéirs on when it comes to “managing” anything betfish. And going a
step further, that management has as its overriglyadjthe health (or sustainability if you wouldher) of those fish. The
rest, which should include the welfare of the fishen and all of the businesses that are directigdirectly fisheries
dependent, doesn’t matter to NOAA/NMFS — and apprd&dlOAA/NMFS has decided that it shouldn’t matterCon-
gress — or to the citizens of the U.S. - either.

So Congress gets an annual rundown on the welgbbinspecies aneh massepf the fish in U.S. waters and virtually
nothing about the well-being of the other compos@fthe fisheries; the people who and the busasesat catch, pro-
cess, buy, sell and eat them.

In light of this (purposely?) myopic vision of dfisheries, how are we to gauge how well the peapOAA/NMFS are
doing one of their primary jobs, managing our fisé® by using a more inclusive definition of tkem? | doubt that an-
yone reading this would be surprised by the ansm@rso easily.”

Each year NOAA/NMFS also publishEssheries of the United States, the most recent being for 2017
(http://tinyurl.com/y5e8sjyp In the words of NOAA/NMFS:

Fisheries of the United States, published each lial$ been produced in its various forms for mbent100
years. It is the NOAA Fisheries yearbook of fistataistics for the United States. It provides apshot of data,
primarily at the national level, on U.S. recreatarcatch and commercial fisheries landings and gala addi-
tion, data are reported on U.S. aquaculture productthe U.S. seafood processing industry, impamts exports
of fishery-related products, and domestic supply per capita consumption of fishery products. Tea$ is not
on economic analysis, although value of landingsc@ssed products, and foreign trade are included.

Each annudFisheries of the United Statesreportcontains a wealth of information on commercial lagd for the year
of publication and the previous year (i.e. the 264p6rt has commercial landings for 2017 and 2@b@)in a few in-
stances goes back slightly farther.

However, a one or two year snapshot doesn’t shaehmabout fisheries trends, or about the succes$east from a
fishing industry perspective — of management effolind said most simply, though anti-intuitivellgetstatus of the fish
stocks no longer has an awful lot to do with ttegust of the human components of the fishery.

But, and this might come as surprise to most fédera state fisheries managers, there are othesuresof how well
they are doing at managing our fisheries, and antomgnost important is - or should be - how wel tishermen and
those in fishing dependent businesses, who once sugaposed to be much of the reason for spendimdréds of mil-
lions of taxpayer dollars each year on fisheriesagament, are doing.

When is the last time that anyone from the Feddgke how you were doing? And when was the last tinat you saw
any federal pronouncements dealing with how wellftshermen, the lumpers, the processors, theselle truckers or
anyone else whose life depends on fishing, wenegfoi



So why all of the graphs going back to 1950?

There are unquestionably a number of ways in wtiielsuccess/satisfaction of people in the fishiyistry can be
measured. I've picked, however, the most simpleMidue of annual landings in a particular fishawgnpared to the val-
ue of previous years’ landings in that fishery.tiéatarly in this age of limited access, the luxafybeing able to switch
to other fisheries is one that only a very fewdishen can afford. Hence what you “earned” in pyiars in a particular
fishery should generally be a reasonable measurewfwell you've done subsequently.

(The volatility in the price per pound in some &sies makes the weight of fish landed less impottathe fishermen
than the value of their catch. The generalizatimt most fishermen are fishing for money is usuatigurate.)

Accordingly | looked at the catch value estimatesifthe NOAA/NMFS Commercial landings database at
https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/commercial-fisheriesimercial-landings/annual-landings/indd@ allow realistic year-
to-year comparisons, | corrected the value of gaeln’'s landings for inflation, expressing them @12 dollars by using
the US inflation calculator dtttps://www.usinflationcalculator.comAll of the graphs were done with Microsoft Excel
2010.

(Initially I'm limiting this to Atlantic coast lanithgs. The same data is available for the Gulf okide Pacific and Alas-
ka fisheries but I'll keep an Atlantic focus here.)

The total value of Atlantic commercial landings vaegermined by multiplying the annual values ofl“8pecies Com-
bined” from each year from 1950 to 2017 by the appate inflation correction. The value of all sjgsccombined in
1950 was three hundred and thirty-six million did|avhich using the inflation calculator linked aboyields the equiva-
lent of three billion four hundred and twenty nahi dollars in 2017.

Because | am comparing individual fisheries that &ilanual landings ranging from hundreds of thousamdhundreds of
millions of dollars, | graphed annual landingsifafividual fisheries as well as total fisheries doned) as a percentage
of the maximum landings. For example, the inflattonrected maximum value of all landings was $2,229,045 in
1979, represented by 100% in Chart 1. It was $172%0533 in 2017, 88% of the maximum.

Chart 1 - Value of total Atlantic landings as % of maximum
landings 1950 to 2017
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The average for total Atlantic landings from 196®6017 when corrected for inflation was $1,888,800, which was
below the 2017 landings maximum. All things congédie in 2017 being 4% above the yearly averageevafilandings
since well before Magnuson management began (thbéoame law in 1976) seems fairly decent managepesfor-
mance.



