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SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION
SAFMC Approach to Developing a Range of Reasonable Alternatives for NEPA
Developing a range of reasonable alternatives is the heart of the environmental
impact assessment process. The process of developing a range of reasonable alternatives
begins with the realization of a problem and a proposed solution (i.e., action). Next, the
Council develops a straightforward purpose and need statement for the proposed action.
Questions to be addressed include: What is the purpose of the proposed action, and why
does the proponent need to do it? Alternatives will be built around the need. Next, the
document team brainstorms for an initial range of possible alternatives. This does not
mean that all conceivable alternatives will be analyzed; brainstorming alternatives is the
preparative step in the process before narrowing to a range of reasonable alternatives for
detailed analysis. The ultimate goal at this stage is to ensure that no reasonable
alternatives are overlooked. (Note: Alternatives may be considered reasonable even if
they only partially fulfill the purpose and need and/or implementation would require
action outside the agency’s jurisdiction.)
Then alternatives that do not meet the purpose and need are eliminated from
study. (Note: The purpose and need may be adjusted as new information comes to light
during the process.) An alternative criterion may need to be established to further
eliminate alternatives to obtain a reasonable set for detailed analysis. (Note: NEPA
requires that the alternatives considered by the decision-maker be encompassed by the
range of alternatives (40 C.F.R. Sec. 1505.1(e)).) In turn, CEQ guidance defines a range
as the reasonable, unreasonable, and the no action alternatives. In this sense, we are
actually examining more alternatives then we think. Just because an alternative is listed
as “alternatives removed from further analysis or detailed study” does not mean that the
alternative was not examined, though to a lesser degree. Once a range of reasonable
alternatives is established, the environmental consequences are examined and used for
comparison between alternatives. (Note: Some analyses may need to be performed to
determine the reasonableness of a particular alternative.) The Council then chooses a
preferred alternative. The detailed impact analyses and comparisons of alternatives are
then brought before the public in the draft NEPA document.
Purpose and Need for Action
I.
Need for change
Actions to adjust the Snapper Grouper Management Plan are needed for several
reasons. The primary need for Amendment 13 to the Snapper Grouper Fishery
Management Plan, beyond the basic MSA requirement for periodically revising FMPs,
centers on bringing the plan into full compliance with the Magnuson-Stevens Act as
amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (SFA). SFA requires the identification
of maximum sustainable yield and optimum yield from the fishery for each managed
stock. In conjunction with the biomass targets, Councils must develop fishing mortality
rates that will end overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks within a specified rebuilding
timeframe.
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Additional needs are based on improving the opportunities for effective
management of the stocks within the snapper grouper fishery such as modifying species
in the management unit and outlining data collection methodologies. Other needs are
based upon socioeconomic concerns, such as permit issues.
The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) is unique
compared to similar environmental analyses in that approximately 35 actions are
proposed. Due to the large number of actions, the Council has decided to develop a
purpose and need for every action (see material presented over the next 5 pages).
Defining a clear statement of the underlying need is important for developing a range of
reasonable alternatives. The various purposes and needs are combined for each action
into one concise STATEMENT OF NEED. The STATEMENT OF NEED will follow
each proposed action and will explain the “underlying purpose and need to which agency
is responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action” (40 C.F.R. §
1502.13). Each alternative is then tested against the individual purpose and need for
suitability.

2

Action
1

Permit renewal

15

PURPOSE - a goal, an end, or aim to be kept in view in
any plan.
Address the socioeconomic concerns within the fishery.

2

Permit transfers

17

Address the socioeconomic concerns within the fishery.

3

Modify the
inclusion of certain
species in the
management unit
Status
determination
criteria for black
sea bass
Management
measures to rebuild
black sea bass
Status
determination
criteria for red
porgy
Management
measures to rebuild
red porgy

26

Status
determination
criteria for
Wreckfish

4

5
6

7

8

Action

page

63

Provide the necessary biological protection.

67

Rebuild the overfished black sea bass resource and end
overfishing.

83

Provide the necessary biological protection.

88

Rebuild the overfished red porgy resource while achieving a
maximum overall net benefit to society.

99

Provide the necessary biological protection.

3

NEED - A lack of something useful, required, or
desired
Allow fishermen more time to renew their snapper
grouper permits and standardize the renewal period
for all South Atlantic Council required permits.
Allow fishermen to incorporate their fishing business,
to obtain the same legal protection other business
owners receive after incorporating their business
operations, without having to purchase an additional
permit.
The need is to modify inclusion of queen triggerfish,
sheepshead, and puddingwife in the management unit
in favor of management by the states given their low
level of landings from the EEZ.
There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996.
Modify regulations to reduce harvest and fishing
mortality to further increase black sea bass spawning
potential.
There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996.
Adjust current regulations to account for the
uncertainty in the stock assessment, improve the
collection of reasonable fishery dependent data,
eliminate market disruption, and eliminate bycatch.
There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996.

Action

Action

page

9

Establish proxies
for Maximum
Sustainable Yield
(MSY) based upon
levels
Establish proxies
for Optimum Yield
(OY) based upon
levels
Establish proxies
for Maximum
Fishing Mortality
Threshold
(MFMT) based
upon levels
Establish proxies
for Minimum
Stock Size
Thresholds
(MSST) based
upon levels
Status
determination
criteria for
Vermilion
Snapper,
Rhomboplites
aurorubens
Modifications to
management
measures for
vermilion snapper

10

11

12

13

14

105

PURPOSE - a goal, an end, or aim to be kept in view in
any plan.
Provide the necessary biological protection.

NEED - A lack of something useful, required, or
desired
There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996

110

Provide the necessary biological protection.

There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996

116

Provide the necessary biological protection.

There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996

120

Provide the necessary biological protection.

There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996

134

Provide the necessary biological protection.

There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996

137

End overfishing of vermilion snapper.

Modify regulations to reduce harvest and fishing
mortality to further increase vermilion snapper
spawning potential.

4

Action

Action

page

15

Status
determination
criteria for
yellowtail snapper,
Ocyurus chysurus
Modifications to
management
measures for
yellowtail snapper
Status
determination
criteria for red
snapper, Lutjanus
campechanus
Status
determination
criteria for gag,
Mycteroperca
microlepsis
Status
determination
criteria for red
grouper,
Epinephelus morio
Modifications to
management
measures for red
grouper
Status
determination
criteria for black
grouper,
Mycteroperca
bonaci

16

17

18

19

20

21

148

PURPOSE - a goal, an end, or aim to be kept in view in
any plan.
Provide the necessary biological protection.

NEED - A lack of something useful, required, or
desired
There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996

154

Rebuild the yellowtail snapper resource.

Modify regulations to reduce harvest and fishing
mortality to further increase yellowtail snapper
spawning potential.

169

Provide the necessary biological protection.

There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996

180

Provide the necessary biological protection.

There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996

189

Provide the necessary biological protection.

There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996

194

End overfishing of the red grouper resource.

Modify regulations to reduce harvest and fishing
mortality to further increase red grouper spawning
potential.

203

Provide the necessary biological protection.

There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996

5

Action

Action

page

22

Modifications to
management for
black grouper
Status
determination
criteria for
deepwater species
Deepwater
spawning season
closure

208

PURPOSE - a goal, an end, or aim to be kept in view in
any plan.
Rebuild the black grouper resource.

238

Provide the necessary biological protection.

242

Rebuild the deepwater grouper and tilefish resource.

25

Adjust the snowy
grouper and golden
tilefish commercial
quota.

257

Rebuild the deepwater grouper and tilefish resource.

25

Status
determination
criteria for Nassau
grouper,
Epinephelus
striatus
Status
determination
criteria for Goliath
grouper,
Epinephelus
itajara
Harvest,
possession, and
sale during
spawning season
closures

273

Provide the necessary biological protection.

282

Provide the necessary biological protection.

There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996

286

Rebuild the snapper grouper and resource.

Protect species during their spawning seasons to
further increase spawning potential through
prohibition of harvest, possession, and/or sale during
spawning season closures.

23

24

27

28

6

NEED - A lack of something useful, required, or
desired
Modify regulations to reduce harvest and fishing
mortality to further increase black grouper spawning
potential.
There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996.
Protect deepwater grouper and tilefish species to
increase spawning potential through modification of
harvest, possession, and/or sale of deepwater species
during times when species are likely to spawn.
Given the overfished status of most of these species
and the apparent lack of meaningful progress towards
rebuilding, more stringent regulations may be
necessary. There is a need to adjust certain aspects of
the snowy grouper and golden tilefish commercial
quota.
There is a need to specify parameters as required by
the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996

7

Action
29

Shallow water
spawning season
closure

294

PURPOSE - a goal, an end, or aim to be kept in view in
any plan.
Rebuild the snapper grouper resource.

30

Adjust the
aggregate grouper
bag limit
Adjust the
aggregate snapper
bag limit
Extend the Oculina
Experimental
Closed Area for an
additional time
period
Establish protocol
for data collection
of important
information on the
value of snapper
grouper permits
once sold

308

Rebuild the grouper resource

312

Rebuild the snapper resource

ACCSP
ACCSP

330
333

31
32

33

34
35

Action

page

NEED - A lack of something useful, required, or
desired
Protect shallow water grouper and tilefish species to
increase spawning potential through modification of
harvest, possession, and/or sale of those species
during times when species are likely to spawn.
Reduce harvest to further increase grouper spawning
potential.
Reduce harvest to further increase snapper spawning
potential.

319

The need of this proposed action is to decide the fate
of the Oculina Experimental Closed Area following
the "sunset" date of June 27, 2004.

327

The value of snapper grouper permits is not being
collected when they are sold. Snapper Grouper
Amendment 8 established a control assess program
that allows a new individual to enter the fishery by
purchasing two permits and retiring one permit. It is
essential that the price paid for the permits be
recorded in order for all necessary economic and
social impact analyses to be completed. This
information is currently being collected for the
Wreckfish ITQ Program established through
Amendment 5. Unfortunately this information is not
being collected in the Snapper Grouper fishery.

8

II.

Scope of the environmental impact statement
A. Public participation process. A Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplemental
EIS was published in the Federal Register on January 31, 2002. A scoping meeting to
determine the scope of significant issues was held March 5, 2001 in Jekyll Island,
Georgia. A second scoping meeting was held during the March 4-8, 2002 Council
meeting in Savannah, Georgia.
B. Scope of the DSEIS. There have been discussions among the Amendment 13document team concerning the relationship between Amendments 13 (this document) and
Amendment 14 (Marine Protected Areas). More specifically, the group discussed
whether NEPA would require the actions and impacts in each to be discussed in one EIS.
For example, would the impacts from the proposed spawning season closures need to be
discussed with the proposed marine protected areas? The South Atlantic Council defers
to regulations from the “Council on Environmental Quality” at 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25 that
discusses the 3 types of actions:
Sec. 1508.25 Scope.
Scope consists of the range of actions, alternatives, and impacts to be considered in
an environmental impact statement. The scope of an individual statement may depend
on its relationships to other statements (Secs.1502.20 and 1508.28). To determine the
scope of environmental impact statements, agencies shall consider 3 types of actions,
3 types of alternatives, and 3 types of impacts. They include:
(a) Actions (other than unconnected single actions) which may be:
1. Connected actions, which means that they are closely related and therefore
should be discussed in the same impact statement. Actions are connected if they:
(i) Automatically trigger other actions which may require environmental impact
statements.
(ii) Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or
simultaneously.
(iii) Are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for
their justification.
2. Cumulative actions, which when viewed with other proposed actions have
cumulatively significant impacts and should therefore be discussed in the same
impact statement.
3. Similar actions, which when viewed with other reasonably foreseeable or
proposed agency actions, have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their
environmental consequences together, such as common timing or geography. An
agency may wish to analyze these actions in the same impact statement. It should do
so when the best way to assess adequately the combined impacts of similar actions or
reasonable alternatives to such actions is to treat them in a single impact statement.

9

By the above definition, the spawning season closures (Actions 28 and 29 in this
document) and the actions in Amendment 14 (Marine Protected Areas) are similar
actions and do not need to be in the same EIS. However, when discussing impacts in
Amendment 13, the reasonable and foreseeable actions of Amendment 14 must be
discussed in the analyses and vice versa. In addition, the no action alternative of Actions
28 and 29 in Amendment 13 (and possible others in the amendment) must assume the
MPAs will be in place in the future.

