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ECOLOGY

Improved fisheries management could offset many
negative effects of climate change

Steven D. Gaines'*, Christopher Costello', Brandon Owashi'", Tracey Mangin'?, Jennifer Bone'",
Jorge Garcia Molinos*>3*, Merrick Burden®, Heather Dennis®, Benjamin S. Halpern

Carrie V. Kappel’, Kristin M. Kleisner’, Daniel Ovando'

The world’s oceans supply food and livelihood to billions of people, yet species’ shifting geographic ranges and
changes in productivity arising from climate change are expected to profoundly affect these benefits. We ask how
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improvements in fishery management can offset the negative consequences of climate change; we find that the
answer hinges on the current status of stocks. The poor current status of many stocks combined with potentially
maladaptive responses to range shifts could reduce future global fisheries yields and profits even more severely
than previous estimates have suggested. However, reforming fisheries in ways that jointly fix current inefficiencies,
adapt to fisheries productivity changes, and proactively create effective transboundary institutions could lead to
a future with higher profits and yields compared to what is produced today.

INTRODUCTION
Oceans provide enormous benefits to people (1). Each year, more
than 80 million metric tons of seafood is harvested, providing more
than 20% of needed animal protein to nearly 3 billion people and
livelihood to 10% of the global population (2). However, climate
change is already compromising these benefits through changes in
both stock productivity and location (3, 4). Previous estimates of
climate change impacts on the world’s fisheries have focused on the
direct effects of ecosystem-level changes by comparing maximum
potential food production today with that in the future (4). While
instructive for assessing what could theoretically be possible, focus-
ing on changes in maximum potential food production alone over-
looks the effects of alternative human responses to climate change,
which could either limit or exacerbate ecosystem changes. The ac-
tions of fishermen, management institutions, and markets can all
influence the magnitude of fisheries benefits obtained from an eco-
system (5). Here, we ask: What are the potential benefits of adaptive
fisheries management reforms that address anticipated consequences
of changes in species productivity and distribution due to climate
change? We examine how future global biomass, harvest, and prof-
it of the world’s fisheries might change over time if a range of poten-
tial human responses and climate change are considered together.
Considerable scope remains for increasing global fisheries yield,
conservation, and profitability by improving current fishery man-
agement (5), but climate change could compromise these potential
upside benefits (4, 6). Although climate effects are diverse, the im-
pacts on global fisheries can be clustered into two broad categories:
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changes in stock productivity, which affect potential yields and prof-
its, and changes in stock distributions, which affect where fish can
be caught and who might catch them. These changes pose distinct
management challenges. Responding to changes in fisheries produc-
tivity requires harvest policies that are appropriately adaptive to
changing demographics. For example, banded morwong and many
other species in the Tasman Sea have already experienced noticeable
changes in their population sizes driven by rapid warming (7, 8).
Failure to adequately address these changes can further exacerbate
management failures. By contrast, changes in species distributions
(3, 9, 10) can move stocks into and out of management jurisdictions,
such as countries’ exclusive economic zones (EEZs), altering manage-
ment jurisdiction and incentives for those stocks. A perceived or antic-
ipated decline of a stock due to a range shift out of one country
creates an incentive to overharvest before it leaves the nation’s waters
(11).In contrast, as a stock enters a new EEZ or the high seas, a new
and potentially unmanaged fishery emerges. If left unaddressed, these
range shift challenges can drive overharvesting, even in fisheries that
are currently managed effectively. For example, until 2009, North
East Atlantic mackerel was well managed under a trilateral agreement
between Norway, the Faroe Islands, and the European Union. How-
ever, because of shifts in migration patterns, Iceland suddenly became
a key contender in the fishery and maximized its newfound access to a
valuable fishery. Since countries could not agree on appropriate quota
allocations, management was compromised. By 2010, mackerel har-
vest was 40% above safe biological recommendations (12). Solving
these stock movement challenges requires the proactive development
of effective transboundary institutions (13, 14).

To explore the potential range of human responses to climate
change, we analyze four management scenarios that bound human
responses to the dual challenges of range and productivity shifts:
(i) Full Adaptation, (ii) Range Shift Adaptation, (iii) Productivity
Adaptation, and (iv) No Adaptation. The Full Adaptation scenario
assumes that management addresses both productivity and range
shift challenges. Thus, we apply an economically optimal harvest
policy that maximizes long-term economic benefits to each stock (5).
This dynamic harvest control rule optimally adjusts fishing mortality
on the basis of available biomass and is therefore naturally adaptive
to climate-driven productivity changes. In this scenario, we assume
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that management also addresses challenges posed by shifting stocks
(for example, through new proactive institutions, such as effective
transboundary agreements), ensuring that effective management does
not degrade because of spatial shifts. Therefore, under this manage-
ment scenario, all species, including those expected to shift across
management boundaries, are managed with an optimized harvest
control rule. Conversely, the No Adaptation scenario assumes that
neither climate challenge is addressed. In this scenario, the current
fishing mortality rate is initially applied to all stocks but is only
maintained for those that do not shift across EEZs. Management for
those that shift gradually transitions to open access, where fishing
mortality is driven by short-term profits. Both the looming depar-
ture of a stock and the emergence of a new stock motivate this shift
in management. The length of this transition for each stock depends
on how quickly it is expected to experience a range shift across EEZs.
The Full Adaptation and No Adaptation scenarios bookend the pos-
sible future outcomes for global fisheries.