But unfortunately for many fishermen and peopléshing dependent businesses, the devil is in #taild, and not too
surprisingly — at least to those of us familiarhwtthe commercial fishing industry on the East ced$iose details present
a picture much less rosy than the bigger picturahgve.

As Chart 2 below shows, The American lobster amdssallop fisheries, currently the two most valedisheries on the
East coast, when corrected for inflation have eaoke than doubled in value since the passage dfifgmuson Act.

Chart 2 - Value of American lobster (blue) and Sea Scallop (red) landings
as % of maximum value from 1950 to 2017
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Conversely the combined landings in all of the poffeheries have been just about halved in the gaanied. As Chart 3
below shows, the booms in the lobster and scaithgfies haven't been accompanied by correspormioms in many
of the other fisheries. In fact the situationsame of those fisheries can best be described &s.bus

Chart 3 shows the value of all Atlantic coast laugdi minus lobsters and sea scallops.This indiecatektively steady
decline since the peak of one point six billionlaid (inflation corrected) in 1979. The minimumsefven hundred and
sixteen million dollars was landed in 2009 and¢hteas been a slight increase since then, but i BOtlings minus sea
scallops and lobster were less than 60% of whatwleze at their peak.

Chart 3 - Value of Atlantic coast landings (minus scallops
and lobster) as % of maximum value from 1950 to 2017
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These two charts tell a fairly sad story about nebshe Atlantic coast commercial fishing industigice the passage of
the Magnuson Act, at least as far as the “managgmart is concerned. Thanks to a fortuitous coerfice of factors,



what were the two most valuable fisheries on tH. Bast coast were still the most valuable in 20idtheir relative
values have more than doubled, but for most obther fisheries this is far from case.

Below are charts for the twenty four Atlantic cofistheries that were most valuable Atlantic coastdries — both finfish
and shellfish - in 2017 (the catch-all categorye¢ftsh,” which was the 15most valuable, was omitted).

Of the seventeen most valuable finfish fisherike,walue of three relatively minor commercial figes - striped bass,
American eel and black sea bass - have had lanthiagbave increased in value since the passaipe dfct, and “mod-
ern” fisheries management began in the late 19t remaining fourteen have decreased in valuenarsd have in fact
plummeted.

Of the thirteen shellfish fisheries only six coble described as plummeting in value, the othegrseppearing to have
increased significantly (though the two squid fisé® and the Jonah crab fisheries are new fishestiésh were insignifi-
cant pre-Magnuson).

(Note that the reported value of the Atlantic hegrcatch from 2004 to 2006 appear to be anomakdmsever, my query
to NOAA/NMFS regarding possible reasons for thismaresponded to. | have also included severatispevhich,
while “historically” important were no longer ingdhmost valuable 25 fisheries in 2017.)

Finfish
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American Eel

Monkfish
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Haddock

Black Sea Bass
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Swordfish

Scup/Porgies
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Yellowtail Flounder

Atlantic Cod
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Pollock

Winter Flounder

M

120%
100%

80%

60%
40%
20% -

0%

120%
100%

80%

60%
40% -
20%

0%

Bluefin Tuna
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Red Snapper
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Shellfish

Sea Scallops

American Lobster
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Blue Crab

Eastern Oyster
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Surf Clam

White Shrimp
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Northern Shortfin Squid

Longfin Squid
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Jonah Crab

Softshell Clam
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Ocean Quahog Brown Shrimp
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Does this bode well for our Atlantic fisheries? Mairdly. Two fisheries are accounting for about Sif¢the total value

of landings. What's going to happen if either tba scallop or the lobster fishery suffers a sigaiit setback? How much
of the Atlantic coast commercial fishing infrastiwre depends on the continued success (and groimtti®se two fish-
eries, and do any alternatives exist if they becaoswmessary?

So while it's well and good that the Federal agethey is charged with managing our fisheries isong@ng fairly profi-
cient at blowing its own horn (s@ée Surprising Story of Swordfish You May Not Know at
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/feature-story/swipig-story-swordfish-you-may-not-kngwhough | have to wonder why
it took over twenty years to get this story out)l @iving the fishing industry well-deserved and tdten long-overdue
credit for “above and beyond” conservation efforigat any point the bottom drops out of the Atlarsea scallop or
lobster fisheries, are the people at NOAA/NMFS préqg for such eventualities?

Good for thefish? For sure! Good for the fishermen (or anyone whose paycheck dependsin all or in part on their
efforts) or for fresh, local seafood lovers? You bethe judge!

*I'll draw your attention to Atlantic swordfish lalings — see Chart 7 above. The maximum inflationexted

value for domestic landings was almost $105 millio992. In 2017 it was down to $17.5 million. Thaet is

that recent landings are on the order of less 2086 of what they were during the peak years ofidtery, and

yet the fishery is being considered — by NOAA/NME® responsible management agency — as a managemen
success. And similar plunges from record landirajaes in the first years of Magnuson manageme?5% or

less of the post-Magnuson maximum is seen in Atamtast fishery after fishery.