10

History of Management
Snapper Grouper Fishery Management Plan and Amendments
The Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South
Atlantic Region (SAFMC, 1983) was prepared by the South Atlantic Fishery Management
Council and implemented by the Secretary of Commerce on August 31, 1983 [48 Federal
Register 39463]. The FMP was prepared to prevent growth overfishing in thirteen species in
the snapper grouper complex and to establish a procedure for preventing overfishing in other
species. The FMP established a 12" total length minimum size for red snapper, yellowtail
snapper, red grouper and Nassau grouper; an 8" total minimum size for black sea bass; and a
4" trawl mesh size to achieve a 12" minimum size for vermilion snapper. Additional harvest
and gear limitations were also included in the original plan.
Amendment 1 (SAFMC, 1988) was implemented by the Secretary effective January
12, 1989 [54 Federal Register 1720] to address the problems of habitat damage and growth
overfishing in the trawl fishery. The amendment prohibited use of trawl gear to harvest fish
in the directed snapper grouper fishery south of Cape Hatteras, North Carolina (35° 15
minutes N Latitude) and north of Cape Canaveral, Florida (Vehicle Assembly Building, 28°
35.1 minutes N Latitude). A vessel with trawl gear and more than 200 pounds of fish in the
snapper grouper fishery (as listed in Section 646.2 of the regulations) on board was defined
as a directed fishery. The amendment also established a rebuttable presumption that a vessel
with fish in the snapper grouper fishery (as listed in Section 646.2 of the regulations) on
board harvested its catch of such fish in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ).
Amendment 2 (SAFMC, 1990b) prohibited the harvest or possession of goliath
grouper in or from the EEZ in the South Atlantic due to its overfished status and defined
overfishing for goliath grouper and other snapper grouper species according to the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 602 guidelines requirement that definitions of overfishing
be included for each fishery management plan. The harvest or possession of goliath grouper
was prohibited by emergency rule. The amendment was approved on October 10, 1990 and
final regulations were effective October 30, 1990 [55 Federal Register 46213].
Amendment 3 (SAFMC, 1990a) established a management program for the
wreckfish fishery. The Council was concerned that the rapid increase in effort and catch
threatened the wreckfish resource with overfishing and that the concentration of additional
vessels in the relatively small area where the resource is located could also create problems
with vessel safety because of overcrowding. Actions included: (1) adding wreckfish to the
management unit; (2) defining optimum yield; (3) defining overfishing for wreckfish; (4)
requiring an annual permit to fish for, land or sell wreckfish; (5) collecting data necessary for
effective management; (6) establishing a control date of March 28, 1990 after which there
would be no guarantee of inclusion in a limited entry program should one be developed (this
was later limited to the area bounded by 33° and 30° N. latitude based on public hearing
testimony); (7) establishing a fishing year beginning April 16; (8) establishing a process
whereby annual total allowable catch (annual quotas) would be specified, with the initial
quota set at 2 million pounds; (9) establishing a 10,000 pound trip limit; and (10) establishing
a spawning season closure from January 15 through April 15. Actions (7), (9) and (10) were
based on public testimony. An emergency rule effective August 3, 1990 [55 Federal Register
32257] added wreckfish to the management unit, established a fishing year for wreckfish
commencing April 16, 1990, established a commercial quota of 2 million pounds and
established a catch limit of 10,000 pounds per trip. The Secretary of Commerce closed the
fishery for wreckfish in the EEZ effective August 8, 1990 when the 2 million pound TAC
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was reached [55 Federal Register 32635]. The Council requested an extension of the
emergency rule which was approved [55 Federal Register 40181]. Amendment 3 was
approved on November 9, 1990 and final regulations were effective January 31, 1991 [56
Federal Register 2443].
Amendment 4 (SAFMC, 1991b) was prepared to reduce fishing mortality on
overfished species, to establish compatible regulations, where possible, between state and
federal agencies, to identify the universe of fishermen, and to gather the data necessary for
management. Amendment 4 prohibits: (1) use of fish traps in South Atlantic federal waters
with the exception of black sea bass traps when used north of Cape Canaveral, Florida; (2)
use of entanglement nets, which includes gill and trammel nets; (3) use of longline gear
inside 50 fathoms (300 feet) in the snapper grouper fishery in South Atlantic federal waters;
(4) use of bottom longlines for wreckfish; and (5) use of powerheads and bangsticks in all
designated special management zones (SMZs) off the South Carolina coast. In addition,
fishermen who fish for other species with gear prohibited in the snapper grouper fishery may
not have bycatch of snapper and grouper species in excess of the allowed bag limit. No
bycatch would be allowed for those species that have no bag limit or that are prohibited.
The amendment established the following minimum sizes: 8" total length for lane
snapper and black sea bass; 10" total length for vermilion snapper (recreational fishery only);
12" total length for red porgy, vermilion snapper (commercial fishery only), gray, yellowtail,
mutton, schoolmaster, queen, blackfin, cubera, dog, mahogany and silk snappers; 20" total
length for red snapper, gag, and red, black, scamp, yellowfin, and yellowmouth groupers; 28"
fork length for greater amberjack (recreational fishery only); 36" fork length or 28" core
length for greater amberjack (commercial fishery only); and no retention of Nassau grouper.
Amendment 4 also requires that all snappers and groupers possessed in South Atlantic
federal waters must have head and fins intact through landing.
Bag limits established under Amendment 4 for the recreational fishery are: a bag limit
of 10 vermilion snapper per person per day; a bag limit of three greater amberjack per person
per day; a snapper aggregate bag limit of 10 fish per person per day, excluding vermilion
snapper and allowing no more than two red snappers; and a grouper aggregate bag limit of
five per person per day, excluding Nassau grouper and goliath grouper for which no retention
is allowed. Charter and head boats are allowed to have up to a two–day possession limit as
long as there are two licensed operators on board and passengers have receipts for trips in
excess of 12 hours. Excursion boats would be allowed to have up to a three–day possession
limit on multi–day trips. Fish harvested under the bag limit may be sold in conformance with
state laws if they meet the commercial minimum sizes. The commercial harvest and/or
landing of greater amberjack in excess of the three–fish bag limit is prohibited in April south
of Cape Canaveral, Florida. The commercial harvest and/or landing of mutton snapper in
excess of the snapper aggregate bag limit is prohibited during May and June.
To exceed bag limits in the snapper grouper fishery, an owner or operator of a vessel
that fishes in South Atlantic federal waters is required to obtain an annual vessel permit. For
individuals to qualify for a permit they must have at least 50 percent of their earned income,
or $20,000 in gross sales, derived from commercial, charter, or headboat fishing. For a
corporation to be eligible for a permit, the corporation or shareholder or officer of the
corporation or the vessel operator would be required to have at least $20,000 in gross sales
derived from commercial fishing. For partnerships, the general partner or operator of the
vessel is required to meet the same qualifications as a corporation. A permit, gear, and
vessel and trap identifications are required to fish with black sea bass traps. Amendment 4
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also addresses enforcement concerns that surfaced with wreckfish trip limit. Amendment 4
was approved on August 26, 1991 by the Secretary of Commerce and all regulations were
effective on January 1, 1992 except the bottom longline prohibition for wreckfish was
implemented on October 25, 1991 [56 Federal Register 56016].
Bottom longline gear was being used to a limited extent in the wreckfish fishery and
fishermen indicated that gear loss, habitat damage and lost gear continuing to fish were
problems. The Council subsequently requested and was granted emergency regulations [56
Federal Register 18742] that prohibited the use of bottom longline gear in the wreckfish
fishery effective April 19, 1991 and were granted an extension on July 19,1991 [56 Federal
Register 33210].
A control date of July 30, 1991 for possible future limited entry was established for
the entire snapper grouper fishery excluding wreckfish [56 Federal Register 36052].
Amendment 5 (SAFMC, 1991a) established Individual Transferable Quota (ITQ)
management program for the wreckfish fishery. The Council submitted the amendment to
the Secretary of Commerce on September 12, 1991. Amendment 5 was implemented with an
effective date of April 6, 1992, except that the sections dealing with permits and fees,
falsifying information, and percentage shares was effective March 5, 1992 [57 Federal
Register 7886]. The amendment included the following: (1) a limited entry program for the
wreckfish sector of the snapper grouper fishery consisting of transferable percentage shares
of the annual total allowable catch (TAC) of wreckfish and individual transferable quotas
(ITQs) based on a person's share of each TAC; (2) required dealer permits to receive
wreckfish; (3) removed the 10,000 pound (4,536 kilogram) trip limit for wreckfish; (4)
required that wreckfish be off loaded from fishing vessels only between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00
p.m.; (5) reduced the occasions when 24–hour advance notice must be made to NMFS Law
Enforcement for off–loading of wreckfish; and (6) specified the procedure for initial
distribution of percentage shares of the wreckfish TAC. At its February 1996 meeting, the
Council approved staying with the 2 million pound TAC for fishing year 1996/97.
Implementation of Amendment 4 resulted in a prohibition on black sea bass pot
fishermen making multi–gear trips and retaining other species which resulted in large,
unintended economic losses. The Council subsequently requested emergency regulations
on July 8, 1992 to modify the definition of black sea bass pot, allow multi–gear trips, and
allow retention of incidentally caught fish. These regulations became effective on August
31, 1992 [57 Federal Register 39365] and were extended on November 30, 1992 [57 Federal
Register 56522]. On December 11, 1992 the Council submitted a regulatory amendment
implementing the above changes on a permanent basis. An interim final rule and request for
comments was published on March 2, 1993 with an effective date of March 1, 1993 [58
Federal Register 11979]. The final rule was published on July 6, 1993 [58 Federal Register
36155] with an effective date of July 6, 1993.
The Council submitted a regulatory amendment requesting implementation of eight
special management zones off South Carolina on August 12, 1992. The proposed rule was
published in the federal register on March 15, 1993 [58 Federal Register 13732]. The final
rule was published on July 2, 1993 [58 Federal Register 35895] with the effective date of
July 31, 1993.
Amendment 6 (SAFMC, 1993b) was submitted to the Secretary of Commerce in
December 1993. The amendment was developed to rebuild the snowy grouper, golden
tilefish, speckled hind, warsaw grouper, misty grouper, and yellowedge grouper resources
and proposed to phase–in quotas over a three year period beginning January 1994.
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Commercial trip limits, recreational bag limits, and an experimental closed area were also
proposed to manage and rebuild these economically and ecologically important resources.
Data will be collected to evaluate shifts in fishing effort (effort shifts) among fisheries and
for future evaluation of an “Individual Transferable Quota” (ITQ) type of management
approach. Amendment 6 was approved on May 5, 1994 with the exception of the 100
percent logbook coverage and the anchoring prohibition within the Oculina Bank.
Commercial trip limits for snowy grouper and golden tilefish became effective June 6, 1994,
and the remainder of the regulations became effective June 27, 1994 [59 Federal Register
27242].
Amendment 7 (SAFMC, 1994a) was submitted to the Secretary of Commerce on
June 16, 1994. It establishes a 12" fork length size limit for hogfish; increases the mutton
snapper size limit from 12" to 16" total length; requires dealer, charter and headboat federal
permits; allows sale under specified conditions; specifies allowable gear and makes
allowance for experimental gear [Note: allowable gear includes vertical hook & line gear,
spearfishing without rebreathers except that explosive charges including powerheads are not
allowed in the EEZ off SC, bottom longlines deeper than 50 fathoms and for species other
than werckfish, and black sea bass pots except where expressly prohibited.]; makes
allowance for multi–gear trips in North Carolina; adds localized overfishing to the list of
problems and objectives; adjusts the bag limit and crew specification for charter and
headboats; modifies the management unit for scup to apply south of Cape Hatteras, North
Carolina; modifies the framework procedure to increase the timeliness of action by the
Council. The final rule was published on December 23, 1994 [59 Federal Register 66270]
and the regulations became effective January 23, 1995 except for application and possession
of dealer, charter and headboat federal permits which became effective December 23, 1994
and March 1, 1995 respectively.
At the request of the State of Florida, the Council submitted Regulatory
Amendment 6 (SAFMC, 1994b) on October 21, 1994 to the Secretary of Commerce for bag
limits on hogfish and cubera snapper, and a size limit on gray triggerfish. It proposes to
establish a daily recreational bag limit of five hogfish per person; limit the harvest and
possession to two per day; of cubera snapper to 30" total length or larger and establish a
minimum size limit for gray triggerfish of 12" total length. These measures would apply
only in the EEZ off the Atlantic coast of Florida. The proposed rule was published on
February 15, 1995 [60 Federal Register 8622]. The final rule was published on April 20,
1995 [60 Federal Register 19683 with effective date of May 22, 1995].
In a letter dated February 6, 1997, the Council requested establishment of a control
date for the black sea bass pot fishery effective upon publication in the federal register.
The advanced notice of proposed rulemaking was published in the federal register on April
23, 1997 [62 Federal Register 19732], thus April 23, 1997 is the control date for the black
sea bass pot fishery.
Amendment 8 (SAFMC, 1997) established a program to limit initial eligibility for
participation in the snapper grouper fishery to owners of boats/vessels that: (1) can
demonstrate any landings of species in the snapper grouper management unit in 1993, 1994,
1995 or 1996 (as of August 20, 1996) and (2) held a valid snapper grouper permit between
February 11, 1996 and February 11, 1997. Vessels landing at least 1,000 pounds of species
in the snapper grouper management unit in any of these years received a transferable permit.
All other vessels received a non-transferable permit and are limited to a 225 pound trip limit.
Amendment 8 also modified the problems, objectives, Optimum Yield, and overfishing
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definition in the snapper grouper management plan. In addition, the habitat responsibility
was expanded and measures to modify allowable gear and allow possession of fillets from
the Bahamas were included. Amendment 8 was submitted to the Secretary of Commerce on
July 10, 1997. The notice of availability of Amendment 8 was published in the federal
register on October 30, 1997 [62 Federal Register 58703] thereby beginning the formal
review process. The Secretary of Commerce partially approved Amendment 8 on January
28, 1998. All measures were approved except the overfishing and overfished levels,
including the 10% threshold level. The proposed rule was published in the federal register
on January 12, 1998 [63 Federal Register 1813]. The final rule was published in the federal
register on July 16, 1998 [63 Federal Register 38298]. Amendment 8 became fully effective
in December 1998.
Amendment 9 (SAFMC, 1998a), which was based on the 1994 stock assessment,
was finalized and sent to the Secretary of Commerce for formal review and
implementation on February 3, 1998. Recognizing the need for measures contained in
Amendment 9, particularly for red porgy, the Council requested implementation of
Amendment 9 (except the black sea bass pot construction measure) as an interim request
under the Magnuson-Stevens Act on January 16, 1998. On May 14, 1998 the National
Marine Fisheries Service informed the Council that they suspended action on the interim
rule and that they intended, instead, to address these measures under Amendment 9.
On September 24, 1998 the Council requested that all measures in Amendment 9 be
implemented through emergency action. Once again, the Council was attempting to begin
rebuilding of overfished species, particularly red porgy, as soon as possible. On January 22,
1999 the National Marine Fisheries Service informed the Council that the final rule for
Amendment 9 was to be filed with the Office of the Federal Register on January 21, 1999,
with an effective date of February 24, 1999. Thus regulations addressing red porgy based on
the 1994 stock assessment using data through 1992 took effect on February 24, 1999, a full
year after the Council submitted the document to the Secretary of Commerce. Neither the
Council’s interim rule or emergency rule requests were approved.
The notice of availability of Amendment 9 was published in the federal register on
September 8, 1998 [63 Federal Register 47461] thereby beginning the formal review process.
The proposed rule was published in the federal register on November 12, 1998 [63 Federal
Register 63276]. The Secretary of Commerce partially approved Amendment 9 on December
9, 1998. All measures were approved except the 1,000 pound trip limit for greater
amberjack. The final rule was published in the federal register on January 25, 1999 [64
Federal Register 3624]. Amendment 9 became effective February 24, 1999.
Measures approved in Amendment 9 were to: Increase the red porgy minimum size
limit from 12" TL to 14" TL for both recreational and commercial fishermen, establish a
recreational bag limit of 5 red porgy per person per day, prohibit harvest and possession in
excess of the bag limit during March and April, and prohibit purchase and sale during March
and April; Increase the black sea bass minimum size limit from 8" TL to 10" TL for both
recreational and commercial fishermen, and establish a recreational bag limit of 20 black sea
bass per person per day; Require escape vents and escape panels with degradable fasteners
in black sea bass pots; Establish measures for greater amberjack that will: reduce the
recreational bag limit from 3 to 1 greater amberjack per person per day, prohibit harvest and
possession in excess of the bag limit during April throughout the EEZ, establish a quota at
63% of 1995 landings (quota=1,169,931 pounds), begin the fishing year on May 1, prohibit
sale of fish harvested under the bag limit when the season is closed, and prohibit coring;
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Increase the recreational vermilion snapper minimum size limit from 10" to 11" TL and
retain the current 10-fish bag limit; Increase the gag grouper minimum size limit from 20"
TL to 24" TL for both recreational and commercial fishermen, prohibit harvest and
possession in excess of the bag limit during March and April, and prohibit purchase and sale
during March and April; Increase the black grouper minimum size limit from 20" to 24" TL
for both recreational and commercial fishermen, prohibit harvest and possession in excess of
the bag limit during March and April, and prohibit purchase and sale during March and
April; Specify that within the 5-fish aggregate grouper bag limit (which currently includes
tilefish and excludes goliath grouper and Nassau grouper), no more than 2 fish may be gag
grouper or black grouper (individually or in combination); Establish an aggregate
recreational bag limit of 20 fish per person per day inclusive of all snapper grouper species
currently not under a bag limit, excluding tomtate and blue runners (there would be no bag
limit on tomtate and blue runners); and Specify that vessels with longline gear aboard may
only possess snowy grouper, warsaw grouper, yellowedge grouper, misty grouper, golden
tilefish, blueline tilefish, and sand tilefish.
On April 6, 1999 the Council requested a prohibition on harvest and possession of red
porgy be implemented through emergency action. The request was approved and is
effective September 8, 1999 through March 1, 2000 [64 Federal Register 48324]. At the
December 1999 meeting, the Council requested the emergency rule be extended. The
extension, through August 28, 2000, was approved on February 25, 2000 [65 Federal
Register 10039].
On July 13, 1999 the Council requested the Snapper Grouper Amendment 8
application process be reopened through emergency action. The request was approved
effective September 3, 1999 [64 Federal Register 48326].
Amendment 10 (SAFMC, 1998b), which addressed the Habitat requirement of the
Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended in 1996, contained the following snapper grouper items
[Note: Detailed information is presented in the Council’s Habitat Plan (SAFMC, 1998c)]:
1.
Identify Essential Fish Habitat for Species in the Snapper Grouper
Management Unit.
Essential fish habitat for snapper-grouper species includes coral reefs, live/hard
bottom, submerged aquatic vegetation, artificial reefs and medium to high profile
outcroppings on and around the shelf break zone from shore to at least 600 feet (but to at
least 2000 feet for wreckfish) where the annual water temperature range is sufficiently
warm to maintain adult populations of members of this largely tropical complex. EFH
includes the spawning area in the water column above the adult habitat and the additional
pelagic environment, including Sargassum, required for larval survival and growth up to
and including settlement. In addition the Gulf Stream is an essential fish habitat because
it provides a mechanism to disperse snapper grouper larvae.
For specific life stages of estuarine dependent and nearshore snapper-grouper
species, essential fish habitat includes areas inshore of the 100-foot contour, such as
attached macroalgae; submerged rooted vascular plants (seagrasses); estuarine emergent
vegetated wetlands (saltmarshes, brackish marsh); tidal creeks; estuarine scrub/shrub
(mangrove fringe); oyster reefs and shell banks; unconsolidated bottom (soft sediments);
artificial reefs; and coral reefs and live/hard bottom.
Refer to Section 3.0 in the Habitat Plan (SAFMC, 1998c) for a more detailed
description of habitat utilized by the managed species. Also, it should be noted that the
Gulf Stream occurs within the EEZ.

16

2.
Establish Essential Fish Habitat-Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (EFHHAPCs) for Species in the Snapper Grouper Management Unit.
Areas which meet the criteria for essential fish habitat-habitat areas of particular
concern (EFH-HAPCs) for species in the snapper-grouper management unit include medium
to high profile offshore hard bottoms where spawning normally occurs; localities of known
or likely periodic spawning aggregations; nearshore hard bottom areas; The Point, The Ten
Fathom Ledge, and Big Rock (North Carolina); The Charleston Bump (South Carolina);
mangrove habitat; seagrass habitat; oyster/shell habitat; all coastal inlets; all state-designated
nursery habitats of particular importance to snapper grouper (e.g., Primary and Secondary
Nursery Areas designated in North Carolina); pelagic and benthic Sargassum; Hoyt Hills for
wreckfish; the Oculina Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern; all hermatypic coral
habitats and reefs; manganese outcroppings on the Blake Plateau; and Council-designated
Artificial Reef Special Management Zones (SMZs).
The Council’s Comprehensive Habitat Amendment, which includes Amendment 10,
was sent to the Secretary of Commerce for formal review on October 9, 1998 The notice of
availability for Amendment 10 was published in the federal register on March 5, 1999
Amendment 10 was approved on June 3, 1999 The proposed rule was published on July 9,
1999 and a NMFS Supplement to the Proposed Rule was published on November 2, 1999.
The final rule was published on June 14, 2000 and regulations were effective July 14, 2000.
Amendment 11 (SAFMC, 1998d), which addressed the non-habitat requirements of
the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended in 1996, contained the following snapper grouper
items:
1.
Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY).
Maximum sustainable yield for species in the snapper grouper management unit is
unknown. The Council reviewed alternatives and concluded the best available data
supports using 40% Static SPR as a proxy for MSY for goliath grouper and Nassau
grouper, and 30% Static SPR as a MSY proxy for the remaining species.
2.
Optimum Yield (OY).
Optimum Yield (OY) for the snapper grouper fishery is the amount of harvest that
can be taken by U.S. fishermen while maintaining the Spawning Potential Ratio (SPR) at
or above 40% Static SPR for all species in the snapper grouper management unit except
the following:
A.
Hermaphroditic groupers (that is, those that switch sex, generally from
females to males as they grow older) will be managed for an OY of 45% Static SPR.
B.
Goliath grouper and Nassau Grouper will be managed for an OY of 50%
Static SPR.
3.
Overfishing Level to meet Magnuson-Stevens Mandate.
Overfishing for all species in the snapper grouper management unit, except for
goliath grouper and Nassau grouper, is defined as a fishing mortality rate (F) in excess of
the fishing mortality rate at 30% Static SPR (F30%Static SPR) which is the snapper
grouper MSY proxy.
Overfishing for goliath grouper and Nassau grouper is defined as a fishing
mortality rate (F) in excess of the fishing mortality rate at 40% Static SPR (F40% Static
SPR) which is the MSY proxy for goliath grouper and Nassau grouper.
Overfishing for black sea bass is defined in terms of the Checklist (Appendix D)
and information provided by Dr. Doug Vaughan, NMFS Beaufort Lab (Table 50). The
two components of the status determination criteria are:
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A.

A maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT) — A fishing mortality

rate
(F) in excess of F30% Static SPR which is 0.72 (Table 50).
A minimum stock size threshold (MSST) — The minimum stock size
threshold is 3.72 million pounds (Table 50).
The “threshold level” for all species in the snapper grouper management unit,
except for goliath grouper and Nassau grouper, is defined as 10% Static SPR. For goliath
grouper and Nassau grouper, the “threshold level” is defined as 30% Static SPR. Note:
The “thereshold level” was not approved.
4.
Rebuilding Timeframe.
Rebuilding projections are not available at this time. The Council recommends
that projections be incorporated into the next stock assessment to the extent practicable to
determine whether the overfished snapper grouper species can be rebuilt in less than 10
years. Until such time as this information is provided to the Council, the current
timeframe for recovery remains in effect: The timeframe for recovery of snappers
(excluding red snapper), greater amberjack, black sea bass, and red porgy is not to exceed
10 years. For red snapper and the groupers, the timeframe is not to exceed 15 years.
Year 1 was the 1991 fishing year.
5.
Overfishing Evaluation to meet the Current Definition.
The Council made the determinations shown for each species based on having
Snapper Grouper Amendment 8 and Snapper Grouper Amendment 9 in place. The
Council is in a difficult situation, particularly for species in the snapper grouper
management unit, because these two major amendment have not been implemented and
previous amendments have not been incorporated into assessment results for some
species. [Note: Amendment 8 was implemented in December 1998 and Amendment 9
was implemented on February 24, 1999.] The Council’s previous actions will have major
impacts on rebuilding overfished species. The Council’s conclusions reflect the belief
that regulations already approved should be implemented and evaluated before
determinations can be made whether additional regulations are required. The Council
will continue to monitor the snapper grouper fishery and will use the framework
procedure to implement any additional species specific measures as may be necessary
following updated stock assessments received through the SAFE process described
earlier.
The Council’s evaluations were as follows:
1. Black sea bass remain overfished. Black sea bass are above the “threshold
level” with a static SPR of 26%. Black sea bass are overfished given that the MSST is
3.72 million pounds and the 1995 biomass was estimated to be 1.33 million pounds.
Black sea bass are also experiencing overfishing given that the MFMT is 0.72 and the
average fishing mortality rate (F) for 1991-1995 was 0.95. The measures proposed in
Snapper Grouper Amendment 9 will reduce commercial catch by 26%, recreational catch
by 36%, and total catch by 30%. The Council concluded these reductions are
sufficient to rebuild black sea bass above the overfished level.
2. Vermilion snapper remain overfished with a static SPR of 21% to 27%. The
measures proposed in Snapper Grouper Amendment 9 will reduce headboat catch by
29%, MRFSS catch by 70%, and total catch by 13%. The Council concluded these
reductions are sufficient to rebuild vermilion snapper above the overfished level.
B.
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3. Red porgy remain overfished with a static SPR of 14% to 19%. The measures
proposed in Snapper Grouper Amendment 9 will reduce commercial catch by 65%,
recreational catch by 50%, and total catch by 59%. The Council concluded these
reductions are sufficient to rebuild red porgy above the overfished level.
4. Red snapper remain overfished with a static SPR of 24% to 32%. The
measures proposed through Snapper Grouper Amendment 7 will result in a projected
SPR of 35%. The Council concluded these reductions and the measures contained in
Snapper Grouper Amendments 8 and 9 are sufficient to rebuild red snapper above
the overfished level.
5. Gag remain overfished with a static SPR of 27%. The measures proposed in
Snapper Grouper Amendment 9 will reduce commercial catch by 37%, recreational catch
by 13%, and total catch by 27%. The Council concluded these reductions are
sufficient to rebuild gag above the overfished level.
6. Scamp are no longer overfished with a static SPR of 35%. The measures
proposed in Snapper Grouper Amendment 9 will provide some additional protection.
The Council concluded no additional measures are necessary to maintain scamp
above the overfished level.
7. Speckled hind remain overfished with a static SPR of 8% to 13%. The
measures proposed through Snapper Grouper Amendment 7 include a limit of 1 fish per
vessel per trip, no sale, and establishment of the experimental closed area. Measures in
Amendment 8 and 9 may provide some additional protection. The Council concluded
these reductions are sufficient to rebuild speckled hind above the overfished level.
8. Warsaw grouper remain overfished with a static SPR of 6% to 14%. The
measures proposed through Snapper Grouper Amendment 7 include a limit of 1 fish per
vessel per trip, no sale, and establishment of the experimental closed area. Measures in
Amendment 8 and 9 may provide some additional protection. The Council concluded
these reductions are sufficient to rebuild warsaw grouper above the overfished level.
9. Snowy grouper remain overfished with a static SPR of 5% to 15%. The
measures proposed through Snapper Grouper Amendment 7 include a quota, trip limit,
bag limit, and establishment of the experimental closed area. Measures in Amendment 8
and 9 may provide some additional protection. The Council concluded these
reductions are sufficient to rebuild snowy grouper above the overfished level.
10. Golden tilefish remain overfished but the Assessment Group concluded there
was inadequate information to update the existing SPR of 21%. The measures proposed
through Snapper Grouper Amendment 7 include a quota, trip limit, bag limit, and
establishment of the experimental closed area. Measures in Amendment 8 and 9 may
provide some additional protection. The Council concluded these reductions are
sufficient to rebuild golden tilefish above the overfished level.
11. Nassau grouper remain overfished but there is insufficient information to
calculate a SPR. The measures proposed through Snapper Grouper Amendment 7 allow
no retention and establishment of the experimental closed area. The Council concluded
no further action is required for Nassau grouper at this time. This position is
supported by the letter from NMFS (Appendix F.).
12. Goliath grouper remain overfished but there is insufficient information to
calculate a SPR. The measures proposed through Snapper Grouper Amendment 7 allow
no retention and establishment of the experimental closed area. The Council concluded
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no further action is required for goliath grouper at this time. This position is
supported by the letter from NMFS
(Appendix F.).
13. White grunt are no longer overfished with a static SPR of 29% to 39%. The
measures proposed in Snapper Grouper Amendments 8 and 9 will provide some
additional protection. The Council concluded no additional measures are necessary
to maintain white grunt above the overfished level.
The Council’s SFA Comprehensive Amendment, which includes Amendment 11,
was submitted for formal Secretary of Commerce review on October 7, 1998. The notice of
availability for Amendment 11 was published in the federal register on February 18, 1999.
The SFA Comprehensive Amendment, including Amendment 11, was partially approved on
May 19, 1999. The proposed rule was published on May 24, 1999. The final rule was
published on November 2, 1999.
Amendment 12
The Council received a new red porgy stock assessment in 1999 which consisted
of a complete virtual population analysis (VPA) and included data through 1996 for VPA
analyses and through 1997 for other analyses (Vaughan, 1999). The spawning potential
ratio (SPR) was determined to be 24%.
The level of information available for red porgy also allowed for examination of the
biomass and recruitment levels. The assessment report concluded that biomass had
decreased from an annual estimate of 9,913 metric tons during the time period 1972-78, to
3,557 metric tons during 1982-86, and to 685 metric tons during 1992-96. This represented a
93% reduction from 1972-78 to 1992-96. Over the same time periods, recruitment (the
number of age 1 fish entering the population) declined from 6.53 million fish per year (197278), to 2.38 million fish per year (1982-86), and to 0.66 million fish per year (1992-96). This
represented a 90% reduction from 1972-78 to 1992-96.
Amendment 12 included the following actions (1) a MSY of 4.38 million pounds; (2)
an OY equal to the amount of harvest that can be taken by U.S. fishermen while maintaining
the SPR at or above 45% Static SPR; (3) MFMT = 0.43, MSST = 7.34 million pounds, and a
rebuilding timeframe of 18 years with 1999 being year 1; (4) reduced the bag limit from 5 to
1, during January through April no sale and everyone limited to 1 fish, continued the 14 inch
minimum size limit, and established a 50 pound bycatch trip limit for commercial vessels
from May through December; (5) modified the framework; and (6) modified the limited
access system to allow same owner permit transfers regardless of vessel size for 225 pound
trip limit permit holders.
Amendment 12 was submitted for formal Secretary of Commerce review on March
15, 2000. The notice of availability for Amendment 12 was published in the federal register
on April 19, 2000. The proposed rule was published on June 6, 2000, and the Amendment
was approved on July 19, 2000. The final rule was published on August 23, 2000 with the
regulations effective on August 29, 2000 except the transfer of 225 pound permits which
became effective on September 22, 2000.
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SECTION 2. PERMIT ISSUES
Action 1.
Permit renewal.
STATEMENT OF NEED: Allow fishermen more time to renew their snapper
grouper permits and standardize the renewal period for all South Atlantic Council
required permits.
Alternative 1. No action. This would retain the current 60-day renewal period.
Biological Impacts
To the extent the number of active permits is reduced there may be some benefit
to the stocks if catches are reduced.
Economic Impacts
Compared to Alternative 2, the current 60-day time frame for permit renewal may
not provide sufficient time for all individuals to renew their permits. There are situations
where permit holders may not reside at their mailing address for long periods and do not
receive the notice for permit renewals prior to the expiration date. Under this scenario
vessel owners would lose their limited access snapper grouper permit which would result
in forgone gross revenue. Thus, this option for permit renewal could have a negative
economic impact on some vessels in the snapper/grouper industry.
Social Impacts
While the permit renewal time limit has been 60 days since implementation of
Snapper Grouper Amendment 8, and most fishermen seem to have no trouble complying
with it, it is also impossible to measure how many fishermen have departed from the
fishery due to being late in the renewal timeframe.
Conclusions
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Alternative 2. Allow up to 1 year for permits to be renewed.
Permit (Source: Consolidated regulations)
1. Gulf reeffish (permit moratorium)
2. Gulf king mackerel S. FL W.C. Subzone
(permit moratorium)
3. Commercial king mackerel vessel permits
(permit moratorium)
4. Golden Crab (limited entry)
5. Snapper Grouper (limited entry with two for one
permit transfer provision)