The two intermediate scenarios separately address one of the two
challenges explored in this paper. The Range Shift Adaptation sce-
nario assumes that management addresses challenges posed by shift-
ing stocks but lacks a response to changes in productivity. Under
this management scenario, the current fishing mortality rate is main-
tained for all stocks, as it ensures that current management does not

degrade because of spatial shifts and does not benefit from an optimal
harvest rule. Productivity Adaptation manages for fisheries produc-
tivity changes that affect population dynamics and potential yields
but takes no actions to address range shift challenges. Therefore, the
economically optimal harvest rule is only applied to species for which
climate change is not expected to cause border crossings. For all other
stocks, we apply a harvest rule that gradually shifts from the eco-
nomically optimal fishing mortality rate to the rate expected under
open access (see the “Policy alternatives” section in the Supplementary
Materials for details on all policies). These management scenarios,
while broad and, in some cases, idealistic, can provide general in-
sights into how a range of approaches to climate challenges might
affect future biomass, harvest, and profit.

We apply the appropriate harvest rates prescribed by these four
management alternatives to 915 single- and mixed-species stocks across
the globe that have adequate data to both assess their current status
and forecast their future distributions. The majority (779) consist of
stocks of individual species (species stocks). The remainder (136)
are mixed-species aggregations (NEI stocks—Food and Agriculture
Organization Not-Elsewhere Included fisheries). Cumulatively, these
915 species stocks or NEI stocks (hereafter collectively referred to as
“stocks”) represent 67% of total current global catch (2). Changes in
range for each species, projected under four different greenhouse
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Fig. 1. Percent change in MSY under RCPs 2.6, 4.5, 6.0, and 8.5. The red dashed line indicates global percent change (weighted mean) in MSY. Gray lines represent

change in MSY for all 915 global stocks.
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gas concentration pathways [Representative Concentration Pathways
(RCPs)] (15), determine how climate change will likely affect each
stock’s productivity and spatial range under several future climatic
scenarios (table S1). We focus mostly on the moderately high-emission
scenario, RCP 6.0, under which global mean temperature is expected
to increase by 2.2°C by 2100 (16).

RESULTS

Fishery productivity changes

Total global fisheries maximum sustainable yield (MSY) does not
change markedly by 2100 under three of the four RCPs. Global MSY
(weighted mean) is expected to change by 1.0, 1.5, —5.0, and —25.0%
under RCPs 2.6, 4.5, 6.0, and 8.5, respectively (Fig. 1). These modest
global changes in productivity under the three lower RCPs, however,
mask enormous variation in changes across stocks. While some
stocks essentially go extinct (MSY declines by 100%), others increase
by more than 35% under RCP 6.0. Overall, approximately 41, 53, 66,
and 91% of global stocks experience a projected decline in total MSY
by 2100 under RCPs 2.6, 4.5, 6.0, and 8.5, respectively.

Range shifts

The percentage of species stocks that shift across country boundaries
by 2100 increases with the severity of the climate projection (Fig. 2).
The percentage of individual species that will shift across EEZs
ranges from 36% (RCP 2.6) to 81% (RCP 8.5). These shifting stocks
comprise between 27.8 and 71.7% of the current global MSY. Under
RCPs 6.0 and 8.5, most species that shift across EEZs experience shifts
both into new and out of old EEZs (Fig. 2).

Future global projections

We find that adopting proactive and adaptive fishery management
approaches today would lead to substantially higher global profits
(154%), harvest (34%), and biomass (60%) in the future compared
to No Adaptation (Fig. 3). Simultaneously addressing both range
shift and productivity changes generates much greater benefits in
profits, harvest, and biomass than focusing on either challenge alone.
Similar trends are observed across all RCPs, where a fully adaptive
strategy produces consistently large increases in all three parameters
compared to No Adaptation (fig. S1). Productivity or Range Shift
Adaptation alone produces intermediate benefits.

While these results show that adapting to climate change deliv-
ers far better outcomes than not adapting, we can also compare fu-
ture outcomes to what is obtained today. Even in the presence of the
net negative effects of climate change, the Full Adaptation policy could
deliver higher total profit, harvest, and biomass (increases of 27, 16,
and 29%, respectively) than what the oceans provide today (Fig. 4).
Increases over today for all three indicators are only attained when both
kinds of management changes are pursued together. Productivity
Adaptation alone can slightly increase harvest but not profit or biomass,
while Range Shift Adaptation alone can slightly increase biomass but
not profit or harvest. No Adaptation results in far lower profits, har-
vest, and biomass compared to what is achieved today. Under the
most extreme climate scenario (RCP 8.5), Full Adaptation can no
longer generate outcomes that are better than today in all three metrics
(Fig. 4 and fig. S1). These patterns of outcomes relative to today gen-
erally hold for alternative assumptions regarding global stock compo-
sition, the definition of a shifting stock, prices, and costs, and across
the range of climate projections (figs. S1 and S5 to S7).
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Individual stock projections—current status matters