Renewal Timeframe
1 Year
1 Year
1 Year
6 Months
60 days

Biological Impacts
To the extent the number of active permits is reduced there may be some benefit
to the stocks if catches are reduced.
Economic Impacts
This time frame set for permit renewal is consistent with the regulations for
renewal of king mackerel permits in the Gulf of Mexico (Gulf) and South Atlantic, and
Gulf reef fish permits. Snapper/grouper fishermen also participate in these fisheries and
are aware that the permit expiration date is set on their birthday. It is expected that this
alternative would have no economic impact on the snapper/grouper industry since it
provides an adequate length of time for a vessel owner to renew his/her permit after it
expires.
Social Impacts
While permit loss due to a failure to renew within the 60 day timeframe is not a
common occurrence, it does happen, leading to an unfortunate loss of fishing ability for
the permit holder. While it is reasonable to believe that fishermen are businessmen, it is
not always the case that some participants in the fishery hold the same business values
that might be the expected norm in the United States. Factors such as natural disasters,
differing cultural traditions, language barriers, household or domestic dysfunction, or
even a run of bad luck (for example, repeated mechanical breakdowns) might cause a
fisherman to have difficulty renewing within the current 60 day period. These fishermen
should not be punished for any of the above reasons by losing a legitimate source of
income.
Second, when it is necessary for researchers (biological, social, and economic) to
analyze what is occurring in the snapper grouper fishery, it is difficult to say at any one
time of the year just how many permits are held in the fishery. Having a more standard
renewal period as exists in other fisheries eases data analysis. It may also ease the work
load experienced by the region’s permit offices by increasing standardization and
allowing better planning of work flows.
Changing the timeframe for permit renewal also eases permit maintenance for the
fishermen as well, and any simplification of paperwork for fishermen would be a benefit
for the industry. Many members of the Council’s Advisory Panels have noted that the
burden of paperwork in the industry has increased significantly in the past few years and
is taking quite a bit of their time to complete.
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Conclusions
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Action 2.
Permit transfers.
STATEMENT OF NEED: Allow fishermen to incorporate their fishing business,
to obtain the same legal protection other business owners receive after incorporating their
business operations, without having to purchase an additional permit.
NOTE: MONICA SMIT-BRUNELLO & ROY CRABTREE WILL PRESENT
THE RECOMMENDED WORDING DEVELOPED BY NOAA GC AND NMFS
TO MODIFY THE FOLLOWING OPTION PROVIDED AT THE DECEMBER
2002 COUNCIL MEETING.
Suggested wording to replace the Council’s preferred alternative: Allow an
individual to transfer his limited access transferable vessel permit to a corporation
comprised solely of immediate family members. Such transfer may be done on a one to
one permit transfer basis.
Additional alternatives to consider:
We offer some additional options that would be identical to the above language,
but also restricted further transfer after incorporation in some way, since we think the
Council did want to discuss additional transfer issues. The Council could then consider
whether, and in what way, they wanted to restrict further transfer. These options could
read something like:
Alternative A. Allow an individual to transfer his limited access transferable vessel
permit to a corporation comprised solely of immediate family members. Such transfer
may be done on a one to one permit transfer basis. No further transfer of this permit
would be allowed.
Alternative B. Allow an individual to transfer his limited access transferable vessel
permit to a corporation comprised solely of immediate family members. Such transfer
may be done on a one to one permit transfer basis. Further transfer of this permit shall
only be done on a two for one permit transfer basis.
Alternative C. Allow an individual to transfer his limited access transferable vessel
permit to a corporation comprised solely of immediate family members. Such transfer
may be done on a one to one permit transfer basis. Further transfer of this permit shall
only be done on a two for one permit transfer basis, except that transfer back to an
individual immediate family member may be done on a one to one permit transfer basis.
In the discussion section, I’d focus on the equity issue involved in this action (individual
vs. corporation). I’d list what immediate family member is; in the snapper grouper
limited access regulations currently in place it lists husband, wife, son, daughter, brother,
sister, mother, or father (should this be expanded?). I note that in the last version
of Amendment 13, there was discussion in the preferred option of when this transfer
would apply, i.e., to all new corporations formed after the implementation date for the
final rule OR retroactively to all those corporations formed after the implementation date
for the limited access final rule (December 14, 1998). Bob Sadler felt strongly that the
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retroactive idea would be nearly impossible to implement, and I agree.
Preferred Alternative.
Allow individuals to incorporate their business but
require that the corporation be 100% owned by immediate family members. After
incorporation, such permits would only be allowed to transfer among immediate
family members [immediate family members include father, mother, brother, sister,
husband, wife, son, and daughter] on a one for one basis; any other permit transfer
would trigger the two for one provision. The Council is considering having this
apply to all corporations from the date of implementation (12/14/98) forward OR
only on new corporations that are formed after implementation of Amendment 13.
The public is encouraged to comment on this aspect.
Biological Impacts
None because this action only addresses allowing existing permit holders to
incorporate their business.
Economic Impacts
This action will allow a vessel owner to incorporate his/her private business
operation with restrictions on transferability of the snapper/grouper permit(s) once the
business is incorporated. Incorporation will provide increased annual net revenue since
certain expenditures such as life insurance and health insurance will become tax
deductible. Thus, short-term economic effects are expected to be higher than the status
quo (Alternative 1) but could be lower than Alternative 2 if the stipulation on family
ownership impedes the ability of certain business partnerships from taking advantage of
this opportunity. Information on the number of partnerships in the snapper/grouper
fishery that are not family owned entities would assist in evaluating this issue.
Sole proprietors and partners are subject to unlimited personal liability for
business debt or lawsuits against their company. Once incorporated, the private assets of
the corporation’s shareholders are not at risk from the company’s business transactions.
Thus, there will be increased long-term economic benefits from this reduced risk to the
owners of the corporation. It is expected that fewer business owners will incorporate
under the status quo and thus these long-term personal benefits will not be realized under
the status quo. However, it is expected that a higher number of snapper/grouper vessel
owners will incorporate if Alternative 2 takes effect and thus the long-term benefits of
incorporation will be higher than this proposed measure. The level of capacity in the
snapper/grouper fishery is linked to this measure. The discussion in the following
paragraph takes into consideration the finding that there is still a significant amount of
overcapacity in the snapper/grouper fishery and as a result the industry could increase
overall net economic benefits from further capacity reduction (cite NMFS qualitative
capacity report).
If the stipulation on 100% family ownership, and one for one permit transfers
only among immediate family members applies to new corporations formed after
implementation of Amendment 13, this alternative will not significantly reduce the
effectiveness of the capacity reduction program that the Council put in place in 1998,
since the two for one permit transfer provision will still apply to all cases except for
transfers to immediate family members. However, the net economic benefits to the
industry from capacity reduction could be slightly lower than the status quo
(Alternative1) but is expected to be higher than Alternative 2.
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If the Council stipulates that all corporations must be owned by immediate family
members and furthermore one for one permit transfers can only occur among immediate
family members, then it is expected that the rate of sale of businesses incorporated prior
to implementation of Amendment 13 could decline. The permit transaction statistics in
Table 2 indicate that there was a total of 39, one for one, permit transfers among
corporations since the capacity reduction program began in 1999 through August 2002. It
was not clear how many of these permits were transferred by sale of the corporation to
another owner or simply transfers to an immediate family member. Economic theory
would dictate that this stipulation could increase economic benefits from capacity
reduction, compared to the situation where this restriction only applies to new
corporations, since there would be a lower number of resulting snapper grouper permits
that can be transferred one for one to non-family members. This stipulation may even
provide greater economic benefits from capacity reduction compared to the status quo.
Alternative 2 may not result in the same degree of capacity reduction as the status
quo, or this measure, since it provides a loophole of getting around the two for one permit
transfer regulation. Thus, this measure is expected to result in higher long-term net
economic benefits from future reductions in capacity.
Social Impacts
Allowing immediate family members to incorporate their fishing business will
benefit small fishing operations by strengthening their position vis a vis the business
climate in general. The majority of permit holders in the snapper grouper fishery in the
South Atlantic can be defined as small, family-run businesses. Incorporation provides
more benefits and protections to the shareholders (in this instance, family members).
This has benefits in the long-term also by lessening the costs of business and
strengthening the family operation, which increases overall sustainability in the fishery.
There should be no threat to the continuation of the limited access program now in place
in the fishery, as the permits may only be transferred to immediate family members.
Instead, this measure would strengthen the social ties of the family and increase a
family’s investment in the future of the fishery in general.
Conclusions
This alternative would provide the economic, social, and legal protection sought
by current permit holders that have requested the ability to incorporate. It would also
provide a means to prevent abuses in order to get around the 2 for one permit transfer
provision.
The following information was provided through 1999 by Ed Burgess (NMFS
SERO) in a letter dated May 2, 2000. These numbers were updated by Janet Miller,
NMFS SERO Permits office on 8/29/02.
“The following tables (Table 1A & 1B) provide a comparison between vessels
with a snapper grouper permit owned by a corporation and owned by individuals for
the years 1992 through 2002 for unlimited permits and 1998 through 2002 for triplimited permits. Permit transfers are shown in Table 2. The limited entry system did
not go into effect until December 1998, so the reduction for 1999 is the result of that
system.
If a corporation owns a vessel and the entire corporation is bought by another
entity, the ownership of the vessel does not change. Thus, the owner of a corporation
which owns a vessel with a limited entry snapper grouper permit can sell the
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corporation to another entity and there would be no change of ownership or permit.
Although some people are aware of this, the permit office has not seen it abused.
One reason for this is that when someone buys a corporation they purchase its
liabilities as well as assets. It is believed that any buying or selling of corporations is
offset by the special provisions for individuals such as transfer among family
members in the Snapper Grouper FMP and in other limited entry systems transfer
under death or disability.
Requests have been received where a vessel owner wanted to incorporate and
move his/her vessel and permits into the corporation. This situation would require a
two for one transfer and does impact an individual’s business decisions. However,
this problem occurs much less frequently than individuals failing to renew their
permit within 60 days of its expiration or individuals trying to transfer the trip limit
snapper grouper permit to a larger (longer) vessel.
The Council has adopted a limited entry system for the snapper grouper fishery,
which is meeting its goals. Although this system has caused hardships in some cases,
most fishermen seem to be adapting. Based on observations from the permitting
perspective, it is believed that the current course should be maintained until the
Council can consider eliminating the two for one requirement.”
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Table 1A. Unlimited South Atlantic snapper grouper permits excluding wreckfish. The
limited entry program became effective on December 14, 1998.
Year Vessel Owned or Leased Vessel Owned or Leased
Total Number of
by a Corporation
by an Individual
Permits Issued
1992
256
1,695
1,951
1993
373
2,397
2,770
1994
432
2,558
2,990
1995
443
2,414
2,857
1996
437
2,363
2,800
1997
442
2,287
2,729
1998
419
2,178
2,597
1999
226
1,238
1,464
2000
174
871
1,045
2001
179
825
1,004
2002
152*
654*
806*
*Through 8/15/02.
Table 1B. Trip-limited (225 pounds) South Atlantic snapper grouper permits excluding
wreckfish. The limited entry program became effective on December 14, 1998.
Year Vessel Owned or Leased Vessel Owned or Leased
Total Number of
by a Corporation
by an Individual
Permits Issued
1998
47
261
308
1999
51
310
361
2000
48
294
342
2001
47
265
312
2002
39*
192*
231*
*Through 8/16/02.
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Table 2. Transfers of unlimited South Atlantic Snapper Grouper permits (excluding wreckfish permits) for calendar years 1999, 2000,
2001, and 2002 (through August 15, 2002). Source: Janet Miller, NMFS SERO Permits office, 8/15&20/02.
TWO FOR ONE
PERMIT TRANSFERS
Current Vessel Permit Owner
2 different corporations from
2 different vessels
2 different individuals from
2 different vessels
1 corporation and 1 individual
from 2 different vessels
ONE FOR ONE
PERMIT TRANSFERS
Current Vessel Permit Owner
vessel owned by a corporation
vessel owned by an individual

TWO FOR ONE
PERMIT TRANSFERS
Current Vessel Permit Owner
2 different corporations from
2 different vessels
2 different individuals from
2 different vessels
1 corporation and 1 individual
from 2 different vessels
ONE FOR ONE
PERMIT TRANSFERS
Current Vessel Permit Owner
vessel owned by a corporation
vessel owned by an individual

1999 YEAR 1
Receiving Vessel
Receiving Vessel
Permit Owned by
Permit Owned by
a Corporation
an Individual
0
0

2000 YEAR 2
Receiving Vessel
Receiving Vessel
Permit Owned by
Permit Owned by
a Corporation
an Individual
1
0

2001 YEAR 3
Receiving Vessel
Receiving Vessel
Permit Owned by
Permit Owned by
a Corporation
an Individual
0
0

8

3

7

15

5

16

2

1

1

5

1

1

Receiving Vessel
Receiving Vessel
Permit Owned by
Permit Owned by
a Corporation
an Individual
3
0
0
40
2002 YEAR 4
thru 8/15/02
Receiving Vessel
Receiving Vessel
Permit Owned by
Permit Owned by
a Corporation
an Individual
0
0
2

7

3

3

Receiving Vessel
Permit Owned by
a Corporation
16
0

Receiving Vessel
Permit Owned by
a Corporation
7
0

Receiving Vessel
Permit Owned by
an Individual
0
51
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Receiving Vessel
Permit Owned by
an Individual
0
63

Receiving Vessel
Permit Owned by
a Corporation
13
1

Receiving Vessel
Permit Owned by
an Individual
0
71

The following tables (Table 3A & 3B) show the state of residence of the permit
owners or lessees. The vast majority of permits are held by residents of the four south
Atlantic states, however, there are permits owned or leased from a number of other states.
Table 3A. Unlimited and trip-limited snapper grouper permit owners by state. Source:
NMFS SERO Permits Office; data as of August 16, 2002.
State
Number Unlimited Permits Number Trip-Limited Permits
Florida
524
189
Georgia
11
2
South Carolina
67
7
North Carolina
128
17
Virginia
5
1
New Jersey
6
3
New York
3
Maine
2
Pennsylvania
1
Ohio
2
2
Minnesota
1
Mississippi
2
California
1
Indiana
1
Table 3B. Unlimited and trip-limited snapper grouper permit lessees by state. Source:
NMFS SERO Permits Office; data as of August 16, 2002.
State
Number Unlimited Permits Number Trip-Limited Permits
Florida
32
7
Georgia
South Carolina
6
North Carolina
11
2
Maryland
1
Pennsylvania
1
Illinois
1
Montana
1
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Other Possible Alternatives:
Alternative 1. No Action.
Biological Impacts
None because this alternative only addresses whether or not the Council should
allow existing permit holders to incorporate their business.
Economic Impacts
This alternative would not allow a snapper/grouper fisherman to incorporate
his/her business without having the 2-for-1 permit transfer requirement apply to the
transaction. Fishermen who are interested in incorporation would only receive the
economic benefits described under Action 1 if they purchase an additional permit. The
market value for a snapper/grouper permit can be in excess of $20,000. If the discounted
expected long-term net economic benefits from incorporation exceeds the current market
value of the snapper grouper permit, it is expected that a vessel owner would purchase an
additional permit in order to incorporate his/her business. Through this process there
would be additional reductions in capacity compared to the Council’s preferred measure
and Alternative 2. Thus, the net economic benefits to the industry from capacity
reduction could be higher under the status quo. However, it is expected that fewer vessel
owners would incorporate their respective business entities since this would entail a
significant out of pocket cost. Thus, the net long-term economic benefits from
incorporation are expected to be lower than the Council’s preferred alternative.
Social Impacts
Taking No Action would not respond to the problems that fishery participants
have identified as negatively affecting them (e.g., legal protection and tax benefits).
Requiring a family business to comply with the two for one permit rule is an unnecessary
financial burden that does not benefit the fishery in general.
Conclusions
This alternative would not address the concerns raised by fishermen requesting
that they be allowed to incorporate their business without having the 2-for-1 permit
transfer requirements apply. Fishermen who are unable to purchase an additional permit
in order to incorporate their business would not be able to obtain the additional protection
provided under incorporation of a business.
Under no action, permits owned by a corporation would continue to be transferred
on a 1-to-1 basis but this is not being exploited as a loop-hole because all assets of the
corporation must be purchased not just the permit.
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Alternative 2. Allow individuals to incorporate their business without having the 2
for 1 permit transfer provision apply.
Biological Impacts
None because this alternative only addresses allowing existing permit holders to
incorporate their business.
Economic Impacts
This alternative would allow a vessel owner to incorporate his/her private
business operation with no restrictions on transferability of the snapper/grouper permit(s)
once the business is incorporated. Incorporation would provide the economic benefits to
the vessel owner described previously for the Council’s preferred option. There would be
an increase in net revenue from incorporation that is immediate. In addition, there would
be long-term net benefits to owners of corporations from reduced risk to loss of personal
assets.
However, this alternative could result in a reduction in the effectiveness of the
capacity reduction program that the Council put in place in 1998 since it provides a
loophole for getting around the two for one permit transfer regulation. Thus, the net
economic benefits to the industry from capacity reduction is expected to be lower than
the status quo and Action 2.
Social Impacts
This alternative would essentially defeat the purpose of having in place the
limited entry 2-for-1 provision in the Snapper Grouper Fishery Management Plan. It
would allow any individual the right to incorporate and then not be hindered either in
acquiring permits or having to retire a permit should they want to expand their
operations. Because no evaluation has been completed to determine if the 2-for-1
provision should be retired, this alternative would not be prudent or precautionary for the
snapper grouper fishery. It may also allow for the concentration of permits to a shrinking
pool of larger – but not family – corporations.
Discussion
This alternative would address the concerns raised by fishermen requesting that
they be allowed to incorporate their business without having the 2-for-1 permit transfer
requirements apply. This alternative would allow fishermen to obtain the same economic
business protection that is available to other businesses.
Concern has been expressed that this would provide more of an opportunity to
exploit a loophole around the 2-for-1 permit transfer requirements. However, the same
reasons that appear to be preventing existing corporations from exploiting this loophole
would apply which should prevent this benefit from being exploited.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: DELETE ALTERNATIVE 3 BECAUSE IT
DUPLICATES ALTERNATIVE 1 (NO ACTION).
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Alternative 3. Allow individuals to incorporate their business once the Council
removes the 2 for 1 permit transfer provision.
Biological Impacts
None because this alternative only addresses allowing existing permit holders to
incorporate their business.
Economic Impacts
This alternative would provide no additional economic benefits as compared to
the status quo. The problem with this alternative is that the Council has no set timeframe
for removing the 2-for-1 provision. The National Marine Fisheries Service has to provide
quantitative estimate of excess and overcapacity for this complex in order for the Council
to determine the “optimum” number of vessels in this fishery. Once that target is met the
Council will repeal the 2 for 1 permit transfer provision.
Social Impacts
As mentioned above, there is no timeframe for determining when the 2-for-1
provision will be lifted, therefore this alternative unfairly penalizes fishermen by having
to wait an indeterminate amount of time to incorporate their business. It would add
additional frustration to the process, negatively impacting the relationship between the
fishery’s participants, the Council, and the NMFS.
Conclusions
This alternative would delay addressing the concerns raised by fishermen
requesting that they be allowed to incorporate their business without having the 2-for-1
permit transfer requirements apply. This alternative would allow fishermen to obtain the
same economic business protection that is available to other businesses once the Council
removes the 2-for-1 permit requirements.
The problem with this alternative is that the Council has no set timeframe for
removing 2-for-1 provision. A detailed socioeconomic survey of the commercial snapper
grouper fishery must be conducted and the results incorporated into a bioeconomic model
to determine the “optimum” number of fishing vessels. Work on such a survey has not
begun and is not even in the planning process at this stage. There also needs to be a full
social impact assessment and cumulative impact assessment carried out in order to
determine sustainability in the fishery and to address concerns over environmental and
social justice and equity. Like the economic work, these assessments have not begun
either. Therefore, this alternative would have impacts very similar to the no action
alternative over the foreseeable future.
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SECTION 3. MODIFICATIONS TO SPECIES IN THE MANAGEMENT UNIT
STATEMENT OF NEED: The need is to modify inclusion of queen triggerfish,
sheepshead, and puddingwife in the management unit in favor of management by the
states given their low level of landings from the EEZ.
NOTE: MONICA SMIT-BRUNELLO WILL PRESENT NOAA GC ADVICE ON
WHETHER THIS IS CONSISTENT WITH THE MAGNUSON ACT.
NO ANALYSES HAVE BEEN DONE AT THIS POINT PENDING NOAA GC
GUIDANCE.
Action 3.
Modifications to species in the management unit. Include minor
species for data collection and to maintain precautionary management measures.
MSY and the other SFA parameters would not need to be specified.
Staff is to develop a draft list of species using the following criteria:
(a) level of landings in state and federal waters; (b) whether there is a directed
fishery for the species; and (c) whether state or federal regulations exist.
Biological Impacts
Expected to be minimal because state and federal management regulations would
continue to apply.
Economic Impacts
Apart from the cost of data collection for minor species, this option would not
have any direct economic impact since there would be no effects on current use of the
resource by individuals or communities. Short-term and long-term indirect economic
effects would accrue as a result of subsequent precautionary management measures.
Social Impacts
The level of landings, where they are caught, seasonality, what percentage of
catch they make up of all catches for the fishery, and the price ranges all need to be
determined. If the actions reflect simply what is occurring in the fishery at present, and
that state management actions are sufficient to conserve the fishery, then the social
impacts will be minimal. If, however, the landings constitute something more important
to the snapper grouper fishery in general, then the social impacts are predicted to be
greater. Further analysis will be done to answer these questions.
Conclusions
Commercial landings of queen triggerfish are not available (Figure 1). Other than
peak landings in the recreational sector in 1985, the landings of queen triggerfish in the
for-hire and recreational fisheries tend to hover in the thousands of pounds.
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Table 4A. Species in the snapper grouper management unit.
SNAPPERS - Lutjanidae