Although Full Adaptation results in a global win across nearly all
RCPs and all three indicators, not all individual stocks see improve-
ments relative to today (Table 1). Whether a stock benefits in the
future relative to today from climate-adaptive and proactive manage-
ment depends on both ecosystem changes (projected magnitude and
direction of productivity and range changes) and the fishery’s current
status. To highlight the role of current stock status, we categorize
each species into one of four groups: (i) Healthy, (ii) Emerging, (iii)
Recovering, and (iv) Overfished (see Fig. 5 for definitions). Under
Full Adaptation, nearly all Healthy stocks see a decrease in biomass by
2100, because this group is currently underexploited relative to its
maximum potential production. Although biomass decreases for these
stocks, there is an increase in harvest as the species become fully ex-
ploited. Emerging stocks will almost exclusively see harvest decreases,
even when climate change is inconsequential, because these stocks are
currently in a “fishing down” period with harvests significantly higher
than their MSY. Most Recovering stocks see increases in biomass and
harvest, since stock recovery supports higher yields after the stock is
rebuilt and subsequently fished sustainably. Most Overfished stocks
see declines in harvest but increases in biomass, as current harvest
levels are unsustainably high. Although only 22% of stocks will ex-
perience future increases in both harvest and biomass, this subgroup
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Fig. 2. Percentage of species stocks that move into, out of, or both into and
out of one or more countries’ EEZs by 2100 for each RCP.
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Fig. 3. Differences in harvest, profit, and biomass, relative to “No Adaptation” for RCP 6.0 in 2100 (see fig. S1 for results under the other RCPs).

includes some of the highest-yield stocks and cumulatively makes up
about half of the total global yield.

DISCUSSION
Climate change will have diverse impacts on marine ecosystems and
resources. Prior projections that climate change could reduce global
fisheries revenues by as much as $10 billion a year compared to today
garnered significant attention (4). However, taking human responses
into account shifts our view of climate change and the world’s oceans.
We show that the future of global fisheries could actually be more
prosperous than today, but only if management reforms addressing
current mismanagement and looming challenges from climate change
are implemented in the near future across a wide range of fisheries.
This is true both globally and for nearly half of the individual stocks
analyzed. The future of fisheries, however, could also be much worse
than prior projections suggested if appropriate adaptations to poten-
tial productivity changes and climate-driven movement of species
across management boundaries are not made. Maladaptive responses
to the pending loss of a fishery or the arrival of a new fishery could
exacerbate the previously projected direct effects of climate change.
These results suggest that climate change will force global fisheries
to an important crossroads over the coming decades. Either we meet
the challenges proactively with effective management or we risk un-
doing the significant progress that has been made in some countries
(17, 18) and further decimating fisheries in countries that have not yet
enacted sound fishery reforms. The enormous contrasts between the
four future management scenarios we explored suggest that the choice
of management path will have profound consequences. One necessary
choice will be how to reform current harvest policies. The possibility
of a more prosperous future despite climate change depends on cap-
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turing the large untapped benefits from improving currently mis-
managed fisheries.

Our analyses suggest that the benefits of enacting reforms today are
cumulatively large enough to counter the future deleterious im-
pacts of projected changes in fisheries productivity for most RCPs.
Achieving this improved outcome is no small task since it involves
reforms for many stocks with distinct fishery characteristics, each
often fished by multiple countries. Management that flexibly adapts
to productivity changes may require more frequent data collection
and management updates, which can be costly. Fortunately, three
factors help make a more prosperous future less daunting. First, case
studies suggest that reform is possible for a range of fishery types,
including high seas, large-scale, small-scale, data-rich, and data-poor.
Pons et al. (19) found that high seas stocks under some form of man-
agement (generally commercially important species such as tuna)
have shown improvements in biomass and decreases in fishing mor-
tality over the last 10 years. In addition, management reforms in both
large-scale fisheries (for example, Peru’s individual vessel quota re-
form for the anchoveta fishery) and small-scale fisheries (for example,
fishery reforms in Mexico and Chile) suggest that reform is possible
in many contexts, although specific interventions might vary depend-
ing on fishery characteristics (17, 20). These examples also suggest that
even countries with more limited resources are capable of greatly
improving their fisheries management. Second, the necessary fishery
reforms do not require the threat of climate change as motivation.
Adaptive harvest rules that respond to available biomass can provide
large benefits in both static and changing climates (5, 21). Therefore,
reforms motivated purely by benefits today may also help buffer
against negative productivity changes in the future. The third factor
promoting improved global outcomes is the highly skewed distri-
bution of fishery sizes. Because of the large variation in stock sizes,
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alarge percentage of the potential global economic gains in this study
can be achieved through the targeted reform of large overfished stocks.
In our analysis, less than 10% of global stocks would need to adopt
the most comprehensive reforms for future global profit to exceed
current global profit. Therefore, although achieving the full benefits of
global fisheries reform is an ambitious goal, strategic targeting of re-
form efforts could still generate major global benefits. Furthermore,
a targeting approach that incorporates fishery size, value, and vulner-
ability to climate change may help to efficiently direct resources toward
fisheries with the greatest potential for improved outcomes.

The second decision we will have to make is how to respond to
shifting ranges. Spatial shifts across management boundaries can
undermine well-designed policies and render promising manage-
ment approaches unsuccessful. Transboundary fisheries already pose
significant management challenges today and are often in worse shape
than fisheries that reside entirely within individual countries’ waters
(22, 23). As stocks begin to move more extensively, effective bilateral
and multilateral cooperation will become increasingly important for
effective management (12). Stock movement is ultimately beneficial
to one country and detrimental to another, which changes the in-
centives to cooperate in effective management (24, 25). Spatial shifts
within a single country may also pose management challenges as
stocks shift into and out of regional management zones—for example,
the ongoing challenges from spatial shifts observed in stocks along
the northeast United States (26). Designing institutions to address
this inherently human challenge will be crucial given the extent of
projected movement of fish stocks and the potentially enormous costs
of inadequate responses. While it is encouraging that spatial and tem-
poral stock structure is already measured in some cases, the existence
of this information does not guarantee that this information will in-
fluence management decisions. In addition, accurately predicting
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Table 1. Percentage of stocks where biomass, harvest, or profit is
higher in the future (2100) than today when Full Adaptation is
implemented.

RCP 2.6 RCP 4.5 RCP 6.0 RCP 8.5
Biomass 68.6% 67.2% 65.5% 57.3%
Harvest 42.2% 40.3% 37.6% 257%
Profit 55.0% 52.2% 48.6% 329%

where and when fish distributions will shift may be difficult. There-
fore, international institutions and agreements will need to be flexi-
ble and robust in the face of uncertainty to effectively cope with these
management disruptions as they arise. Improved international collabo-
ration will be needed to adequately address climate-induced threats not
only to fisheries but also to other natural resources for which climate
change will have spatial and transboundary implications (27).
Finally, although management responses can more than offset
the projected direct effects of climate change on fisheries to create a
more prosperous global future, there are three important qualifiers
to this optimistic note. First, there are other potential direct (for ex-
ample, acidification and other challenges to ocean productivity) and
indirect (for example, novel species interactions) impacts of climate
change that are not addressed by this analysis. These impacts will be
important for assessing climate effects on fisheries at the local scale.
Second, not everyone will share in these benefits. Globally, profits,
yields, and biomass could increase, but for about half of the world’s
individual fisheries, this better future appears unattainable. Even un-
der the most optimistic scenario for human responses, roughly half of
the world’s fisheries are projected to decline under a moderate climate
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change scenario (RCP 6.0). Most latitudes in the tropics are not ex-
pected to obtain higher profits in the future compared to today under
RCP 6.0 even with fully adaptive management (fig. S9). The distribu-
tion of winners and losers warrants considerably more attention to
anticipate and potentially offset the likely food and livelihood losses
that could ensue. Finally, future outcomes depend critically on the
pace and magnitude of climate change. Under the most extreme
scenario, RCP 8.5, both profit and harvest decline relative to today
even under the most optimistic assumptions about global fisheries
management reforms. This result highlights the fact that the future
of fisheries will depend largely on activities that occur outside of the
fishing industry and the importance of greenhouse gas emission miti-
gation (28). For fisheries to realize their potential, it is critical for the
global community to reduce global greenhouse gas emissions; other-
wise, even the most ambitious fishery reforms will fall short. Therefore,
a more prosperous future for fisheries depends on both mitigation
of climate change and proactive fisheries management reforms.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

We examined the implications of climate change and management
reform for 779 species stocks and 136 NEI stocks (mixed-species
fisheries aggregated at the country level) located across the globe
(see the Supplementary Materials for aggregation methods). To make
these projections, we required estimates of the fishery’s current status
and level of exploitation, as well as data on the current species’ dis-
tribution to forecast responses to climate velocity. To conform to the
spatial resolution of the climate velocity model, we modeled each

Gaines et al., Sci. Adv. 2018; 4 : eaao1378 29 August 2018

species as a single “stock” and referred to these as “species stocks.”
The 779 species stocks are comparatively data-rich relative to the
global pool of fisheries. To explore a more globally representative
sample, we also included 136 stocks aggregated at the country level
that represent NEI stocks, as defined in Costello et al. (5). Each stock’s
parameters, which include current biomass, fishing mortality rate, and
carrying capacity, were determined through an aggregation method
(see the Supplementary Materials) that calculates aggregated stock
parameters using individual fisheries in a global fisheries database
(5). Using recently published estimates of current stock status paired
with bioeconomic projection models, rather than solely exploring
changes in maximum potential productivity [for example, (4, 29)], we
examined how benefits and costs from potential management changes
compare to potential losses from direct climate-driven changes.