PORGIES - Sparidae

SPR Estimates Available
Lane snapper
Lutjanus synagris
Yellowtail snapper
Ocyurus chrysurus
Gray snapper
Lutjanus griseus
Mutton snapper
Lutjanus analis
Vermilion snapper
Rhomboplites aurorubens
Red Snapper
Lutjanus campechanus
SPR Estimates Unavailable
Black snapper
Apsilus dentatus
Queen snapper
Etelis oculatus
Schoolmaster
Lutjanus apodus
Blackfin snapper
Lutjanus buccanella
Cubera snapper
Lutjanus cyanopterus
Mahogany snapper
Lutjanus mahogoni
Dog snapper
Lutjanus jocu
Silk snapper
Lutjanus vivanus

SPR Estimates Available
Red porgy
Pagrus pagrus
SPR Estimates Unavailable
Sheepshead
Archosargus probatocephalus
Grass porgy
Calamus arctifrons
Jolthead porgy
Calamus bajonado
Saucereye porgy
Calamus calamus
Whitebone porgy
Calamus leucosteus
Knobbed porgy
Calamus nodosus
Longspine porgy
Stenotomus caprinus
Scup
Stenotomus chrysops

SEA BASSES - Serranidae
SPR Estimates Available
Black sea bass
Centropristis striata
SPR Estimates Unavailable
Bank sea bass
Centropristis ocyurus
Rock sea bass
Centropristis philadelphica
GROUPERS = Serranidae
SPR Estimates Available
Gag
Mycteroperca microlepis
Scamp
Mycteroperca phenax
Red grouper
Epinephelus morio
Black grouper
Mycteroperca bonaci
Speckled hind*
Epinephelus drummondhayi
Snowy grouper*
Epinephelus niveatus
Warsaw grouper*
Epinephelus nigritus
Wreckfish
Polyprion americanus
SPR Estimates Unavailable
Rock hind
Epinephelus adscensionis
Graysby
Epinephelus cruentatus
Yellowedge grouper*
Epinephelus flavolimbatus
Coney
Epinephelus fulva
Red hind
Epinephelus guttatus
Jewfish
Epinephelus itajara
Misty grouper*
Epinephelus mystacinus
Nassau grouper
Epinephelus striatus
Yellowmouth grouper
Mycteroperca interstitialis
Tiger grouper
Mycteroperca tigris
Yellowfin grouper
Mycteroperca venenosa

TRIGGERFISHES - Balistidae
SPR Estimates Available
Gray triggerfish
Balistes capriscus
SPR Estimates Unavailable
Queen triggerfish
Balistes vetula
Ocean triggerfish
Canthidermis sufflamen
JACKS - Carangidae
SPR Estimates Available
Greater amberjack
Seriola dumerili
SPR Estimates Unavailable
Yellow jack
Caranx bartholomaei
Blue runner
Caranx crysos
Crevalle jack
Caranx hippos
Bar jack
Caranx ruber
Almaco jack
Seriola rivoliana
Lesser amberjack
Seriola fasciata
Banded rudderfish
Seriola zonata

*These species form the deep water grouper fishery.
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Table 4A. continued

GRUNTS - Pomadasyidae
SPR Estimates Available
White grunt
Haemulon plumieri
SPR Estimates Unavailable
Black margate
Anisotremus surinamensis
Porkfish
Anisotremus virginicus
Margate
Haemulon album
Tomtate
Haemulon aurolineatum
Smallmouth grunt
Haemulon chrysargyreum
French grunt
Haemulon flavolineatum
Spanish grunt
Haemulon macrostomum
Cottonwick
Haemulon melanurum
Sailors choice
Haemulon parrai
Blue striped grunt
Haemulon sciurus
TILEFISHES - Malacanthidae
SPR Estimates Available
Tilefish (Golden)*
Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps
SPR Estimates Unavailable
Blueline tilefish*
Caulolatilus microps
Sand tilefish*
Malacanthus plumieri
SPR ESTIMATES ARE UNAVAILABLE FOR THE FOLLOWING SPECIES
SPADEFISHES - Ephippidae
Spadefish
Chaetodipterus faber
WRASSES - Labridae
Hogfish
Puddingwife

Lachnolaimus maximus
Halichoeres radiatus

*These species form the deep water grouper fishery.
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Table 4B. Landings of snapper grouper species in the EEZ and state waters.
NOTE: WILL BE ADDED WHEN GUIDANCE IS RECEIVED FROM NOAA GC.
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Figure 1. Queen triggerfish landings by sector.
The larger percent of total landings oscillates between the recreational and for
hire fisheries for queen triggerfish (Figure 2). In the early years of the time series, the
recreational sector dominates the percent of total landings, whereas in the later years the
for-hire sector dominates.
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Figure 2. Queen triggerfish percent landings by sector.
The trend in mean weight of queen triggerfish reflects the trend of gray triggerfish
(Figure 3). The commercial sector decreases throughout the time series. The for hire
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sector begins with very high mean weights (eight to nine pounds), decreases quickly,
then hovers between two and four pounds. The recreational fishery may show a slight
increase in mean weights. Although the means weights for all sectors are very close at
the end of the time series, the commercial weights are highest and recreational are lowest
in the earlier part of the time series.
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Figure 3. Queen triggerfish mean weight by sector.

The State of Florida manages queen triggerfish as a part of their marine tropical
fishery and has requested the Council take this action. The Gulf Council has removed
queen triggerfish from the management unit under their Reeffish FMP. The State of
Florida also manages ocean triggerfish, porkfish, and puddingwife as a part of their
marine tropical fishery.
Florida Marine Life Regulations [Note: Taken directly from Florida’s regulations.]
Chapter 68B-42.001 Purpose and Intent; Designation of Restricted Species;
Definition of “Marine Life Species”.
[Note: Species from the Snapper Grouper FMP Fishery Management Unit
included as marine life species are:]
(1)(m) Porkfish - Anisotremus virginicus.
(u) Wrasse/hogfish/razorfish - Any species of the Family Labridae, except
hogfish, Lachnolaimus maximus. [Note: This includes the puddingwife - Halichoeres
radiatus.]
(bb) Filefish/triggerfish - Any species of the Family Balistes, except gray
triggerfish, Balistidae capriscus. [Note: This includes the queen triggerfish - Balistes
vetula and the Ocean triggerfish - Canthidermis sufflamen.]
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Chapter 68B-42.0035 Live Landing and Live Well Requirements.
(1) Each person harvesting any tropical ornamental marine life species or any
tropical ornamental marine plant shall land such marine organism alive.
(2) Each person harvesting any tropical ornamental marine life species or any
tropical ornamental marine plant shall have aboard the vessel being used for such harvest
a continuously circulating live well or aeration or oxygenation system of adequate size
and capacity to maintain such harvested marine organisms in a healthy condition.
Chapter 68B-42.004 Size Limits.
(5) Porkfish - No person shall harvest, possess while in or on the waters of this
state, or land any porkfish (Anisotremus virginicus) of total length less than 1 1/2 inches.
Chapter 68B-42.005 Bag Limit.
(1) Except as provided in Rule 68B-42006 or subsections (3) or (4) of this rule,
no person shall harvest, possess while in or on the waters of the state, or land more than
20 individuals per day of tropical ornamental marine life species, in any combination.
(2) Except as provided in Rule 68B-42006, no person shall harvest, possess while
in or on the waters of the state, or land more than one (1) gallon per day of tropical
ornamental marine plants, in any combination of species.
(3) Except as provided in Rule 68B-42006, no person shall harvest, possess while
in or on the waters of the state, or land more than 5 angelfishes (Family Pomacanthidae)
per day. Each angelfish shall be counted for purposes of the 20 individual bag limit
specified in subsection (1) of this rule.
(4)(a) Unless the season is closed pursuant to paragraph (b), no person shall
harvest, possess while in or on the waters of the state, or land more than 6 colonies per
day of octocorals. Each colony of octocoral or part thereof shall be considered an
individual of the species for purposes of subsection (1) of this rule and shall be counted
for purposes of the 20 individual bag limit specified therein. Each person harvesting any
octocoral as authorized by this rule may also harvest substrate within 1 inch of the
perimeter of the holdfast at the base of the octocoral, provided that such substrate
remains attached to the octocoral.
(b) If the harvest of octocorals in federal Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) waters
adjacent to state waters is closed to all harvesters prior to September 30 of any year, the
season for harvest of octocorals in state waters shall also close until the following
October 1, upon notice given by the Executive Director of the Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission, in the manner provided in s. 120.81(5), Florida Statutes.
Chapter 68B-42.006 Commercial Season, Harvest Limits.
(1) Except as provided in Rule 68B-42.008(7), no person shall harvest, possess
while in or on the waters of the state, or land quantities of tropical ornamental marine life
species or tropical ornamental marine plants in excess of the bag limits established in
Rule 68B-42.005 unless such person possesses a valid saltwater products license with
both a marine life fishery endorsement and a restricted species endorsement issued by the
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission.
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(2) Persons harvesting tropical ornamental marine life species or tropical
ornamental marine plants for commercial purposes shall have a season that begins on
October 1 of each year and continues through September 30 of the following year. These
persons shall not harvest, possess while in or on the waters of the state, or land tropical
ornamental marine life species in excess of the following limits:
[Note: Of the four species in the snapper grouper management unit, only porkfish has a
bag limit.]
(c) A limit of 75 porkfish (Anisotremus virginicus) per person per day, and a
maximum possession limit of 150 porkfish at any time aboard a vessel with two or more
persons licensed as required in subsection (1).
Chapter 68B-42.007 Gear Specifications and Prohibited Gear.
(1) The following types of gear shall be the only types allowed for the harvest of
any tropical fish, whether from state waters or from federal Exclusive Economic Zone
(EEZ) waters adjacent to state waters:
(a) Hand held net.
(b) Barrier net, with a total length not exceeding 60 feet, a depth not exceeding
8 feet at any point along the net, and a mesh size not exceeding 3/4 inch stretched mesh.
(c) Drop net, with a maximum dimension not exceeding 12 feet and a mesh size
not exceeding 3/4 inch stretched mesh.
(d) Slurp gun.
(e) Quinaldine may be used for the harvest of tropical fish if the person using the
chemical or possessing the chemical in or on the waters of the state meets each of the
following conditions:
1. The person also possesses and maintains aboard any vessel used in the harvest of
tropical fish with quinaldine a special activity license authorizing the use of quinaldine,
issued by the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission pursuant to Section 370.08(8),
Florida Statues.
2. The quinaldine possessed or applied while in or on the waters of the state is in a
diluted form of no more than 2% concentration in solution with seawater. Prior to
dilution in seawater, quinaldine shall only be mixed with isopropyl alcohol or ethanol.
(f) A roller frame trawl operated by a person possessing a valid live bait
shrimping license issued by the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission pursuant to
Section 370.15, Florida Statues, if such tropical fish are taken as an incidental bycatch of
shrimp lawfully harvested with such trawl.
(g) A trawl meeting the following specifications used to collect live specimens of
the dwarf seahorse, Hippocampus zosterae, if towed by a vessel no greater than 15 feet in
length at no greater than idle speed:
1. The trawl opening shall be no larger than 12 inches by 48 inches.
2. The trawl shall weigh no more than 5 pounds wet when weighed out of the water.
(2) This rule shall not be construed to prohibit the use of any bag or container
used solely for storing collected specimens or the use of a single blunt rod in conjunction
with any allowable gear, which rod meets each of the following specifications:
(a) The rod shall be made of nonferrous metal, fiberglass, or wood.
(b) The rod shall be no longer than 36 inches and have a diameter no greater than
3/4 inch an any point.
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(3) No person shall harvest in or from state waters any tropical fish by or with the
use of any gear other than those types specified in subsection (1); provided, however, that
tropical fish harvested as an incidental bycatch of other species lawfully harvested for
commercial purposes with other types of gear shall not be deemed to be harvested in
violation of this rule, if the quantity of tropical fish so harvested does not exceed the bag
limits established in Rule 68B-42.005.
The Gulf Council has already removed queen triggerfish from their Reeffish
FMP.[other species????]
[Note: If there is a problem in deferring management in the EEZ off Florida to
the State of Florida, the Council could adopt compatible regulations in the EEZ off
Florida.]
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Other Possible Alternatives:
Alternative 1. No Action.
Biological Impacts
Expected to be minimal because state and federal management regulations would
continue to apply.
Economic Impacts
There would be no immediate direct economic impact since this option would not
result in any change in the list of species in the snapper/grouper management unit.
Indirect negative economic effects on individuals or communities could arise if species
that are not included in the management unit become overexploited. However, this would
not arise if other management agencies adopt precautionary management measures for
these species.
Social Impacts
There would be no immediate direct social impact since this option would not
result in any change in the list of species in the snapper/grouper management unit.
Conclusions
No action is necessary if the State of Florida does not want the Council to remove
queen triggerfish from the snapper grouper management unit. Queen triggerfish are
relatively rare north of Florida and do not command a very high price.
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STAFF RECOMMENDS THE FOLLOWING CHANGES IN ORDER TO TRACK
FLORIDA REGULATIONS:
Alternative 2. Remove queen triggerfish, sheepshead [add: ocean triggerfish,
porkfish,] and puddingwife from the snapper grouper management unit in the EEZ
off the State of Florida.
Biological Impacts
Expected to be positive because state regulations are more restrictive than
existing federal regulations.
Economic Impacts
Under the assumption that the State of Florida would be responsible for managing
these species, compared to the “no action” alternative, this alternative could result in
reduced management costs as one agency would be responsible for management. It is not
expected that there would be direct economic impacts on individuals or communities.
Short-term and long-term indirect economic effects would accrue as a result of
subsequent precautionary management measures.
Social Impacts
It is not expected that there would be direct social impacts on individuals or
communities because these two species are not an important component of the snapper
grouper fishery.
Conclusions
The State of Florida manages queen triggerfish, ocean triggerfish, porkfish, and
puddingwife as a part of their marine tropical fishery and has requested the Council take
this action. Queen and ocean triggerfish are relatively rare north of Florida and do not
command a very high price. Porkfish and puddingwife are not harvested commercially.
The Gulf Council has already removed queen triggerfish from their Reeffish
FMP.[other species????]
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Alternative 3. Remove queen triggerfish, sheepshead, and puddingwife from the
snapper grouper management unit.
Biological Impacts
Expected to be positive because state regulations are more restrictive than
existing federal regulations.
Economic Impacts
Under the assumption that the State of Florida would be responsible for managing
these species, compared to the “no action” alternative, this alternative could result in
reduced management costs as one agency would be responsible for management. It is not
expected that there would be direct economic impacts on individuals or communities.
Short-term and long-term indirect economic effects would accrue as a result of
subsequent precautionary management measures.
Social Impacts
It is not expected that there would be direct social impacts on individuals or
communities because these two species are not an important component of the snapper
grouper fishery.
Conclusion
The State of Florida manages queen triggerfish, ocean triggerfish, porkfish, and
puddingwife as a part of their marine tropical fishery and has requested the Council take
this action. Queen and ocean triggerfish are relatively rare north of Florida and do not
command a very high price. Porkfish and puddingwife are not harvested commercially.
The Gulf Council has already removed queen triggerfish from their Reeffish
FMP.[other species????]
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Alternative 4. Examine species landings by EEZ and State waters. Remove species
from the snapper grouper management unit if 80% or 90% (Council to specify) or
more of the landings come from State waters.
Biological Impacts
Expected to be minimal because state and federal management regulations would
continue to apply.
Economic Impacts
Under the assumption that individual states would be responsible for regulating
harvest of these species, there would be no duplicative management effort by the Council
and Federal agencies. Thus, compared to the “no action” alternative, this alternative
could result in reduced management costs. It is not expected that there would be direct
economic impacts on individuals or communities. Short-term and long-term indirect
economic effects would accrue as a result of subsequent precautionary management
measures.
Social Impacts
It is not expected that there would be direct social impacts on individuals or
communities because these two species are not an important component of the snapper
grouper fishery.
Conclusions
This potential list of species is to also include the management regulations
currently in place for each species. Examples to be examined include sheepshead, jack
crevalle, yellow jack, pudding wife, and queen triggerfish. Standards for classifications
are to also be proposed.
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Alternative 5. Include queen triggerfish, sheepshead, and puddingwife in the
management unit for data collection purposes only.
Biological Impacts
Expected to be positive because state regulations are more restrictive than
existing federal regulations.
Economic Impacts
Apart from the cost of data collection for these species, this alternative would not
have any direct economic impact since there would be no effects on current use of the
resource by individuals or communities. Short-term and long-term indirect economic
effects would accrue as a result of subsequent precautionary management measures.
Social Impacts
It is not expected that there would be direct social impacts on individuals or
communities because these two species are not an important component of the snapper
grouper fishery.
Conclusions
The Council would not have to specify SFA parameters, OY, etc. for these
species.
Advisory Panel concern that removal from the management unit could result in
some harvest off NC.
Market lumps gray and queen trigger in same category.