We modeled future (2015-2100) species distributions by project-
ing changes from current (2012) presence-absence species distribu-
tion maps derived from AquaMaps (30) at 5-year intervals using a
slightly modified version of the climate velocity model described in
Garcia Molinos et al. (3). This method assumes that species ranges
track climate, expanding or contracting their range to keep up with
changes in their thermal niche, conditioned to their inferred thermal
and depth tolerances. To improve on the original model (3), species’
trajectories were restricted based on the species’ depth range (30)
using global bathymetry data (ETOPO2v2 2-Minute Gridded Global
Relief Data). Briefly, each cell within a species’ range was spatially pro-
jected forward in time based on corresponding mean annual sea sur-
face temperature isotherm trajectories (31). Isotherm trajectories were
dictated by the speed and direction of cell-specific climate velocities
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(32), based on multimodel ensemble means for the four Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change RCPs: 2.6, 4.5, 6.0, and 8.5 (see the
Supplementary Materials). Species’ ranges were recalculated at the
end of each 5-year interval based on those trajectories and species’
thermal tolerance and depth range (see the Supplementary Materials).

Next, we converted projected changes in range size to changes in
carrying capacity for each species stock over time (see the Supple-
mentary Materials). An annual carrying capacity was calculated by in-
terpolating between each 5-year interval. These changes in carrying
capacity then drove predictable changes in maximum sustainable
yield. Changes in range size cannot be projected for NEI stocks using
the same methodologies, since they are composites of several spe-
cies. To determine the carrying capacity trajectory for NEI stocks,
we first aggregated total range by nation (including all species with
range in a given nation) for each 5-year interval and then interpo-
lated to obtain the annual aggregate range values for each nation.
We then calculated annual changes in aggregate range for each na-
tion, relative to year 2012. These relative changes were then applied
to NEI stock carrying capacities. Finally, we projected future bio-
mass, harvest, and profit under different management and climate
scenarios using a bioeconomic model (5). This modeling approach
was modified from the original by incorporating the unique stream of
future carrying capacity values over time for each species and NEI
stock (see the Supplementary Materials). Each year, biomass was calcu-
lated using a modified Pella-Tomlinson surplus production model, in-
corporating the projected carrying capacity in each time step (33) and
the appropriate fishing mortality rate for the policy being modeled.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

Supplementary material for this article is available at http://advances.sciencemag.org/cgi/
content/full/4/8/eaao1378/DC1

Supplementary Materials and Methods

Supplementary Text

Fig. S1. Differences in harvest, profit, and biomass relative to No Adaptation for all RCPs.
Fig. S2. Differences in harvest and biomass under a Full Adaptation strategy in 2100 relative to
today for all RCPs.

Fig. S3. Temporal changes in thermal envelopes within projected species ranges.

Fig. S4. Scatterplot and resulting regression lines from the linear models fitting biomass
change to range size change for 11 unexploited marine species.

Fig. S5. Effect of the choice of different carrying capacity/range size ratios on harvest, profit,
and biomass for each management alternative relative to No Adaptation for RCP 6.0.

Fig. S6. Differences in harvest, profit, and biomass relative to No Adaptation for all RCPs.
Fig. S7. Differences in harvest, profit, and biomass relative to No Adaptation for different
assumptions regarding prices and costs under RCP 6.0.

Fig. S8. Differences in harvest, profit, and biomass relative to No Adaptation for all RCPs.
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respective mean ensembles.

References (34-50)

REFERENCES AND NOTES

1. Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, Ecosystems and Human Well-Being: Biodiversity
Synthesis (World Resources Institute, 2005).

2. Food and Agriculture Organization, The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2014
(Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 2014).

3. J. Garcia Molinos, B. S. Halpern, D. S. Schoeman, C. J. Brown, W. Kiessling, P. J. Moore,
J. M. Pandolfi, E. S. Poloczanska, A. J. Richardson, M. T. Burrows, Climate velocity and
the future global redistribution of marine biodiversity. Nat. Clim. Change 6, 83-88
(2016).

4. V.W.Y.Lam, W.W. L. Cheung, G. Reygondeau, U. R. Sumaila, Projected change in global
fisheries revenues under climate change. Sci. Rep. 6, 32607 (2016).

5. C.Costello, D. Ovando, T. Clavelle, C. K. Strauss, R. Hilborn, M. C. Melnychuk, T. A. Branch,
S.D. Gaines, C. S. Szuwalski, R. B. Cabral, D. N. Rader, A. Leland, Global fishery prospects
under contrasting management regimes. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 113, 5125-5129
(2016).

Gaines et al., Sci. Adv. 2018; 4 : eaao1378 29 August 2018

20.

21.

22.

23.
24,

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

. P.J. Mumby, J. N. Sanchirico, K. Broad, M. W. Beck, P. Tyedmers, M. Morikawa, T. A. Okey,

L. B. Crowder, E. A. Fulton, D. Kelso, J. A. Kleypas, S. B. Munch, P. Glynn, K. Matthews,
J. Lubchenco, Avoiding a crisis of motivation for ocean management under global
environmental change. Glob. Chang. Biol. 23, 4483-4496 (2017).

. A.B.Neuheimer, R. E. Thresher, J. M. Lyle, J. M. Semmens, Tolerance limit for fish growth

exceeded by warming waters. Nat. Clim. Change 1,110-113 (2011).

. P.R.Last, W.T. White, D. C. Gledhill, A. J. Hobday, R. Brown, G. J. Edgar, G. Pecl, Long-term

shifts in abundance and distribution of a temperature fish fauna: A response to climate
change and fishing practices. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 20, 58-72 (2011).

. A.L.Perry, P.J. Low, J. R. Ellis, J. D. Reynolds, Climate change and distribution shifts in

marine fishes. Science 308, 1912-1915 (2005).

. M. L. Pinsky, B. Worm, M. J. Fogarty, J. L. Sarmiento, S. A. Levin, Marine taxa track local

climate velocities. Science 341, 1239-1242 (2013).

. F.K. Diekert, E. Nieminen, International fisheries agreements with a shifting stock.

Dyn. Games Appl. 7,185-211 (2017).

. F.Jensen, H. Frost, T. Thagersen, P. Andersen, J. L. Andersen, Game theory and fish wars:

The case of the Northeast Atlantic mackerel fishery. Fish. Res. 172, 7-16 (2015).

. 0.Thébaud, Transboundary marine fisheries management. Recent developments and

elements of analysis. Mar. Policy 21, 237-253 (1997).

. A. M. Song, J. Scholtens, J. Stephen, M. Bavinck, R. Chuenpagdee, Transboundary

research in fisheries. Mar. Policy 76, 8-18 (2017).

. R.H.Moss, J. A. Edmonds, K. A. Hibbard, M. R. Manning, S. K. Rose, D. P. van Vuuren,

T.R. Carter, S. Emori, M. Kainuma, T. Kram, G. A. Meehl, J. F. B. Mitchell, N. Nakicenovic,
K. Riahi, S. J. Smith, R. J. Stouffer, A. M. Thomson, J. P. Weyant, T. J. Wilbanks, The next
generation of scenarios for climate change research and assessment. Nature 463,
747-756 (2010).

. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Summary for Policymakers, in Climate

Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group | to the Fifth
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, T. F. Stocker, D. Qin,
G.-K. Plattner, M. Tignor, S. K. Allen, J. Boschung, A. Nauels, Y. Xia, V. Bex,

P. M. Midgley, Eds. (Cambridge Univ. Press, 2013), pp. 1-27.

. B.Worm, R. Hilborn, J. K. Baum, T. A. Branch, J. S. Collie, C. Costello, M. J. Fogarty,

E. A. Fulton, J. A. Hutchings, S. Jennings, O. P. Jensen, H. K. Lotze, P. M. Mace,
T.R. McClanahan, C. Minto, S. R. Palumbi, A. M. Parma, D. Ricard, A. A. Rosenberg,
R. Watson, D. Zeller, Rebuilding global fisheries. Science 325, 578-585 (2009).

. R. Hilborn, D. Ovando, Reflections on the success of traditional fisheries management.

ICES J. Mar. Sci. 71, 1040-1046 (2014).

. M. Pons, T. A. Branch, M. C. Melnychuk, O. P. Jensen, J. Brodziak, J. M. Fromentin,

S.J. Harley, A. C. Haynie, L. T. Kell, M. N. Maunder, A. M. Parma, V. R. Restrepo, R. Sharma,
R. Ahrens, R. Hilborn, Effects of biological, economic and management factors on tuna
and billfish stock status. Fish Fish. 18, 1-21 (2017).

M. Aranda, Developments on fisheries management in Peru: The new individual vessel
quota system for the anchoveta fishery. Fish. Res. 96, 308-312 (2009).

C. Walters, A. M. Parma, Fixed exploitation rate strategies for coping with effects of
climate change. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 53, 148-158 (1996).

S. F. McWhinnie, The tragedy of the commons in international fisheries: An empirical
examination. J. Environ. Econ. Manag. 57, 321-333 (2009).

C. White, C. Costello, Close the high seas to fishing? PLOS Biol. 12, e1001826 (2014).

G. R. Munro, Game theory and the development of resource management policy:

The case of international fisheries. Environ. Dev. Econ. 14, 7-27 (2009).

R. Hannesson, Sharing a migratory fish stock. Mar. Resour. Econ. 28, 1-17 (2013).

M. L. Pinsky, M. Fogarty, Lagged social-ecological responses to climate and range shifts
in fisheries. Clim. Change 115, 883-891 (2012).

Food and Agriculture Organization, The Future of Food and Agriculture: Trends and
Challenges (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 2017).
W.W.L.Cheung, V.W.Y. Lam, J. L. Sarmiento, K. Kearney, R. Watson, D. Pauly,
Projecting global marine biodiversity impacts under climate change scenarios. Fish Fish.
10, 235-251 (2009).

W. W.L.Cheung, V.W.Y. Lam, J. L. Sarmiento, K. Kearney, R. Watson, D. Zeller, D. Pauly,
Large-scale redistribution of maximum fisheries catch potential in the global ocean
under climate change. Glob. Chang. Biol. 16, 24-35 (2010).