47

SECTION 4. SFA MSY, OY & OVERFISHING PARAMETERS
The Council/NOAA Fisheries are required to satisfy the requirements of the 1996
Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA) that includes eliminating overfishing and rebuilding
overfished stocks. In order to accomplish this, SAFMC must develop criteria for each
managed stock to determine if the stock is overfished or approaching an overfished
status. The purpose of this introductory section outlines the SAFMC’s approach for
developing the parameters necessary for determining a stock’s status.
DOCUMENT STRUCTURE
Following each species is catch information (landings and mean sizes), a review
of previous stock assessments, the Council’s determination of stock status, a review of
regulations, the Council’s determinations of SFA parameters in table form including a
determination of stock status (overfished and overfishing determinations) based upon the
available information, and determination if modification to current fishing regulations
are necessary. If it is determined that actions are necessary, the reasonable alternatives to
the current management regulations are presented along with a thorough consideration of
biological, economic, and social impacts stemming from such actions.
SFA PARAMETER TABLES
In the document, a table follows each species. The table contains decisions that
must be supplied in order to satisfy the SFA amendment to MFCMA. The items are:
1) A species level
2) Limit control rule
3) Target control rule
4) A value for maximum sustainable yield (MSY)
5) A value for optimum yield (OY)
6) The natural mortality rate
7) A value for maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT)
8) A ratio of Fcurrent/Fmsy
9) A determination if the stock is undergoing overfishing in the south Atlantic
10) A value for minimum stock size threshold (MSST)
11) A ratio of SSBcurrent/SSBmsy
12) A ratio of SSBcurrent/MSST
13) A determination if the stock is overfished in the south Atlantic
14) The rebuilding timeframe if the stock is overfished
15) Current status within the rebuilding timeframe
16) Will the current regulations will rebuild the stock within the timeframe
17) Do the current regulations need to be modified
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METHOD FOR DETERMINING THE VALUES IN THE TABLES
The method to supply the information in the tables is done one of two ways,
depending on the status of the stock. For the four species for which a SFA-compliant
stock assessment has been completed, status determination criteria (SDC) values are
inserted directly from those values resulting from the SEDAR process. These species are
red porgy, black sea bass, wreckfish, and vermilion snapper. All but one (wreckfish) has
gone through the SEDAR process. A section below the tables describes the rationale
behind the chosen values.
The Assessment workshop developed values for biological reference points
(MSY, Fmsy, Bmsy, MFMT & MSST). These values were used in the models during the
SEDAR process. As an example, the natural mortality rate selected for red porgy is
believed to be 0.225. Rather than developing a suite of alternatives for the different
possible values of a red porgy’s natural mortality rate, the range will be discussed below
the table.
The remaining species are data-poor and SDC cannot be computed directly (a
yellowtail snapper stock assessment will be completed by August 1, 2003). These
species include yellowtail and red snapper; gag, red, black, warsaw, Nassau, Goliath and
snowy grouper; golden tilefish; and speckled hind. Proxies are used to determine MSY,
OY, MFMT, and MSST due to the limited information available. A range of reasonable
alternatives is developed for the four proxies, based upon the species level. The values
are filled in the table based upon the alternatives chosen. Some species also have SDC
alternatives based upon the range of years to from which catch information is derived.
MODIFICATION OF MANAGEMENT
After reviewing the catch history and the Council’s interpretation of the stock
status (whether the species is overfished or if overfishing is occurring), the Council must
decide if modifications to management are necessary. If so, the amendment/SEIS will
contain the status quo and alternatives to the current management regulations along with
a thorough consideration of the relevant biological, economic, and social impacts
affiliated with any proposed action. Important to note are the numerous actions (e.g.,
spawning season closures, reduction in aggregate bag limits) already being proposed in
Amendment 13. Since many of these actions are foreseeable and reasonably going to
occur, the no action alternative for the pertinent actions will include a discussion of such
proposed measures.
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SECTION 4A. TARGETS, THRESHOLDS, REBUILDING PLANS, AND
CONTROL RULES
Fishery Management Targets and Thresholds, Rebuilding Plans,
and Control Rules for the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s
Snapper-Grouper Fishery Management Plan
to Address Requirements of the Sustainable Fisheries Act
and the National Standard Guidelines
Prepared by NMFS SEFSC/SERO
Initial Version Dated September 1999
Modified and Updated through May 2002
ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THIS SECTION
B

A measure of fish biomass either in weight or other appropriate unit

BMSY

The biomass of fish expected to exist under equilibrium conditions when
fishing at FMSY

BOY

The biomass of fish expected to exist under equilibrium conditions when
fishing at FOY

BCURR

The current biomass of fish

C

Catch expressed as average landings over some appropriate period

F

A measure of the instantaneous rate of fishing mortality

FCURR

The current instantaneous rate of fishing mortality

FMSY

The rate of fishing mortality expected to achieve MSY under equilibrium
conditions and a corresponding biomass of BMSY

FOY

The rate of fishing mortality expected to achieve OY under equilibrium
conditions and a corresponding biomass of BOY

MFMT Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold.
MSST

Minimum Stock Size Threshold.

MSY

Maximum Sustainable Yield.

OY

Optimum Yield
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Fishery Management Targets and Thresholds
National Standard 1 of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act
(SFA) states:
“Conservation and management measures shall prevent overfishing while
achieving, on a continuing basis, the optimum yield from each fishery for the
United States fishing industry.”
The Magnuson-Stevens Act also required the Secretary of Commerce to “establish
advisory guidelines, based on the national standards (which shall not have the force and
effect of law), to assist in the development of fishery management plans.” The National
Standard Guidelines (Guidelines) were published as a final rule on May 1, 1998.
Following the Guidelines, Technical Guidance was developed (Restrepo et al. 1998) to
translate the Guidelines into usable scientific criteria so that scientific advice could be
offered to the Councils to assist in implementing the Magnuson-Stevens Act. Key points
arising from the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the Guidelines and the Technical Guidance
were: 1) that Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) is to be viewed as a limit (i.e. a
threshold not to be exceeded); 2) that two measures were to be used to determine a fish
stock’s management status, the fishing mortality rate relative to the fishing mortality rate
that would produce MSY (this criterion is denoted as F/FMSY); and the amount of
spawning biomass relative to the spawning biomass at MSY (denoted B/BMSY); 3) that
there should be maximum standards of fishing mortality rates which should not be
exceeded, called the Maximum Fishing Mortality Rate Threshold (MFMT); 4) that there
should be a Minimum Stock Size Threshold (MSST) under which a stock’s spawning
biomass would be considered depleted; and 5) that these criteria and measures should be
linked together through Control Rules which specify actions to be taken (i.e. changes in
management measures to alter fishing mortality rates) depending upon the status of the
spawning biomass relative to BMSY and MSST and the status of the fishing mortality rate
relative to FMSY and MFMT.
Two types of control rules are specified in the Technical Guidance: Limit Control
Rules and Target Control Rules. Limit control rules are a simple statement linking the
threshold criteria of F/FMSY and B/BMSY, i.e. establishing the limits which should not be
surpassed in order to achieve the National Fisheries Management Policy defined in the
Magnuson-Stevens Act. These limits are established based upon the available scientific
data, taking into account uncertainty about that data. Recognizing that information is
often incomplete, the Technical Guidance suggest a default limit control rule and a
number of proxies for establishing the criteria used in determining resource status relative
to these limits. Target control rules link the management objectives (management
targets) of fishing mortality rate and stock biomass and are, thus, under the purview of
the Councils. In a sense the target control rules are a statement of the Optimum Yield
objectives traditionally used in the FMP’s; however, the MSFCMA places further
restrictions on their definitions. Nevertheless, the Councils have considerable flexibility
in determining the target control rules.
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Defining Levels Based on Available Data
Stocks are assigned to Levels based on the amount of information available to
derive MSY-based estimates and proxies. Level I is based on the greatest amount of
information and Level V is based on the least as described below.
Level I:
Estimates (or proxies) of F/FMSY, B/BMSY, MSST and MFMT
available from standard assessment methodologies (VPA, production
model, etc);
Level II:
Estimates (or proxies) of F/FMSY, B/BMSY, MSST and MFMT
available, but from CPUE trends, equilibrium F estimates, etc;
Level III:
F/FMSY Proxy is available, but a quantitative B/BMSY Proxy is not;
however, B can be classified as being above BMSY, between BMSY and
MSST or below MSST (where 1-M is used for a surrogate of MSST/
BMSY) based upon qualitative factors;
Level IV:
F/FMSY proxy is available, but B cannot be classified even in a
qualitative manner; then classify the catch history into periods where
catches are stable and when they are not;
Level V:
When neither F nor B estimates are available, then classify the
catch history into periods where catches are stable and when they are not.
Defining Limit Control Rules
For purposes of defining the Limit Control Rule, the following parameter
estimates (or proxy approximations) need to be established for every species:
MFMT (Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold). The status determination
criterion for determining if overfishing is occurring. For these purposes this
threshold limit will be equivalent to the F corresponding to the MSY (FMSY) or a
proxy, thereof;
MSST (Minimum Stock Size Threshold). The greater of (a) 0.5BMSY, or (b) the
minimum stock size at which rebuilding to BMSY will occur within 10 years of
fishing at the MFMT. MSST should be measured in terms of spawning biomass
or other appropriate measures of productive capacity or proxies, thereof.
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Estimates and proxies are derived from the available information as follows:
Level I Stocks:

MSY = Fmsy*Bmsy and OY = Bcurrent x Foy

Level II and III Stocks:

MSY = C x [Fmsy/Fcurrent] x [Bmsy/Bcurrent]
OY = C x [Foy/Fcurrent]

Level IV Stocks:

MSY = C;
Bmsy = MSY/[(Fmsy/Fcurrent)x Fcurrent];
Bcurrent = C/Fcurrent;
OY = C x [Foy/Fcurrent]

Level V Stocks:

Bcurrent/Bmsy = Fcurrent/Fmsy is assumed to equal 1
Fmsy=M;
Bcurrent = C/Fmsy;
then use Level II-III calculations.

Some Level V stocks were grouped across several species and then their status
was assumed to be equivalent to an indicator species for which better assessment
information was available. This choice was made based upon biological and ecological
similarities as well as similarities in fishery characteristics. For these Level V stocks,
Level II-III calculations were made adjusting for the differences in catch levels.
Recent catch (C) was defined as the average catch over the period 1993-1999,
except for goliath and Nassau grouper, for which landings prior to closure of the
respective fisheries were used. If no explicit estimate of FMSY was available, the natural
mortality rate (M) is used as a proxy for FMSY. If no evidence to suggest otherwise was
available, the assumption was made that current fishing mortality rates (FCURR) and
current biomass (BCURR) were at target levels (equal to FMSY and BMSY, respectively). For
data-poor stocks the determination of stock status relative to target level is based on
qualitative information and “informed judgement” following the recommendations of the
Technical Guidance. This determination is subject to change as additional information
becomes available.
Limit Control Rules
The default limit control rule described in the Technical Guidelines will be
adopted for snapper/grouper stocks. This control rule expresses the limit fishing
mortality rate as a function of a specific level of spawning biomass, B; this is denoted
F(B)
F(B) = FMSY proxy

if B/BMSY proxy ≥ (1-c)

F(B) = [(FMSY proxy) (B/BMSY proxy )] /(1-c)

if B/BMSY proxy ≤ (1-c)

where the value of c is either the natural mortality rate M or 1/2, whichever is smaller.
This control rule is based on the selection of MSST = BMSY(1-c). For the large majority
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of South Atlantic snapper/grouper stocks c is equal to M. Additionally, for a large
majority of the stocks, we will presume that MSST is equal to the larger of 1/2Bmsy and
(1-M)Bmsy, unless the stock’s productivity potential is too low to allow the stock to
recover to Bmsy from that threshold within 10 years. A diagram of a generic default
limit control rule with M=0.2 is shown in Figure 4.

1.5

1.0

Limit Control
Rule

1-M
(MSST/BMSY proxy)

0.5

0.0
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

B/B MSY Proxy

Figure 4. A generic default Limit Control Rule.
This diagram is an expression of several major features: 1) if a stock exhibits
fishing mortality rates greater than F/Fmsy = 1, then this is considered overfishing; 2) if a
stock’s biomass falls below MSST, then this stock is considered overfished; 3) as the
stock’s biomass falls below 1-M, the upper limit on the allowable fishing mortality rate
decreases (the sloped line on the left in Figure 1), thus, smaller fishing mortality rates are
required as spawning biomass deteriorates. In sum, any combination of spawning
biomass and fishing mortality rates that are above or to the left of the limit control rule
line are considered to be “bad”, i.e., situations to be avoided. Combinations to the right
and below the limit control rule line are acceptable.
The above diagram must be specified for each stock. This requires various
proxies for the above parameters. Unless estimated directly, the proxy used for Fmsy
will be F30%SPR. This proxy is in agreement with suggestions by Mace et al. (1996) for
reef species and others and is presently estimated for many stocks. Current fishing
mortality rates are estimated from the analytic assessments or through equilibrium catch
curve estimates.
Proxies for Bmsy are constructed using several different models. With analytic
assessments it may be estimated directly using a production model or if there is an agestructured assessment with observations of recruitment and an underlying stockrecruitment relationship. When available, that was used for South Atlantic snapper
grouper stocks.
For a number of stocks no analytic assessments are available. However, longterm Catch-Per-Unit-Effort (CPUE) indices are available from the SEFSC Headboat
Survey. If arguments can be made that the smoothed CPUE is an indicator of relative
abundance and that the initial index for a stock was in a period of light fishing, then
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(based upon a Schaefer production model) a proxy for B/Bmsy is
CPUEcurrent/(xCPUEinitial), where the multiplier x is 1/2. If evidence is available to specify
an x at a level other than 1/2, then this is done. Additionally, as suggested in the
Technical Guidelines barring information indicating otherwise, a default for MSST used
here will be either (1-M)Bmsy or 1/2Bmsy, whichever is larger.
Finally, with some stocks there is not enough quantitative information available to
determine B/Bmsy proxies or MSST’s. However, qualitative information may be
available as to status. For example, disappearance from the catch of a species might be
such an indicator; greatly altered species distributions might be another. In these
instances it is suggested in the Technical Guidelines that a scientific opinion may be
ventured to simply assign the stocks into one of three categories: stocks that are heavily
overfished (B less than 1/2 Bmsy); moderately overfished (B greater than 1/2 Bmsy, but
less than (1-M)Bmsy); and near full exploitation (B greater than (1-M)Bmsy).
A critical issue in the implementation of the MSFCMA is the acceptable recovery
plan for an overfished stock. If a stock is classified as overfished (B<MSST), then the
first question that must be asked is: can the stock recover to Bmsy with no fishing within
10 years? If it can, then this implies that a rigorous recovery plan must be developed. If
the stock cannot recover in ten years, then the recovery period would be 10 years plus
one mean generation time. Thus, for stocks in which B<MSST a determination of
minimum recovery time is needed. If analytic assessments exist, then these recovery
times may be estimated directly. Alternatively, for stocks where B/Bmsy is defined in
terms of an index, we estimated recovery rates by assuming a Schaefer production model
with parameters r (assumed equal to M) and K=1 and project from the current B/Bmsy to
B/Bmsy=1. Mean generation times for stocks which cannot recover within ten years
were defined as suggested in the Technical Guidelines.
Clearly from the above discussion there are varying degrees of uncertainty in the
specification of these benchmarks. As will be seen later, each stock (and the data
available for making these status criteria determinations for that stock) has its own
idiosyncrasies. Therefore, the Council is encouraged to broaden the scientific debate
about the status determinations through the SSC and Panel processes. Additionally,
issues of risk and uncertainty in the status determinations and in the limit control rule
should be dealt with in the process of determining the Target Control Rule, the two are
linked. For example, the selection of the ascending slope in the default control rule has
been suggested and may be modified to achieve specific risk objectives. The linkage of
the two control rules will be discussed further below.
The Council’s Snapper Grouper Assessment Group has reviewed this material
twice and has suggested a number of modifications which were made by Dr. Roy
Crabtree when he worked for the NMFS Southeast Regional Office. The Council’s
Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) has also reviewed this material twice and
offered a number of suggestions. The Vermilion Snapper and Black Sea Bass Data
Workshop was held October 7-10, 2002 in Charleston and they reviewed data available
for assessments and conducted preliminary discussions about levels for species. The
Snapper Grouper Committee reviewed all recommendations, including those from the
Advisory Panel, and used their “expert judgement” to finalize choices at the December
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2002 Council meeting. The Committee met jointly with the Snapper Grouper Advisory
Panel to obtain the Advisory Panel’s recommendations during the December meeting.
The public will have the opportunity to review this material during the public hearing
process in 2003.
Target Control Rules
The specification of Target Control Rules is a responsibility of the Council. The
Target Control Rules are a codification of the Council’s objectives, their degree of riskaversion, and their recovery strategies for overfished stocks. Acceptable criteria for
construction of Target Control Rules are fairly simple. It should be a series of lines
(rules) that are to the right and below the Limit Control Rule. However, desirable criteria
depend upon the nature of the fisheries in the Southeast. Additionally, the Council has
already specified some preferences for certain sections of the control rule though their
previous actions.
Most South Atlantic snapper/grouper stocks are managed through minimum size
limits, bag limits, and trip limits rather than through more direct measures like quotas.
With indirect measures, the response of the stock will not be immediately detectable, nor
will fine-scale adjustments in regulations be feasible. Therefore, it is not practicable to
adjust fishing mortality rates from one year to the next for most stocks. This argues for a
target control rule that is a step function, i.e., there will be ranges of biomass which will
have the same target fishing mortality rate; then when biomass changes enough, there
will be a large change in the target fishing mortality rate. A step function is an
accommodation to the reality that indirect management measures are difficult to
implement and to obtain public acceptance. Therefore, it would be better to make fewer
management changes, but those changes are large when they are made. Additionally, the
Council has expressed the preference for and Optimum Yield (OY) objective of F40%SPR
for a number of stocks. This is equivalent to the target fishing mortality rate when the
stock is in satisfactory condition. These criteria suggest several alternatives for selecting
a target control rule as illustrated graphically in Figure 5.
The three alternatives in Figure 5 are an expression of management objectives in
which the target fishing mortality rate is specified as FOY when biomass is at a
satisfactory level (FOY = F40%SPR). The target fishing mortality rate decreases in steps as
biomass decreases. Alternative 1 does this in three steps with the first reduction occurring
when B/BMSY falls below 1-M. Reductions in fishing mortality rate for these three steps
are 60% of FOY, 35% and 10% for each range of successively smaller biomasses.
Alternatives 2 and 3 reduce fishing mortality rate in two steps: 50% of FOY and 10%;
Alternative 3 initiates these steps at a lower biomass than Alternative 2. The lowest F
step is expressed as 10% of FOY. However, this step is meant to be as close to zero as
possible, taking account of implementation difficulties, including the bycatch in other
fisheries. The Council could specify other step sizes and shapes of target control rules if
they choose.
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Alternative 2

Alterna tive 1

Lim it Con trol Rule

Li mit C ontrolR ule
1.5

1.5
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1.0

1.0

0.5

0.5

TargetC ont rol Ru le

F/F MSY Proxy

F/F MSY Proxy

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.5

1.0

0.0

1.5

0.5

1.0

1.5

B/B MSY Proxy

B/B M SYP roxy

Alterna tive 3
Limit Con t rol Rule
1.5

TargetC ontr ol Ru le

1.0

0.5

F/F MSY Proxy
0.0
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

B/B M SYP roxy

Figure 5. Alternative control rules for Level I and II stocks. Note: In Alternative 1 the
Target Control Rule is set = OY (currently F40%SPR and decreases to 60%OY when
B/Bmsy falls below 1-M which is usually = 0.8. The next decrease is to 35%OY when
B/Bmsy = 0.5. The final decrease is to 10%OY. In Alternative 2 the Target Control
Rule is set = OY and decreases to 50%OY when B/Bmsy = 0.6. The final decrease is to
10%OY.
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Note: Council action on choosing a Target Control Rule is included under actions
for each species or species grouping.
Target Control Rule for Level I or Level II Stocks
[Note: The Council’s FOY = F40%SPR; B/BMSY > 1-M means a biomass greater than
MSST.]
Alternative 1:
if B/BMSY > 1-M
and
if B/BMSY < 1-M
B/BMSY > 0.5
(or the biomass at the
intersection of FOY
with the limit control rule,
whichever is greater)
if B/BMSY < 0.5
(or the biomass at the
intersection of FOY
with the limit control rule,
whichever is greater)
and
B/BMSY > 0.25
(or the biomass at the
intersection of 0.35FOY
with the limit control rule,
whichever is greater)
If B/BMSY < 0.25
(or the biomass at the
intersection of 0.35 FOY
with the limit control rule,
whichever is greater)
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then

Ftarget = FOY

then

Ftarget = 0.6 FOY

then

Ftarget = 0.35 FOY

then

Ftarget = 0.1 FOY
(or F’s equivalent to
that resulting from
bycatch)

Alternative 2:
if B/BMSY > 0.5
(or the biomass at the
intersection of FOY
with the limit control rule,
whichever is greater)
if B/BMSY < 0.5
(or the biomass at the
intersection of FOY
with the limit control rule,
whichever is greater)
and
B/BMSY > 0.25
(or the biomass at the
intersection of 0.5FOY
with the limit control rule,
whichever is greater)
If B/BMSY < 0.25
(or the biomass at the
intersection of 0.35FOY
with the limit control rule,
whichever is greater)

then

Ftarget = FOY

then

Ftarget = 0.5 FOY

then

Ftarget = 0.1 FOY
(or F’s equivalent to
that resulting from
bycatch)

then

Ftarget = FOY

Alternative 3:
if B/BMSY > 0.5
if B/BMSY < 0.5
and
B/BMSY > 0.25
If B/BMSY < 0.25

then

Ftarget = 0.5 FOY

then

Ftarget = 0.1 FOY
(or F’s equivalent to that
resulting from bycatch)

The three alternatives above presuppose that all of the control parameters can be
adequately determined (Level I or Level II; where information is adequate). However,
this is not always the case. In some instances an F/FMSY Proxy can be specified, but a
B/BMSY Proxy cannot, except in some general categorical assignment. In some cases,
neither can be specified. Therefore, target control rules are suggested to cover these
cases: Levels III, IV and V, where the available information is successively poorer at
each level. The proportional adjustments to FOY to obtain the target F for Levels III, IV
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and V control rules were chosen based on two criteria: 1) lower stock sizes should have
lower proportions of FOY taken; and 2) Level II should have lower proportions for
equivalent biomass classifications than Level I (more precaution is required when
information is poorer); Level III lower proportions than Level II, and so on.
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Target Control Rule for Level III Stocks
Alternative 1: F/FMSY Proxy is available, but a quantitative B/BMSY Proxy is not; however, B
can be classified as being above BMSY, between BMSY and MSST or below MSST (where
1-M is used for a surrogate of MSST/ BMSY) based upon qualitative factors
if B > BMSY

then

Ftarget = FOY

if B < BMSY
and
B > MSST

then

Ftarget = 0.4 FOY

if

then

Ftarget = 0.1 FOY
(or F’s equivalent to that
resulting from bycatch)

B< MSST

Alternative 2: F/FMSY Proxy is available, but a quantitative B/BMSY Proxy is not; however, B
can be classified as being above BMSY, between BMSY and MSST or below MSST (where
1-M is used for a surrogate of MSST/ BMSY) based upon qualitative factors.
Year 1-3
if B > MSST

if

if

B< MSST

stock status information
cannot be improved to
Level I or II

then

Ftarget = FOY
ABC = Foy x Bcurrent
(Dynamic OY from Appendix
1)

then

Ftarget = FOY
ABC = Foy x Bcurrent
(Dynamic OY from Appendix
1)

and

NMFS provides analyses of
available information to bring
the stock to Level I or II
status. Then follow the
appropriate Level I or II
control rule.

then

Implement additional data
collection necessary to
improve stock status
information. Assessment due
year 3 of rebuilding plan.