K. Kaschner, K. Kesner-Reyes, C. Garilao, J. Rius-Barile, T. Rees, R. Froese, AquaMaps:
Predicted range maps for aquatic species, version 08/2015 (2015); www.aquamaps.org.
M. T. Burrows, D. S. Schoeman, A. J. Richardson, J. Garcia Molinos, A. Hoffmann,

L. B. Buckley, P.J. Moore, C. J. Brown, J. F. Bruno, C. M. Duarte, B. S. Halpern,

0. Hoegh-Guldberg, C. V. Kappel, W. Kiessling, M. . O'Connor, J. M. Pandolfi,

C. Parmesan, W. J. Sydeman, S. Ferrier, K. J. Williams, E. S. Poloczanska, Geographical
limits to species-range shifts are suggested by climate velocity. Nature 507, 492-495
(2014).

M. T. Burrows, D. S. Schoeman, L. B. Buckley, P. Moore, E. S. Poloczanska, K. M. Brander,
C. Brown, J. F. Bruno, C. M. Duarte, B. S. Halpern, J. Holding, C. V. Kappel, W. Kiessling,
M. I. O’Connor, J. M. Pandolfi, C. Parmesan, F. B. Schwing, W. J. Sydeman, A. J. Richardson,

70of 8

8T0Z ‘62 1snBny uo /610 Bewaduslos ssoueApe//:dny Wwol) papeojumod


http://advances.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/4/8/eaao1378/DC1
http://advances.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/4/8/eaao1378/DC1
http://www.aquamaps.org
http://advances.sciencemag.org/

SCIENCE ADVANCES | RESEARCH ARTICLE

The pace of shifting climate in marine and terrestrial ecosystems. Science 334, 652-655
(2011).

33. J.J.Pella, P.K. Tomlinson, A generalized stock production model. Inter-Am. Tropical Tuna
Comm. Bull. 13, 416-497 (1969).

34, D.P.Tittensor, C. Mora, W. Jetz, H. K. Lotze, D. Ricard, E. V. Berghe, B. Worm, Global
patterns and predictors of marine biodiversity across taxa. Nature 466, 1098-1101
(2010).

35. E.S.Poloczanska, C. J. Brown, W. J. Sydeman, W. Kiessling, D. S. Schoeman, P. J. Moore,

K. Brander, J. F. Bruno, L. B. Buckley, M. T. Burrows, C. M. Duarte, B. S. Halpern, J. Holding,
C. V. Kappel, M. 1. 0’Connor, J. M. Pandolfi, C. Parmesan, F. Schwing, S. A. Thompson,
A.J. Richardson, Global imprint of climate change on marine life. Nat. Clim. Change 3,
919-925 (2013).

36. J.G. Hiddink, M. T. Burrows, J. Garcia Molinos, Temperature tracking by North Sea benthic
invertebrates in response to climate change. Glob. Chang. Biol. 21, 117-129 (2015).

37. J.J. Wiens, The niche, biogeography and species interactions. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci.
366, 2336-2350 (2011).

38. D.B.Atkinson, G. A. Rose, E. F. Murphy, C. A. Bishop, Distribution changes and abundance
of Northern Cod (Gadus Morhua), 1981-1993. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 54, 132-138 (1997).

39. J.A.D.Fisher, K. T. Frank, Abundance-distribution relationships and conservation of
exploited marine fishes. Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. 279, 201-213 (2004).

40. A.J.Southward, S.J. Hawkins, M. T. Burrows, Seventy years’ observations of changes in
distribution and abundance of zooplankton and intertidal organisms in the Western
English Channel in relation to rising sea temperature. J. Therm. Biol. 20, 127-155 (1995).

41. M. Sturm, C. Racine, K. Tape, Climate change: Increasing shrub abundance in the Arctic.
Nature 411, 546-547 (2001).

42. S.Zador, K. Aydin, J. Cope, Fine-scale analysis of arrowtooth flounder Atherestes stomias
catch rates reveals spatial trends in abundance. Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. 438, 229-239 (2011).

43. T.J.Quinn, A. D. McCall, Dynamic geography of marine fish populations. Copeia 3, 861
(1991).

44. M.R.Simpson, S.J. Walsh, Changes in the spatial structure of Grand Bank yellowtail
flounder: Testing MacCall's basin hypothesis. J. Sea Res. 51, 199-210 (2004).

45. M.C.Sullivan, R. K. Cowen, K. W. Able, M. P. Fahay, Applying the basin model: Assessing
habitat suitability of young-of-the-year demersal fishes on the New York Bight
continental shelf. Cont. Shelf Res. 26, 1551-1570 (2006).

46. G.Palmer, J. K. Hill, T. M. Brereton, D. R. Brooks, J. W. Chapman, R. Fox, T. H. Oliver,

C. D. Thomas, Individualistic sensitivities and exposure to climate change explain
variation in species’ distribution and abundance changes. Sci. Adv. 1, 1400220 (2015).