Year 3 and at subsequent 3-year intervals
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NMFS completes 3-year interim assessment
If stock biomass has not
increased to a level consistent
recovery
with recovery within 10 years

then
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Ftarget is reduced to a level
consistent with stock

Alternative 3: Council’s Informed Judgement: Proxy values are sufficient to specify
SFA parameters only.
Year 1-3
if B > MSST

then

Ftarget = FOY = Fcurrent regulations

if B< MSST

and

existing regulations have

then

Ftarget = FOY = Fcurrent regulations

and

NMFS provides analyses of
available information to bring
the stock to Level I or II
status. Then follow the
appropriate Level I or II
control rule.

then

Implement additional data
collection necessary to
improve stock status
information. Assessment due

if

stock status information
cannot be improved to
Level I or II

year 3 of rebuilding plan.
Year 3 and at subsequent 3-year intervals
NMFS completes 3-year interim assessment
If stock biomass has not
increased to a level consistent
recovery
with recovery within 10 years

then

Ftarget is reduced to a level
consistent with stock

Note: add discussion about National Standard 2 - use the best available scientific
information and the scientific information includes, but is not limited to biological,
ecological, social, and economic information. If there is conflicting information, the
Council has to make a good choice but has to justify that choice.
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initiated stock rebu

Target Control Rule for Level IV Stocks
Alternative 1: F/FMSY Proxy is available, but B cannot be classified even in a qualitative
manner; then classify the catch history into periods where catches are stable and when
they are not
if F < FMSY Proxy
and recent catches stable

then

Ftarget = FOY

if F < FMSY Proxy
and recent catches unstable

then

Ftarget = 0.75 FOY

if F > FMSY Proxy
and recent catches stable
at the maximum observed
stable period

then

Ftarget = 0.50 FOY

if F > FMSY Proxy
and recent catches stable
at a level lower than
the maximum observed
stable period

then

Ftarget = 0.25 FOY

if F > FMSY Proxy
and recent catches are
not stable

then

Ftarget = 0.1 FOY

Alternative 2: F/FMSY Proxy is available, but B cannot be classified even in a qualitative
manner; then classify the catch history into periods where catches are stable and when
they are not
Years 1-3
if F < FMSY Proxy

then

Ftarget = FOY
ABC = Foy x Bcurrent
(Dynamic OY from Appendix
1)

if F > FMSY Proxy

then

Ftarget = FOY
ABC = Foy x Bcurrent
(Dynamic OY from Appendix
1)

and

NMFS provides analyses of
available information to bring
the stock to Level I or II
status. Then follow the
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appropriate Level I or II
control rule.
if

stock status information
cannot be improved to
Level I or II

then

Implement additional data
necessary to improve stock
status information. Assessment
due year 3 of rebuilding plan.

Year 3 and subsequent 3-year intervals
NMFS completes 3-year interim assessment
If stock biomass has not
increased to a level consistent
with recovery within 10 years

then

Ftarget is adjusted to a level
consistent with stock recovery

Alternative 3: Council’s Informed Judgement: Proxy values are sufficient to specify
SFA parameters only.
Year 1-3
if B > MSST
if

if

B< MSST

stock status information
cannot be improved to
Level I or II

then
and

Ftarget = FOY = Fcurrent regulations
existing regulations have
initiated
stock rebuilding

then

Ftarget = FOY = Fcurrent regulations

and

NMFS provides analyses of
available information to bring
the stock to Level I or II
status. Then follow the
appropriate Level I or II
control rule.

then

Implement additional data
collection necessary to
improve stock status
information. Assessment due
year 3 of rebuilding plan.
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Year 3 and at subsequent 3-year intervals
NMFS completes 3-year interim assessment
If stock biomass has not
increased to a level consistent
recovery
with recovery within 10 years

then

Ftarget is reduced to a level
consistent with stock

Note: add discussion about National Standard 2 - use the best available scientific
information and the scientific information includes, but is not limited to biological,
ecological, social, and economic information. If there is conflicting information, the
Council has to make a good choice but has to justify that choice.

66

Target Control Rule for Level V Stocks
Alternative 1: When neither F nor B estimates are available, then classify the catch
history into periods where catches are stable and when they are not
if recent catches are
stable at the maximum
observed

then

ABC = 0.75 of catch during
maximum stable period

if recent catches are
stable at a level lower
than the maximum
stable period

then

ABC = 0.60 of catch during
maximum stable period

if recent catches are
not stable

then

ABC = 0.50 of catch during
maximum stable period

Alternative 2:
When neither F nor B estimates are available, then classify the
catch history into periods where catches are stable and when they are not
Years 1-5
if recent catches are
stable at the maximum
observed
if recent catches are
stable at a level lower
than the maximum
stable period

then

ABC = catch during
maximum stable period

then

ABC = 0.75 of recent catch

then

ABC=0.50 of catch during
maximum stable period

and

NMFS provides analyses of
available information to bring
the stock to Level I or II
status. Then follow the
appropriate Level I or II
control rule.

if recent catches are
not stable
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if

the stock status information
collection
cannot be improved to Level
I or II

then

Implement additional data
necessary to improve stock status
information. Assessment
due year 5 of rebuilding plan.
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Year 5 and subsequent 5-year intervals
NMFS completes 5-year
interim assessment
If stock biomass has not
increased to a level consistent

then

Ftarget is adjusted to a level
consistent with stock

recovery
with recovery within allowable
rebuilding period

Alternative 3: Council’s Informed Judgement: Proxy values are sufficient to specify
SFA parameters only.
Year 1-3
if B > MSST
if

if

B< MSST

stock status information
cannot be improved to
Level I or II

then
and

Ftarget = FOY = Fcurrent regulations
existing regulations have
initiated
stock rebuilding

then

Ftarget = FOY = Fcurrent regulations

and

NMFS provides analyses of
available information to bring
the stock to Level I or II
status. Then follow the
appropriate Level I or II
control rule.

then

Implement additional data
collection necessary to
improve stock status
information. Assessment due
year 3 of rebuilding plan.

Year 3 and at subsequent 3-year intervals
NMFS completes 3-year interim assessment
If stock biomass has not
increased to a level consistent
recovery
with recovery within 10 years

then
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Ftarget is reduced to a level
consistent with stock

Note: add discussion about National Standard 2 - use the best available scientific
information and the scientific information includes, but is not limited to biological,
ecological, social, and economic information. If there is conflicting information, the
Council has to make a good choice but has to justify that choice.
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Levels
The five Levels represent decreasing availability of information. The
proportional adjustments to F40%SPR to obtain the target F were chosen based on two
rules: 1) lower biomass (or lower biomass classification) should have lower proportions
of F40%SPR taken; and 2) Level II should have lower proportions for equivalent biomass
classifications than Level 1 (more precaution is required when information is poorer);
Level III lower proportions than Level II, and so on. Ideally, the efficacy of these (and
other) control rules can be examined by extensive simulation work. The SEFSC is
beginning these activities for the major stocks. However, research efforts required are
considerable. Therefore, the default rules suggested in the Technical Guidelines are
expected to be the norm for some time to come. In the mean time, NMFS has classified a
number of stocks according to the above criteria so that initial control rules can be
constructed.
Stock-specific summaries are shown in Appendix 4 and by Level in Table 5.
Stocks have been grouped depending on data available for determining biological
reference points according to the Levels defined above. Note that estimates (or proxies)
of the biological reference points for overfishing are available for most stocks based on
static SPR determination, although some may be as much as 11 years old.
Table 5. Recommended Levels by species.
SPECIES
NMFS
Working Group
Black Sea bass
I
II
Red Porgy
I
III
Wreckfish
I
III
Speckled Hind
II
V
Snowy Grouper
II
IV
Gray Triggerfish
II
III
White Grunt
II
III
Vermilion Snapper
II
III
Scamp
II
III
Black Grouper
III
Mutton Snapper
III
Gag
III
III
Gray Snapper
IV
Yellowtail Snapper
IV
Red Snapper
IV
III
Red Grouper
IV
III
Lane Snapper
V
Warsaw Grouper
V
V
Tilefish
V
IV
Nassau Grouper
V
V
Goliath Grouper
V
V
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There are a number of uncertainties in the stock summaries. This is especially the
case for Level II and Level III stocks. For these stocks, nominal CPUE is being used as
an index of abundance. There are any number of factors which could cause such an
assumption to fail (changing fishing efficiency). Thus, the Council should be cognizant
of this problem in specifying target control rules. Some of the deficiencies may be
addressed using statistical standardization techniques such as General Linear Modeling
(GLMs); these should be a priority. Additionally, once GLM’s have been conducted,
broad application on non-equilibrium production modeling would be appropriate.
Level III, IV, and V stocks are assigned using qualitative factors, both in
assigning stocks to these categories and to the classification of where the stocks stand
within the target control rule. [Note: NMFS recommended that these stocks and indeed,
all of the stocks should be reviewed and debated by various groups of scientists (e.g., the
Councils Snapper Grouper Assessment Group). In so doing, it is expected that some of
the level IV stocks may be reclassified as Level III. This process has been completed and
the changes/modifications are shown in Table 5. It should be noted that the Council used
slightly different qualifications for establishing the Level.]
Note that in the following summaries Ftarget is one of the control parameters in the
summary tables. The value of Ftarget was computed as F40% SPR. This value was used as a
suggested alternative to give the Council a reference point. However, the choice of a
target rests with the Council and other values are perfectly acceptable. Also in the
summaries, current F and B estimates are plotted on the same graph as the limit control
rule for easy comparison. For Level II and III stocks the plot is meant to be illustrative,
i.e., the uncertainty associated with the F and B estimates are expressed diagrammatically
(with a shaded oval) but they have not been precisely determined.
The Council’s Snapper Grouper Assessment Group and SSC have reviewed this
material twice. The Vermilion Snapper and Black Sea Bass Data Workshop was held
October 7-10, 2002 in Charleston and they reviewed data available for assessments and
conducted preliminary discussions about levels for species. In addition, the Council
established a working group to provide specific recommendations on this material,
particularly the Levels specified. The Working Group’s recommendations are presented
below and shown in Table 5.
The Snapper Grouper Committee reviewed all recommendations, including those
from the Advisory Panel, and used their “expert judgement” to finalize choices at the
December 2002 Council meeting. The Committee met jointly with the Snapper Grouper
Advisory Panel to obtain the Advisory Panel’s recommendations during the December
meeting. The public will have the opportunity to review this material during the public
hearing process early in 2003.
Note: The material in Appendix 1 has been updated with landings data through
1999. This will result in some change from the parameter estimates provided in
Appendix 4.
Working Group’s Recommendations on Levels
Stocks within the SAFMC’s Snapper/Grouper complex are assigned to a
particular “Level” based on the amount of information available to employ various types
of population analyses. The reliability or confidence that scientists, managers, and the
public have in the calculated reference points is dependent upon the Level chosen.
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The current level definitions are based on the ability to calculate mortality and
biomass estimates using various methods dependent upon varying levels of information.
Standard assessment techniques, particularly the “Forward Projecting or
Statistical Catch at Age Model”, are dependent upon a reliable time series of landings
data, length frequency data, and fishery independent abundance estimates. These are the
minimum data necessary to use these models. Additional information that is useful and
increases the reliability of this or any age- based assessment, includes annual or frequent
age-length keys, reproductive data, and fishery dependent catch and effort estimates.
Based on the above caveats, the following attempts to provide a reasonable
alternative approach to defining these data levels.
DATA
Level I
Level II
Level III
Level IV
A
B
B/C
B/C
Landings
Fishery Independent
A
A
B
C
Abundance Index
A
A/B
B
B
Length Frequency
Reproductive Data
A
B
B
C
Age-Length Data
A
A
B
C
Fishery Dependent Catch and
A
B
B
C
Effort Data
Discard Mortality Estimates
A
B
C
D
Note: The bolded data elements are those minimum elements to conduct the
Forward Projection Model.

Level V
C/D
C/D
C/D
C/D
C/D
C/D

LANDINGS DATA
A. Mandatory landings by gear and by area
B. Voluntary landings by gear and by area
C. Landings data confounded by identification problems, regulations, etc.
D. Little to no landings data
The South Atlantic states have all moved to a mandatory, trip-level reporting
program for commercial landings data as called for under the ACCSP. Some states have
had a program in place longer than others have (e.g., North Carolina Trip Ticket Program
began January 1, 1994). Landings prior to mandatory reporting are less accurate, and,
methods to “correct” for various reporting methodologies do not exist. At some point in
time, reliable, mandatory reporting will be available from all states for a time period
sufficient to assess a species using only mandatory data. Until that time, all landings are
compilations of multiple methodologies. One specific question that relates to historical
landings data is, at what point does confidence in the accuracy of the landings data
reported outweigh the historical value of those landings?
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D

FISHERY INDEPENDENT ABUNDANCE INDEX
A. Index that surveys the entire geographic range of the population using appropriate gear
B. Index does not cover the entire geographic range of the population
C. Index limited by range, gear and length of time series
D. No independent index available
MARMAP provides the only fishery independent abundance index for the South
Atlantic snapper/grouper complex. Concerns over the depth limitations of the samples
and the suitability of trap gear for several species are legitimate and were defined as a
concern in the Red Porgy SARC document. Current MARMAP funding constraints
makes it unlikely that these problems will be adequately addressed in the near future
without additional funding. Examination of other South Atlantic sampling programs that
could provide some type of independent index of abundance, at least for some of the
estuarine dependent species, may be worthwhile, but would also require additional
funding.
LENGTH FREQUENCY DATA
A. Annual length frequency data appropriately weighted by month, gear, and area
B. Length frequency data not appropriately weighted but sampled by month, gear and area
C. Opportunistic length frequency samples
D. No length frequency data
In some respects, adequacy of length samples is a judgement call. It is generally
acknowledged that adequate coverage of the fishery in terms of gear, area, and time are
necessary to generate a length frequency distribution that is representative of the fishery.
It may be reasonable to develop some type of standard (e.g., lengths per pounds landed)
to determine sampling adequacy. The ACCSP Biological Module provides such a
methodology and should be implemented.
REPRODUCTIVE DATA
A. Appropriate maturity ogives, fecundity data, sex ratios, transition data, etc.
B. Incomplete data
C. Analysis outdated
D. No reproductive data
Age at maturity, fecundity estimates, etc. are dependent upon good representative
sampling of the population. Historical data are subject to review as a result of changing
conventions in aging methods and understanding of reproductive ecology.
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AGE-LENGTH DATA
A. Annual age-length keys weighted by month, gear, and area
B. Annual age-length keys opportunistically collected
C. Limited age data opportunistically collected
D. No age data
All age data should be validated by marginal increment analysis and there should
be reasonable agreement between readers. Much of the age data available for South
Atlantic species are opportunistic samples taken when possible. Data for few, if any
species include annual age-length keys that are appropriately taken from the various
fisheries, times, and areas.
FISHERY DEPENDENT CATCH AND EFFORT DATA
A. Catch and effort data derived through observer verified logbook data
B. Catch and effort data derived through logbook or trip interview data
C. Catch and effort data for only a portion of the range or fishery
D. No catch and effort data
Snapper/Grouper logbook data that is currently being collected in the South
Atlantic is not used in stock assessments. However, these data are used in the assessment
of Gulf of Mexico reef fishes. A determination as to how to use our logbook data could
help to offset some of the current data deficiencies and help to move some of our stocks
into higher data levels. Additionally, there is a need for a critical evaluation of the
Headboat CPUE index and its suitability as a representative abundance index.
DISCARD DATA
A. Estimates of amount of discards and discard mortality available
B. Estimates of amount of discards available
C. Estimates of discard mortality available
D. No discard data available
These data are very difficult and expensive to obtain and are often estimated
using “informed judgement”. Logbook data and observer information would be very
useful in assessing amounts of discards. Discard mortality studies are lacking for most
species. Many of these shortcomings will be addressed through the full implementation
of ACCSP, especially the Discard and Protected Species Module.
The following list places various species into the appropriate data Level based on
the above approach. Some species are absent from this example but would likely fall into
the Level III or IV category.
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LEVEL I
No Snapper/Grouper species meet the criteria for Level I stocks in the South Atlantic.
LEVEL II
Black Sea Bass
LEVEL III
Vermilion Snapper
Wreckfish
Red Grouper
White Grunt
Gray Triggerfish

Red Porgy
Red Snapper
Gag
Scamp

LEVEL IV
Snowy Grouper
Golden Tilefish
Blueline Tilefish
Yellowedge Grouper
Misty Grouper Sand Tilefish
Greater Amberjack
LEVEL V
Warsaw Grouper
Speckled Hind
Nassau Grouper
Goliath Grouper
Assessments developed for Level I and II species would impart a high degree of
confidence. The Forward Projecting model begins to lose some of its power when length
frequency sampling does not adequately sample the various fisheries or as independent
abundance indexes do not adequately sample the population. Consequently, Level III
species assessed with this model will be open to criticism.
Because of data deficiencies that do not take into account certain aspects of these
fisheries or the biology of the particular species, our management approach may be risk
averse by default. By not adequately surveying the deepwater component of many of the
snapper/grouper fisheries and inadequately sampling the commercial fisheries that
operate in deep waters, we miss concentrations of larger and older fish. If those larger,
older fish do indeed exist offshore and are missed, the resultant stock assessment will
likely be overly pessimistic. The data are (or will be) clear that this is the case for red
porgy and is likely the case with vermilion snapper.
We have attempted to place many species into the various Level designations.
Certainly there is room for debate. An example of a question for Level III stocks outside
of red porgy and vermilion snapper will be whether the MARMAP trap survey provides a
reliable index of abundance. If the answer is no, a Forward Projecting model cannot be
run. Part of the big discussion over red porgy will be how reliable the trap index in
shallow water is for red porgy and does the assessment, that hinges on the reliability of
the independent abundance index, adequately represent the status of that stock.
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From a management perspective, it should be very clear what needs to be done for
stocks designated Level I and the use of informed judgement by the Council should be
minimal under these circumstances. Assessments for species designated Level II will
have more questions and may have some data concerns that require informed judgement.
Level III species will likely have more questions/concerns and require even more
informed judgement, while the status of Level IV and V will be unknown and require all
informed judgement.
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SECTION 4B. BIOMASS BASED STATUS DETERMINATION CRITERIA
I.
BLACK SEA BASS
Landings & Size Trends
The general trend in the black sea bass commercial fishery seems to show a
decrease in the later years, from 1.5 million pounds to 750,000 pounds, interrupted by a
few sporadic high peaks (Figure 6). The for hire and recreational fisheries show this
same decrease in landings, from approximately 1 million pounds in the early 1980s to
about 100,000 at the end of the time series. The decreases may be due to the 8”
minimum size limit in 1983 and a 10” minimum size limit in 1999 imposed on all fishery
sectors.
Black Sea Bass
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Figure 6. Black sea bass landings by sector.
During the early 1980s before commercial data was available, the for hire and
recreational sectors contributed about the same amount to the black sea bass catch
(Figure 7). In the years when commercial data are available, the commercial catch
consistently dominates the landings with for hire and recreational nearly splitting the
remaining landings.
The mean weight of black sea bass in all sectors has remained fairly consistent
with a decrease in the for hire mean weights in the earliest years and possible small
increase in the late 1990s in all sectors (Figure 8). The slight increase could be due to the
8” minimum size limit in 1983, the gear restrictions in the late 1980’s and early 1990s,
and the 10” minimum size limit in 1999 (see Landings Trends appendix). Through all
years the mean weight of commercially caught fish is larger than that of the recreational
and for hire fish.
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Figure 7. Black sea bass percent landings by sector.
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Figure 8. Black sea bass mean weight by sector.
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Review of Previous Stock Assessments
The first stock assessment for black sea bass was conducted in 1990 ( NMFS,
1990) using data from 1972 through 1988/89. SSR (=SPR) was calculated separately for
recreational and commercial fisheries:
RECREATIONAL
Carolinas = 15%
FL = 17 - 26%

COMMERCIAL
Carolinas Hook & Line & Longline = 39%
Carolinas Traps = 40%

SSR with 8 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
30%

SSR with 8 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
47%

A series of stock assessments provided estimates of SSR based on catch curves
( , 1991; , 1992). The 1997 updated SPR is from Potts, Burton and Manooch III
(1998)
Assessment Year Catch Data From Overall SSR SSR with Minimum Sizes
1991
1988
34%
48%
1992
1990
29%
38%
1996
VPA 1979-95
26%
1996 from Vaughan, Collins, Zhao, and Meister (1996)
The first biomass-based parameters were developed by Dr. Doug Vaughan in
1998 based on output from the assessment conducted in 1996 with data through 1995
(Vaughan, Collins, Zhao, and Meister, 1996). The following parameters were presented
in the Council’s Comprehensive SFA Amendment (SAFMC, 1998): MSST = 3.72
million pounds and MFMT = 0.72. The following table is taken directly from the SFA
Amendment:
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Table 51.
Black sea bass biomass proxy calculations. Source: Dr. Doug Vaughan,
NMFS Beaufort Lab.
BLACK SEA BASS — DATA MODERATE CALCULATIONS.
1979-85
1986-90
1991-95
F
1.06
0.89
0.95
F30
0.73
0.73
0.69
F35
0.54
0.53
0.51
R1
7.72
6.47
2.60
SSB/R (30)
0.69
0.69
0.69
SSB (30)
5.34
4.48
1.80
SSB/R (35)
0.81
0.81
0.81
SSB (35)
6.24
5.23
2.10

AVERAGE
0.97
0.72
0.53
7.67*
0.69
5.31
0.81
6.19

NOTE: *BASED ON 1979-87 DATA.
SSB/R=SPAWNING STOCK BIOMASS PER RECRUIT; PRESENTED IN POUNDS.
SSB=SPAWNING STOCK BIOMASS; PRESENTED IN MILLIONS OF POUNDS OF MATURE FISH
R1=RECRUITMENT; MEASURED IN MILLIONS OF FISH.
SOURCE: DR. DOUG VAUGHAN, NMFS BEAUFORT LAB
MFMT & MSST CALCULATED USING 30% STATIC VALUES AS PER COUNCIL
MFMT = AVERAGE F30% STATIC SPR FOR YEARS 1979-95
MFMT =
0.72
MSST = max (0.5, 1-M) * B-msy
M=
0.3
(M=NATURAL MORTALITY
MSST (0.5) =
2.66
MILLIONS OF POUNDS
MSST (0.7) =
3.72
MILLIONS OF POUNDS
MSST (MAX)=
3.72
MILLIONS OF POUNDS

The Council’s determinations in the SFA Amendment were:
“1. Black sea bass remain overfished. Black sea bass are above the “threshold
level” with a static SPR of 26%. Black sea bass are overfished given that the MSST
is 3.72 million pounds and the 1995 biomass was estimated to be 1.33 million
pounds. Black sea bass are also experiencing overfishing given that the MFMT is
0.72 and the average fishing mortality rate (F) for 1991-1995 was 0.95. The
measures proposed in Snapper Grouper Amendment 9 will reduce commercial catch
by 26%, recreational catch by 36%, and total catch by 30%. The Council concluded
these reductions are sufficient to rebuild black sea bass above the overfished level.”
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Council Determination of Stock Status
Will be added after discussions on the new assessment.
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Review of Regulations
Table 6A. Regulations for black sea bass.
Regulation
Effective Date
8" TL minimum size limit and 4"
8/31/83
trawl mesh size
Prohibit trawls
1/12/89
Prohibit fish traps, entanglement
nets, & longline gear within 50
fathoms; black sea bass pot gear and
identification requirements
1/1/92
Limited entry program: transferable
permits and 225-pound nontransferable permits
12/98
10" TL minimum size limit and 20
black sea bass bag limit; escape
2/24/99
panel

Plan or Amendment
Original FMP
Amendment 1

Amendment 4
Amendment 8
Amendment 9

Compliance
Compliance is summarized by sector in Table 6B. See Burton (2002) for the
breakout by region and for numbers of fish measured. Burton (2002) established a
criteria of number of fish measured must be greater than or equal to 15 and percent of
fish below the size limit must be greater than or equal to 15 as the minimum combination
that had to be met in order to return a finding of significant non-compliance.
Table 6B. Compliance with black sea bass size limits; note changes to minimum size
limits as shown in Table 6A. Source: Burton (2002).
Percent Landed
Legal Size Limit
Below
Year
Commercial
Headboat
Private & Charter
1992
0.5
4.7
6.1
1993
0.0
2.2
13.1
1994
0.4
3.0
19.0
1995
0.1
4.1
10.2
1996
1.4
2.0
3.5
1997
0.2
1.2
4.1
1998
0.0
1.5
5.4
1999
13.8
13.7
3.1
2000
3.4
9.3
18.0
2001
5.8
14.1
7.45
The only significant non-compliance with this size limit in 2001 was for the headboat
fisheries of the Carolinas and south Florida regions. Percentage of undersized fish in the
Carolinas just did meet the 15% criterion, and in south Florida, total fish measured was
small as black sea bass are less commonly landed in this area.
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Action 4. Status Determination Criteria for Black Sea Bass.
STATEMENT OF NEED: Specify parameters as required by the Sustainable Act
of 1996.
Preferred Alternative.
Adopt the following information from the planned
SEDAR Assessment Process. The Council will specify these values after reviewing
the assessment results at the March 2003 Council meeting.
Table 7. SFA parameters for black sea bass.
Step
SFA Parameters
1
2
3

4
5

6
7
8

Level
Limit Control Rule
Target Control Rule
Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY)
Optimum Yield (OY)
Natural Mortality Rate (M)
Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT)
F2001/FMSY
Overfishing?
Minimum Stock Size Threshold (MSST)
SSB2001/SSBMSY
SSB2001/MSST
Overfished?
Rebuilding Timeframe (if overfished)
Current Status
Anticipate Meeting Timeframe?
Modify Management?

Values Specified for
Black Sea Bass
Default

Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.
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Economic Impacts
Defining the status determination criteria does not alter current use of the
resource; it merely establishes a benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from
which to base additional management actions. Since defining these parameters has no
direct effect on resource harvest/use, there would be no direct economic impacts from
this measure. Direct economic effects only accrue to the additional actions that alter use
of the resource.
Even though there are no direct effects from this action, these status
determination criteria are linked to other management measures required to rebuild an
overfished stock, and are thus sequentially responsible for economic effects that accrue to
these measures. Accurately defining these criteria and taking subsequent action to
rebuild/maintain the stock at “optimal” levels will sustain/increase long-term net
economic benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social impacts
upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses in
relation to the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
In the 2000 Overfishing Report to Congress black sea bass were not listed as
being overfished. However, in the 2001 Overfishing Report to Congress black sea bass
are listed as overfished. The 2001 report is correct; an incorrect value for current
biomass was inadvertently provided to NMFS for the 2000 report.
The black sea bass clock restarted with the effective date of the regulations
implementing the SFA Comprehensive Amendment which was December 2, 1999. So
black sea bass must be rebuilt above the Bmsy level (i.e., the biomass must be above the
biomass capable of producing the MSY) which has been specified as 5.31 million pounds
by December 2, 2009. Based on data through 1995, the spawning stock biomass/MSST
ratio was 0.54 which means the stock is below the MSST, therefore black sea bass are
overfished (Appendix 1 & 3). The fishing mortality rate through 1995 was 0.97 which is
above the MFMT, therefore black sea bass are experiencing overfishing.
Data contained in Appendix 1 indicate that the Bcurrent/Bmsy ratio is 0.54 which
means the stock is overfished. The Fcurrent/Fmsy ratio is 1.37 which means the stock is
undergoing overfishing. These results are based on data through 1999.
A new black sea bass stock assessment will be available prior to the March 2003
meeting. The Council does not have a preferred alternative at this time. The Council
will review the new assessment and Advisory Panel comments, and will determine the
appropriate alternative at the March 2003 meeting, prior to approving the document for
public hearings.
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Other Possible Alternatives:
Alternative 1. No Action. The following information is taken directly from the
Council’s SFA Comprehensive Amendment (SAFMC, 1998); Tables, Appendixes, and
References are contained in the Comprehensive Amendment document.
“Maximum sustainable yield for species in the snapper grouper management unit
is unknown. The Council reviewed alternatives and concluded the best available data
supports using 40% Static SPR as a proxy for MSY for goliath grouper and Nassau
grouper, and 30% Static SPR as a MSY proxy for the remaining species.”
“Optimum Yield (OY) for the snapper grouper fishery is the amount of harvest
that can be taken by U.S. fishermen while maintaining the Spawning Potential Ratio
(SPR) at or above 40% Static SPR for all species in the snapper grouper management
unit except the following:
A.
Hermaphroditic groupers (that is, those that switch sex, generally from
females to males as they grow older) will be managed for an OY of 45% Static SPR.
B.
Goliath grouper and Nassau Grouper will be managed for an OY of 50%
Static SPR.”
“Overfishing for black sea bass is defined in terms of the Checklist (Appendix D)
and information provided by Dr. Doug Vaughan, NMFS Beaufort Lab (Tables 50 and
51). The two components of the status determination criteria are:
A.
A maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT) — A fishing mortality
rate (F) in excess of F30% Static SPR which is 0.72 (Tables 50 and 51).
B.
A minimum stock size threshold (MSST) — The minimum stock size
threshold is 3.72 million pounds (Tables 50 and 51).”
“Rebuilding projections are not available at this time. The Council recommends
projections be incorporated into the next stock assessment to the extent practicable to
determine whether the overfished snapper grouper species can be rebuild in less than
10 years. Until such time as this information is provided to the Council, the current
timeframe for recovery remains in effect.
Discussion
This task would be added to the 1998/99 Operations Plan. If some species cannot
be rebuilt within 10 years, NMFS should calculate generation time and present
alternatives on a rebuilding timeframe.
A letter from NMFS (Appendix F) indicates that NMFS is of the opinion that the
15 year rebuilding timeframe for Nassau grouper and goliath grouper is inconsistent
with the new Magnuson-Stevens Act. The 15 years is based on the biology of these two
long-lived stocks and in the Council’s opinion meets the mandate of MagnusonStevens.
The timeframe for recovery of snappers (excluding red snapper), greater
amberjack, black sea bass, and red porgy is not to exceed 10 years. For red snapper
and the groupers, the timeframe is not to exceed 15 years. Year 1 was the 1991 fishing
year. The recovery time period may be modified by the framework (regulatory
amendment) procedure. These timeframes were established in Amendment 4 and are
based on the life history characteristics (growth rate, mortality rate, longevity, etc.).
Longer lived, slower growing species are more susceptible to overfishing and will
rebuild more slowly, hence the 15 year recovery period. Shorter-lived, faster growing
species will recover more quickly and was the basis for choosing 10 years.”
86
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Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.
New assessment results should be available at the March 2003 Council meeting to
update these figures.
Economic Impacts
Adoption of biomass based criteria is a mandated requirement and failure to
define these criteria may adversely affect the ability of future management actions to
occur in a timely manner. By not establishing these criteria, it may not be possible to
manage the fishery so as to maximize net economic benefits should the species
become/remain in an overfished condition.
Social Impacts
Specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social impacts
upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses in
relation to the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
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Action 5. Management measures to rebuild black sea bass.
[NOTE: THESE ALTERNATIVES HAVE NOT BEEN REVIEWED BY THE
COMMITTEE. THEY HAVE BEEN DRAFTED FOR CONSIDERATION BASED
ON THE DRAFT BLACK SEA BASS ASSESSMENT.]
STATEMENT OF NEED: Modify regulations to reduce harvest and fishing
mortality to further increase black sea bass spawning potential and rebuild the black sea
bass resource.
Alternative 1. No Action. The minimum size limit would remain at 10 inches with a
recreational bag limit of 20 black sea bass. The commercial fishery is under a controlled
access program while the recreational fishery is open access. Black sea bass pots must
have an escape panel and must comply with identification and other gear requirements.
Biological Impacts
These measures would not rebuild the fishery as fast as other alternatives.
Current regulations would remain in place.
Economic Impacts
Black sea bass is considered overfished and overfishing is occurring based on the
1996 assessment. If the new assessment confirms these findings then action is necessary
to rebuild this fishery by a future date to be determined. This option will not have any
short-term economic effects on the various sectors in the black sea bass fishery or on
non-users who derive non-market benefits from the existence of healthy populations of
this species.
The current management measures will remain in effect under this option. Results
from the current stock assessment, including the rebuilding projections, would shed light
on the status of the stock and whether current measures can rebuild the population within
the required timeframe. Once this information is available, the long-term net economic
benefits can be compared among the alternatives for this action.
Social Impacts
If the No Action alternative is chosen, negative social impacts may be
experienced by all sectors in the black sea bass fishery. If the stock is indeed being
overfished, even with current management measures in place, there will be few if any
benefits to any stakeholders. If, however, the stock is responding to current management
measures, this alternative would be the least disruptive to all sectors concerned in the
fishery.
Conclusions
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Alternative 2. Prohibit all harvest, possession, and sale of black sea bass.
Note: This applies to both recreational and commercial fishermen.
Biological Impacts
This alternative would rebuild the stock more quickly than any of the other
alternatives.
Economic Impacts
The subsequent discussion is relevant for management actions that would curtail
overall harvest levels or constrain trip limits and bag limits. After implementation of the
limited access program, commercial fishermen in the snapper grouper fishery have faced
additional restrictions and thus reduced net revenue from measures implemented in
Amendments 9 and 12 to the snapper/grouper fishery management plan. In addition to
these effects, these fishermen participate in other fisheries where regulations have
resulted in increased loss of annual net revenue. Furthermore, increased competition from
imports and other exogenous factors such as coastal development, loss of traditional
markets, and the increased cost of dock space for vessels and fish houses have resulted in
reduced profit margins for these fishermen. Additional restrictions on harvest may force
some of these fishermen out of the industry in the near term. Also, large reductions in
landings could result in market displacement and market disruption. In the long-term,
when stocks rebuild and regulations become less restrictive, the industry would realize
gains in overall net revenue. However, the same individuals who experienced these
negative short run impacts may not benefit from these improvements unless they were
able to financially withstand the cost of these measures during the rebuilding time period.
Similarly, recreational anglers who experience loss of net consumer surplus
benefits due to reduction in bag limits, seasonal closures, increased minimum size
regulations, and other measures may not benefit from more liberal regulations in the
future when these stocks increase. The consumer surplus benefit from the recreational
experience is determined by several quality determinants, which include fish size, catch
rate, bag limits, and aesthetics. Fishery managers are more concerned about the influence
of bag limits, fish size, and catch rates on the overall benefits derived from recreational
fishing since these factors are under their control (catch rates are indirectly controlled
through measures to rebuild fish populations since there is a direct correlation between
angler success rate and population size). In addition, restrictive regulations could also
result in trip cancellation which could then impact the for-hire sector. If there is less
demand for for-hire recreational tips, revenue in the for-hire sector would decrease. Also,
trip cancellation could result in loss of revenue to other businesses that depend on angler
related commerce such as gas stations, marinas, motels and hotels. These secondary
economic effects are also expected if there is a decline in commercial fishing effort.
There are other impacts to consider in fisheries management: non-use value and
non-consumptive use value. The former refers to the value derived by people who do not
utilize the resource and have no future intention of doing so, while the latter refers to the
benefit derived from activities that do not result in consumption/mortality of the fish
population such as diving. It is expected that these values should increase in magnitude if
stocks improve from the restrictive regulations.
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As the population of fish increases it is expected that angler success rate would
increase and the unit harvesting cost should decrease. This is balanced by diminishing
marginal utility where the incremental benefits from population growth increases at a
decreasing rate.
In order to determine whether a policy or suite of regulations will increase net
economic benefits to society, these values must be weighed and potential increases in
benefits and costs projected into the future. At some point, net economic benefits are
optimized at a sustainable level. Usually, this optimum occurs when fish populations are
equal to or greater than the MSY stock size.
The net benefit analysis described above does not consider the short-term direct
and indirect economic effects. Community economic stability and short run analyses are
considered and sometimes more weight is placed on these factors in the decisionmaking
process. Also, an analysis of the distribution of these effects and the short-term impact on
small entities is required in order to satisfy the Magnuson Act and the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.
The following discussion and data analysis is limited to the short run negative
effects of this alternative. Once the rebuilding projections and bioeconomic models
become available, an analysis of the long-term net economic benefits can be attempted.
The result of a moratorium on harvest of black sea bass could result in three types
of behavioral responses from fishermen:
1. Curtail fishing for black sea bass and not target other species to recoup
some of the lost revenue (commercial fishermen and owners/operators of
for-hire vessels) and forgone consumer surplus (recreational fishermen).
2. Curtail fishing for black sea bass and target other species to recoup some
of the lost revenue (commercial fishermen and owners/operators of forhire vessels) and forgone consumer surplus (recreational fishermen).
3. Exit the commercial fishing industry (commercial harvesting sector and
for-hire sector). Do not participate in saltwater recreational fishing but
switch to other leisure activity.
Impact on the Commercial Harvesting Sector
Landings data on the commercial harvesting sector came from the Southeast
logbook, and price information was generated from the general canvass survey conducted
by NMFS. The following table provides estimates of the expected total gross revenue
loss if there was a moratorium. This value is expected to be close to $1.081 million. Most
of this loss would be in the trap fishery. The revenue loss in the hook and line sector is
substantial but only represents about 10% of overall revenue losses.
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Table: A summary of reported black sea bass landings and ex-vessel value by gear type.
Data Source: NMFS Southeast Logbook.
TOPGEAR
Data
1998
1999
2000
2001 Average
Hook and Line
Number trips
2,460
1,895
1,550
1,723
1,907
Weight
113,589 103,639 62,852 63,958
86,010
Ex-vessel
Revenue
206,954 216,788 128,157 116,851 167,187
Black Sea Bass Traps Number trips
1,131
1,016
807
1,046
1,000
Weight
524,491 540,435 399,312 426,849 472,772
Ex-vessel
Revenue
918,799 1,095,584 786,532 784,644 896,390
Other gear
Number trips
205
146
132
100
146
Weight
7,714
22,306
4,601
3,833
9,614
Ex-vessel
Revenue
12,036
46,103
7,786
6,334
18,065
Total Number trips
3,796
3,057
2,489
2,869
3,053
Total Weight
645,794 666,380 466,766 494,639 568,395
Total Ex-vessel
Revenue
1,137,790 1,358,475 922,475 907,829 1,081,642
Table B. Black sea bass reported landings by State. Source: NMFS Southeast Logbook.
STATE
Data
1998
1999
2000
2001
Florida
Number trips
279
227
154
118
east coast and other states Weight
8,595
6,842
3,600
4,399
Ex-vessel
Revenue
10,339
8,207
4,640
5,372
Georgia
Number trips
106
85
74
120
Weight
2,697
1,623
1,340
2,867
Ex-vessel
Revenue
3,755
2,770
1,940
4,418
North Carolina
Number trips
2,586
2,084
1,660
1,929
Weight
491,848 477,857 378,192 393,482
Ex-vessel
Revenue
820,823 988,054 726,077 748,009
South Carolina
Number trips
825
661
601
702
Weight
142,653 180,057 83,634 93,892
Ex-vessel
Revenue
302,873 359,444 189,818 150,031
Total Number trips
3,796
3,057
2,489
2,869
Total Weight
645,794 666,380 466,766 494,639
Total Ex-vessel Revenue
1,137,790 1,358,475 922,475 907,829
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This measure would impact over 3,053 commercial fishing trips mostly taken in
North and South Carolina. The bulk of the black sea bass landings come from these states
with lower quantities harvested off Georgia and North Florida. The number of trips
reported to the Southeast logbook exceeds 30,000 annually and annual overall ex-vessel
value of these trips is just over $22 million. Thus, about 10% of total commercial fishing
effort reported to the Southeast logbook will be affected with a 5% overall loss of gross
revenue. The losses presented were gross revenue losses and fishermen will not incur trip
expenses if these trips are not taken. The following table provides information on average
trip expenditures in 1994. These estimates will be used to calculate the net revenue of this
measure and subsequent actions.
Table C. Results from a 1994 survey of snapper grouper fishermen in the South Atlantic.
Source: Rhodes et al. (1996).
Bandit
Rod and
Bottom
Item
Gear
Reel
Traps
Longline
Gross Revenue per trip
1,880
846 1,036
3,583
Trip costs
557
557
362
1,303
Net revenue per trip
1,323
1,323 944
2,280
Captain's share of net
357
357
438
490
Boat's share of net
390
390
320
816
Crew share of net
360
360
235
753
Captain's share of net
27.0%
27.0% 46.4%
21.5%
Boat's share of net
29.5%
29.5% 33.9%
35.8%
Crew share of net
27.2%
27.2% 24.9%
33.0%
The northern area is considered the area north of St. Augustine in the South
Atlantic region. Vessels in Georgia and the Carolinas were usually larger, were more
powerful, and had higher hold and fuel capacity. This is probably related to the fact that
these vessels had to travel further distances to fish in harsher environmental conditions
than fishing craft in southern and central Florida. Black sea bass trap vessels are larger,
have a higher hold and fuel capacity, and are more powerful than the rod and reel and
bandit boats. Their average trip expenditures are also higher (Waters et al., 2000).
Overall, respondents in the northern area relied more heavily on commercial
fishing for reef fishes as a source of household income than did respondents in the
southern area. However, respondents in the northern area derived a smaller fraction of
their household incomes from other kinds of commercial fishing because they were more
likely to charter whereas respondents in the southern area relied more heavily on
commercial fishing for non-reef species such as king mackerel (Waters et al., 2000).
Economic Effects on Other Fisheries and Alternative Revenue Sources
It is expected that the hook and line sector would switch effort to other fisheries
to recoup this loss. For those vessels where revenue from this harvest is not significant, it
is expected that they would not take additional action to increase harvest in another
fishery. This could mean some trips may be canceled. Sea bass pot fishermen are very
dependent on this species and could exit the fishery from loss of a large portion of their
income. Some trap fishermen may refit their vessel to line fishing and enter other snapper
grouper fisheries or intensify effort in other fisheries that they also prosecute. These
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activities will require some out of pocket expenses. Even if gross revenue is recouped, it
is expected that there would be a reduction in net revenue since it is assumed that these
are less valuable fisheries. If they were more highly valued, pot fishermen would have
already entered these fisheries.
Most trap fishermen at the time of the study indicated that black sea bass was the
only species targeted, which corroborates with the logbook catch data (Rhodes et al.,
1996). However, examination of the logbook data indicates that these fishermen also
target vermilion snapper and gag grouper. These are possible species that could receive
additional targeting effort if this measure is adopted. This flow of effort could jeopardize
stock status and reduce marginal benefits for fishermen currently dependent on these
fisheries. In the long-run this may lead to overfishing of these new fisheries.
The dependency of these fishermen on overall snapper grouper landings and black
sea bass are factors that will determine switching behavior. In the trap fishery, black sea
bass is the most important species and almost all revenue from black sea bass trips will
be forgone for this sector. From a 1994 survey, black sea bass pot fishermen also ranked
gag, king mackerel, and vermilion snapper as secondary species to black sea bass
(Waters, 2000).
The latest estimates of economic dependence came from a survey of fishermen
conducted in 1994 and 1996 (Rhodes et al., 1996; and Rhodes et al., 1997). At that time,
50% of all permit holders interviewed earned 25% or less of total income from snapper
grouper fishing, and 21% of all snapper/grouper fishermen stated that they earned more
than 50% of total income from snapper/grouper fishing.
It is expected that regulations implemented in Amendments 8, 9, and 12 to the
snapper/grouper plan would have an effect on the current level of dependence on
snapper/grouper fishing. The limited access program excluded the low volume
snapper/grouper fishermen and had the effect of increasing the proportion of fishermen
who are more dependent on revenue from snapper/grouper species. On the other hand,
restrictive regulations in the snapper/grouper fishery would have reduced economic
dependence on this fishery. There are other restrictive measures proposed in this
Amendment for species in the snapper/grouper complex. This further limits the
alternatives for black sea bass pot fishermen.
In addition, apart from king and Spanish mackerel, there have not been any
relaxations of fishing regulations on other fisheries that are targets or potential targets for
these fishermen. In fact, there have been a number of additional restrictions and market
effects that have further reduced harvests and revenue. For example, fishermen in the
mid-Atlantic trawl fishery land a considerable quantity of black sea bass at certain times
of the year (months) which results in price declines that make sea bass trips unprofitable
for trap fishermen. Another market issue cited by fishermen is the increase in imports and
the downward effect on price for all of these species. Also, gluts on the market from
other species such as red snapper in the Gulf have caused price reduction in the vermilion
snapper fishery (a viable alternative for some of these fishermen). These factors may
force some of these participants out of the snapper/grouper fishery and perhaps out of the
commercial fishing industry.
The current level of employment outside of the fishery may also provide some
indication of this potential for shifting out of the fishery. The 1994 and 1996 surveys
posed this question to snapper/grouper fishermen and it appears that anywhere from 32%
to 52% of fishermen obtained income from other forms of employment. In the case of
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black sea bass trap fishermen, 40% had outside employment. This figure was 39% for
bottom longlines, 68% for rod and reel fishermen, and 46% for bandit gear fishermen.
These results may not apply to the current snapper/grouper fishery because the
data are so outdated. Also, information on the actual level of income derived from other
sources would assist in making a better informed conclusion about effort shifts. The
current state of the economy and economic outlook for the boating and charter sectors are
not favorable. These are also factors that determine the value of alternatives for these
fishermen. Employment in the charter and boating sectors were cited as alternatives at
certain times of the year for commercial fishermen who target black sea bass. This was
the most likely alternative employment for fishermen surveyed in 1994. The for-hire
sector may not be able to accommodate additional capacity as trips in the charter sector
declined. Also, other measures in this plan are likely to reduce angler demand for charter
trips. In addition, in a worsening economy money and time spent on leisure activities are
expected to decline.
Another piece of information to consider is that in 1996 fishermen classified as
high volume producers (landing more than 14,250 pounds annually) stated that they
would remain in the fishery in the future in contrast to low volume fishermen in the
Carolinas and Georgia. However, some of those low volume fishermen were eliminated
from the fishery with the advent of the limited entry program and the sequential set of
restrictive regulations. Future expectations and perception of quality of life in this fishery
and other commercial fisheries compared to current and future expected quality of life in
other occupations will influence entry/exit behavior. In approximately two-thirds of the
households, someone other than the respondent also was employed to supplement
household income.
Market Economic Effects
Another issue is one of market displacement by other substitute fish products
locally harvested/grown or by imports. If this product is taken off the market due to a
moratorium, there is a risk that when stocks rebuild and the fishery is reopened at some
future date, there would be a need to reestablish the distribution channels and market(s)
for this species. In the extreme case, it may not be possible to achieve this goal
successfully due to prior replacement by a less costly/high quality substitute. In these
cases there would be some market resistance and it would take a while for this product to
be accepted and price to increase to revenue maximizing “optimal” levels.
Economic Activity
The change in economic activity from this measure will depend on the number of
trips canceled and the number of vessels that are forced out of the industry. One of the
preceding tables presented information on the average trip cost for snapper grouper
fishermen. On the one hand these are costs incurred by fishermen. However, they
represent revenue to support industries that supply inputs such as fuel and bait. If there is
a reduction in the number of vessels, there would be further direct economic losses to
impacted industries since annual and fixed expenditures would not be incurred. Apart
from the direct effects, there will also be indirect and induced effects on other sectors of
the economy (the multiplier effect) which could have far reaching implications in the
short-term. Economists theorize that these economic losses are distributional and unlike
net revenue to the commercial fishermen they do not change national GDP as money
spent on these supplies/products would be available for other purchases and positively
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impact other industries. The economy will adjust in the long run but there could be
sectoral and regional shifts in the number of jobs, wages, and business revenue.
Impact on the Recreational Fishing Sector including the For-Hire Sector
There is very little information available to describe the expected economic
consequences from a closure of the black sea bass fishery. Data on the expected decrease
in demand for recreational fishing trips that catch/target/harvest black sea bass in the face
of a no harvest regulation is required. Such a model would also have to account for the
switching behavior to target other species and the decrease in consumer surplus from
targeting/catching/harvesting a less preferred species. These models would have to
provide separate estimates for the for-hire and private sub-sectors. Also, contingent
valuation models that depict the loss of consumer surplus benefits from a no harvest
provision on trips where black sea bass are caught are required.
Furthermore, to examine the long-term economic effects from stock rebuilding,
these models would also have to predict the change in demand for black sea bass trips
and change in consumer surplus linked to improvements in trip quality. These are factors
associated with population improvements such as increase in fishing success rates,
increased fish size, and increased bag limits as regulations are relaxed in the face of an
improved stock of fish.
Data used in the analysis of the for-hire and recreational fishing sectors were
taken from the MRFSS system on the NMFS web site. Landings information from the
headboat sector was taken from Potts and Brennan (2002).
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Table D. Number of black sea bass harvested (A fish*) by mode and State. Source:
MRFSS and Potts and Brennan (2002).
MODE
STATE
1998
1999
2000
2001
Average
Charter