47. K.L.Pardieck, D.J. Ziolkowski Jr., M. A. R. Hudson, K. Campbell, North American Breeding
Bird Survey Dataset 1966-2015, Version 2015 (U.S. Geological Survey, Patuxent Wildlife
Research Center, 2015).

Gaines et al., Sci. Adv. 2018; 4 : eaao1378 29 August 2018

48. VLIZ, Maritime Boundaries Geodatabase, version 8 (2014); www.marineregions.org/.

49. U.R.Sumaila, W. W. L. Cheung, V. W. Y. Lam, D. Pauly, S. Herrick, Climate change impacts
on the biophysics and economics of world fisheries. Nat. Clim. Change 1, 449-456
(2011).

50. R.R.Wilcox, Global comparisons of medians and other quantiles in a one-way design
when there are tied values. Commun. Stat. Simul. Comput. 46, 3010-3019 (2017).

Acknowledgments: We thank K. Kaschner and C. Garilao for providing the AquaMaps
distribution and depth preference data for the species used in the projections. We also thank
M. Pinsky for providing helpful feedback on the manuscript. Funding: The authors
acknowledge funding for this work from The Leona M. and Harry B. Helmsley Charitable Trust;
the Waitt Family Foundation; the “Tenure-Track System Promotion Program” of the Japanese
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports Science and Technology (MEXT); and the David and
Lucile Packard Foundation. Author contributions: S.D.G. and C.C. designed the study. J.G.M.
refined the climate velocity model and ran climate velocity simulations. H.D. conducted
research and performed analyses on the relationship between range and carrying capacity.
B.O. and T.M. developed the bioeconomic model and methods with the supervision of S.D.G.
and C.C. and prepared all data for use in the bioeconomic model. B.O., T.M,, J.B,, J.G.M,, S.D.G.,
and H.D. performed the analyses in the manuscript and the Supplementary Materials. B.O.,
T.M., J.B., J.G.M,, and S.D.G. prepared the graphics. S.D.G., B.O., T.M., and J.B. co-wrote the paper
with advice and guidance from C.C,, D.O., B.S.H., CV.K, M.B., and KM.K. All authors contributed
to this work, read the manuscript and the Supplementary Materials, and provided edits to
these documents. Competing interests: C.C. is a trustee for Environmental Defense Fund and
Global Fishing Watch, is senior fellow at the Property and Environment Research Center, and is
aresearch associate with the National Bureau of Economic Research. S.D.G. is a trustee of the
National Marine Sanctuary Foundation, Rare, the Resources Legacy Fund, and COMPASS.

All other authors declare that they have no competing interests. Data and materials
availability: All data needed to evaluate the conclusions in the paper are present in the paper
and/or the Supplementary Materials. Species distribution maps can be accessed through the
AquaMaps portal (www.aquamaps.org/). Additional data related to this paper may be
requested from the authors.

Submitted 17 June 2017
Accepted 20 July 2018
Published 29 August 2018
10.1126/sciadv.aa01378

Citation: S. D. Gaines, C. Costello, B. Owashi, T. Mangin, J. Bone, J. G. Molinos, M. Burden,

H. Dennis, B. S. Halpern, C. V. Kappel, K. M. Kleisner, D. Ovando, Improved fisheries management
could offset many negative effects of climate change. Sci. Adv. 4, eaao1378 (2018).

80of8

8T0Z ‘62 1snBny uo /610 Bewaduslos ssoueApe//:dny Wwol) papeojumod


http://www.marineregions.org/
http://www.aquamaps.org/
http://advances.sciencemag.org/

Science Advances

Improved fisheries management could offset many negative effects of climate change

Steven D. Gaines, Christopher Costello, Brandon Owashi, Tracey Mangin, Jennifer Bone, Jorge Garcia Molinos, Merrick
Burden, Heather Dennis, Benjamin S. Halpern, Carrie V. Kappel, Kristin M. Kleisner and Daniel Ovando

Sci Adv 4 (8), eaa01378.
DOI: 10.1126/sciadv.aa0l1378

ARTICLE TOOLS http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/4/8/eaa01378
I\S/ILA?'EII_:ZIIEAALESNTARY http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/suppl/2018/08/27/4.8.eaa01378.DC1
REFERENCES This article cites 43 articles, 7 of which you can access for free

http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/4/8/eaao1378#BIBL

PERMISSIONS http://www.sciencemag.org/help/reprints-and-permissions

Use of this article is subject to the Terms of Service

8T0Z ‘62 1snBny uo /610 Bewaduslos ssoueApe//:dny Wwol) papeojumod

Science Advances (ISSN 2375-2548) is published by the American Association for the Advancement of Science, 1200 New
York Avenue NW, Washington, DC 20005. 2017 © The Authors, some rights reserved; exclusive licensee American
Assaociation for the Advancement of Science. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. The title Science Advances is a
registered trademark of AAAS.


http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/4/8/eaao1378
http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/suppl/2018/08/27/4.8.eaao1378.DC1
http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/4/8/eaao1378#BIBL
http://www.sciencemag.org/help/reprints-and-permissions
http://www.sciencemag.org/about/terms-service
http://advances.sciencemag.org/