East Florida
Georgia
North Carolina
South Carolina

Charter Total
Private/Rental

East Florida
Georgia
North Carolina
South Carolina
Private/Rental Total
Headboat (NC-NE FL)

5,961
34,088
47,994
88,043

6,859
3,493
28,668
27,266
66,286

2,662
3,715
8,544
13,125
28,046

10,918
3,287
26,288
30,371
70,864

5,110
4,114
24,397
29,689
63,310

67,581 132,578 98,460 150,280 112,225
29,264
46,764 89,058 41,272
65,447 26,250 125,804 123,568 85,267
30,909 46,864 57,374 61,750 49,224
193,201 205,692 328,402 424,656 287,988
195,876 249,566 200,333
215,258

Grand Total
477,120 521,544 556,781
518,482
*These are only observed fish harvested (A1 fish) and does not include B1 and B2 fish.
The preceding table depicts the expected loss of black sea bass harvest (numbers
of fish) in the recreational sector. On average there is an expected loss of 518,482 fish
annually as a result of this harvest prohibition. There will be a greater impact on the
private recreational and headboat sub-sectors in terms of overall number of fish
harvested. However, proportionally the charter sector may be more significantly affected.
Data from the MRFSS indicates that black sea bass is second to the snapper group as the
most frequently harvested by the charter sector from March to August (refer to the
following table).
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Table E. Preliminary data from MRFSS on the relative importance of bottomfish species
groups harvested by the private recreational and charter boat sectors in 2000. Please note
that these estimates have not been verified. Source: MRFSS.
CHARTER by Wave
SUPERGROUP NAME
1
2
3
4
5
6 Total
SNAPPERS
43%
22% 37% 30% 59% 42% 42%
BLACK SEA BASS
3%
18% 26% 17%
7% 11% 14%
GRUNTS
4%
12% 9% 14%
8%
7% 9%
PORGIES
9%
6% 7% 11%
7% 14% 9%
DRUMS
5%
18% 5%
8%
5%
7% 7%
GROUPERS
11%
6% 5% 10%
3%
2% 6%
OTHER FISHES
17.3% 12.6% 7.0% 6.2% 7.4% 10.3% 8.8%
PRIVATE/RENTAL by wave
SUPERGROUP NAME
1
2
3
4
5
6 Total
SNAPPERS
14%
6% 6% 11%
2%
5% 6%
BLACK SEA BASS
3%
7% 5%
3%
2%
5% 4%
GRUNTS
6%
5% 7%
8%
6% 12% 8%
PORGIES
24%
18% 14% 12%
8% 16% 13%
DRUMS
46%
45% 43% 39% 74% 56% 54%
GROUPERS
2%
1% 1%
1%
0%
1% 1%
OTHER FISHES
5%
18% 25% 26%
8%
5% 14%
For the private recreational sector inside of three miles, black sea bass is not as
important to the bottomfish catch composition as drums, porgies, and snappers. However,
beyond 3 miles in the South Atlantic the relative proportion of black sea bass harvested
becomes more significant, amounting for almost 22% of total bottomfish harvested.
Additional information (once it becomes available) will be presented by state in order to
examine differences in dependence and potential target switching behavior.
The forgone harvest will reduce the consumer surplus benefits from harvested
fish. Information on the number of trips that target black sea bass or the number of trips
where black sea bass are caught/harvested would be a better indicator of this economic
effect. From this information it may be possible also to speculate on whether anglers
would choose to forgo trips where black sea bass was one of the targets or choose to
target another species.
Given the relative importance of black sea bass to recreational anglers fishing in
North Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, and South Carolina, it is expected that this
measure would result in a reduction in bottom fishing trips at certain peak times of the
year. It is also expected that there may also be a switch to other species such as flounder,
species classified as drums, vermilion snapper, other snapper species, and to lesser extent
groupers.
Recent estimates of the economic value of a day of saltwater recreational fishing
are available for the south Atlantic from different sources. These estimates are not
specific to black sea bass trips but shed some light on the magnitude of an angler’s
willingness to pay for this activity. For example, a 1997 NMFS recreational economic
study indicated that anglers gave up wages in order to go recreational fishing. These
values ranged from $154 per trip to $252 per trip (NMFS, 1999). These values represent
a labor/leisure tradeoff and can be considered good estimates of the opportunity cost of
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time for saltwater recreational fishing. Other non-market valuation studies provide
additional estimates. The mean value of access per trip was estimated at $109.31 for the
south Atlantic. Willingness to pay for an incremental increase in catch and keep rates per
trip only amounted to $3.01 for bottomfish species (Haab et al., 2001). Contingent
valuation results from the same survey group yielded marginal valuation estimates of
$1.06 to $2.20 to avoid a one fish red snapper bag limit decrease. The latter are averages
across all recreational anglers and not only those anglers who target/caught red snapper.
The impact on the for-hire sector, and the change in economic activity (economic
impact), will depend on the change in demand for angler trips. Data from the MRFSS
survey indicates that overall charter trips have decreased during the period 1997 to 2001.
This declining trend is consistent across states and may be the result of displacement by
the private/rental sector or a decline in the number of offshore trips. Data are not yet
available for the headboat sector to provide this trend analysis. Recreational fishing effort
by other modes have shown a consistently increasing trend during this same period.
Table F. Charter fishing trips by State. Source: MRFSS.
Year
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

East
South
North
Florida
Georgia Carolina Carolina
480,229
30,250 122,419 295,820
430,043
16,769
89,738 241,001
371,450
10,650
61,721 221,369
278,990
5,688
42,300 193,055
250,506
6,452
38,434 201,730

Charter
Total
928,718
777,551
665,190
520,033
497,122

The effect of trip cancellation could force some charter vessels out of the
industry. In addition, this effect may be more pronounced in Georgia, North Carolina,
and South Carolina. The following table was summarized from data collected via a
survey of the for-hire sector in the south Atlantic (Holland et al., 1999). It shows that
charterboats in Florida tend to be less specific in terms of species targeting behavior
which is the opposite for charterboats in the other south Atlantic states. The results
confirm that, for these states, black sea bass is an important target species in the
charterboat sector. Similar information was not available for the headboat sector as
sample sizes were too small to calculate meaningful estimates.
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Table G. Species targeting behavior by charterboats in the South Atlantic. Source:
Holland et al. (1999).
Mean % Time
Proportion of boats
spent targeting
targeting species
species
Florida
FLFlorida
FLSpecies
Keys Atlantic NC SC GA**
Keys Atlantic NC SC
Reef fish
21.21 3.85**
15.7 22.2**
Snapper
21.21 15.38
25 16.7**
18
10.9
8.7
Red snapper
3.03** 3.85**
16.7**
3.9** 7.5**
Other Snapper sp.
3.03** 1.92**
3.9** 3.6**
Grouper
24.24 11.54
30
12.5
7
9.4
Red grouper
3.03** 1.92**
3.9** 0.3**
Gag grouper
6.06** 7.69**
20.8
2.2** 8.4**
Black grouper
3.03** 7.69**
0.6** 8.3**
vermilion
4.2**
Scamp
4.2**
Other reef fish
4.2**
Sheepshead
25
1.0**
Black sea bass
36.7 40 45.8
14.1
11
Did not target
specific speciesbottom fish
53.97 44.81 18.2 19.2 7.7**
**estimates were based on small sample sizes n>5.

39

GA
5.6**
3.9**

3.5**
4.9**
0.9**
.01**
3.9**
3.4**

35.1 26.1 60.8

16.4

For-hire operators may not be able to recoup revenue losses if a large number of
trips are canceled. Refer to the table below for estimates on the average cost of a charter
trip (NOAA, 2001).
Table H. Summary of expenditures on saltwater trips estimated from a 1999 MRFSS add
on Survey. Source: NOAA (2001).
NC
SC
GA
FL
Item
R
NR
R NR
R NR
R NR
Shore mode trip
expenses
$201.66 $110.71 $54.12 $104.27 $44.03 $115.13 $36.90 $141.30
Private rental mean
trip expenses
$71.28 $92.15 $35.91 $67.07 $293.08 $77.51 $66.59 $94.15
Charter mode mean trip expenses $201.66 $75.53 $139.72 $220.97 $419.94 $155.90 $96.11 $196.16
Charter feeaverage-per day for
spenders
$173.11 $88.24 $195.88 $158.84 $147.36 $119.01 $107.08 $130.05
In addition to these estimates, Holland et al. (1999) obtained estimates of charter
and headboat fees by type of trip. Trips cost depended on state, trip length, and the
variety of services offered and reportedly ranged from $292 to $2,000. The average net
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revenue per vessel was fairly low and did not exceed $16,000 annually for charter vessels
in the south Atlantic not including Florida. This implies that many vessels are operating
at the margin and a reduction in gross revenue could result in exit from this industry.
The change in economic activity from this measure will depend on the number of trips
canceled and the number of vessels that are forced out of the industry. The preceding
table presents information on the average trip expenditures of saltwater anglers. These
values represent the direct loss per trip on the state economy if a trip was not taken. Also,
there will be additional direct economic impacts from for-hire trip cancellations since trip
expenditures to operate the vessel would not be made. If there is a reduction in the
number of for-hire vessels, there would be further direct economic losses since annual
and fixed expenditures would not be incurred. Apart from the direct effects, there will
also be indirect and induced effects on other sectors of the economy (the multiplier
effect).
Social Impacts
According to data obtained from the ACCSP website, most of the commercial
landings for black sea bass, from all gear types, are recorded for communities in North
Carolina and northern South Carolina. There is little detectable commercial fishing
effort for black sea bass from Georgia or the east coast of Florida.
Commercial Landings seem to be highest in the winter months of November,
December, January, and February.
Those North Carolina communities that consistently exhibit landings reported in
the thousands of pounds (from 1999 to 2001) are:
Beaufort
Carolina Beach
Englehard
Hatteras
Kure Beach

Sneads Ferry
Southport
Swansboro
Wanchese
Wrightsville Beach/Wilmington

Recreational landings range from New England to the East Coast of Florida
according to MRFSS data on the ACCSP website (http://www.accsp.org). These
landings range in the hundreds of thousands of pounds and appear relatively constant
throughout all months of the year. Further analysis will be completed to determine which
sectors of recreational fishing have the highest consistent landings, although at first
glance it appears that the private/rental sector lands the most black sea bass.
If the Council were to essentially shut down the black sea bass fishery, there
would be sweeping impacts across all sectors of the fishery, commercial and recreational.
Those who commercially pot for sea bass will be forced out of the fishery and either
dislocated to another fishery or will quit fishing altogether. Many charter and headboat
fishing operations will also be severely impacted from this loss of opportunity to fish. In
the current economic climate in the United States, further limiting employment will have
more negative impacts socially than in a time of economic well-being.
Conclusions
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Alternative 3. Establish measures for black sea bass that will: (1) reduce the
recreational bag limit from 20 to 1 black sea bass per person or per trip, whichever
is more restrictive; (2) during the months of _______ (Council to specify) prohibit
purchase or sale of and limit the possession of black sea bass aboard vessels with
Federal commercial or charter/headboat permits for snapper grouper to one black
sea bass per person per day or one black sea bass per person per trip whichever is
more restrictive; (3) continue the 10 inch TL minimum size limit for both
recreational and commercial fishermen; and (4) allow a 50 - 100 pound bycatch per
trip for permitted vessels (i.e., vessels with an unlimited or trip-limited commercial
vessel permit) during the months of _______________ (Council to specify). The
status of black sea bass will be reviewed every two years to determine if
management measures should be repealed or modified.
Biological Impacts
The rate of rebuilding would depend on the length of time closed. This measure
would not rebuild as fast as Alternative 2 but would be biologically conservative.
Economic Impacts
Please refer to the discussion under Alternative 2 for a description of the
economic effects from constraints on the recreational sector. Data on the distribution of
black sea bass catch and harvest by trip frequency is required to provide an indication of
the number and proportion of recreational trips that are likely to be constrained by the 1
fish bag limit and associated reduction in net consumer surplus. Apart from the effects of
trip cancellation described in the previous section, the no sale provision in the for-hire
sector would also reduce revenue in this sector.
The commercial harvesting sector would be affected by the seasonal closure
and/or the reduction to only a seasonal trip limit. The following tables present data on
black sea bass effort and ex-vessel revenue in 2000 to provide a snapshot of potential
impacts on commercial entities from these regulations. It is expected that the maximum
short run economic loss would be the total value of landings during the closure period.
This is an upper estimate on these losses. If trips are not taken there would be savings
from trip costs that would otherwise be incurred by the vessel owner. However, there
may be other species caught on these trips which provide revenue not captured in this
table.
It is possible that fishermen could switch targets to other available species during
the chosen closure period. The inferences on target switching behavior and market
displacement/disruption included under Alternative 2 are also relevant for the analysis of
this option.
The impact of the trip limit is calculated assuming that the trip would be taken
and the additional fish caught above the limit would be discarded. Alternatively, fishing
would stop once the trip limit was met. More realistically, for hook and line gear, if all
trips are taken, targeting behavior may switch to other species. Revenue would come
from the black sea bass harvested and other species caught. Thus the impacts depicted in
the following table are overestimates of gross revenue reduction. Fishing using traps may
not be a viable alternative with these limits and trap fishermen may employ other gear
and target other species or absorb the total revenue loss from the loss of black sea bass.
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Table I. Monthly black sea bass trips, landings, and gross revenue by gear type for 2000.
Source: Southeast Logbook.
Reduction Reduction
from a 50 from a 100
Hook and Line
Grand
pound trip pound trip
Month
Data
and Other gear Traps
Total
limit
limit
Jan Trips
122
128
250
250
250
Weight (lb)
6,771 65,866
72,637
60,137
47,637
Revenue
13,450 130,734 144,184
119,372
94,560
Feb Trips
117
129
246
246
246
Weight (lb)
11,467 72,231
83,698
71,398
59,098
Revenue
24,654 164,469 189,123
161,330
133,537
March Trips
105
68
173
173
173
Weight (lb)
4,586 34,811
39,397
30,747
22,097
Revenue
9,738 76,094
85,832
66,987
48,141
April Trips
117
32
149
149
149
Weight (lb)
3,821
7,766
11,587
4,137
(3,313)
Revenue
7,880 17,162
25,042
8,941
(7,159)
May Trips
166
35
201
201
201
Weight (lb)
4,959
9,866
14,825
4,775
(5,275)
Revenue
9,656 19,215
28,871
9,299
(10,273)
June Trips
167
32
199
199
199
Weight (lb)
3,488 11,203
14,691
4,741
(5,209)
Revenue
5,717 19,342
25,059
8,087
(8,886)
July Trips
209
32
241
241
241
Weight (lb)
7,448 15,268
22,716
10,666
(1,384)
Revenue
14,272 30,898
45,170
21,209
(2,753)
Aug Trips
182
25
207
207
207
Weight (lb)
8,744
5,281
14,025
3,675
(6,675)
Revenue
18,710 11,333
30,043
7,873
(14,298)
Sept Trips
111
16
127
127
127
Weight (lb)
5,546
2,379
7,925
1,575
(4,775)
Revenue
11,781
5,127
16,908
3,361
(10,187)
Oct Trips
146
58
204
204
204
Weight (lb)
2,799 17,384
20,183
9,983
(217)
Revenue
4,863 28,994
33,856
16,746
(365)
Nov Trips
152
109
261
261
261
Weight (lb)
4,806 70,740
75,546
62,496
49,446
Revenue
9,135 110,783 119,918
99,203
78,488
Dec Trips
88
143
231
231
231
Weight (lb)
3,020 86,516
89,536
77,986
66,436
Revenue
6,087 172,381 178,469
155,447
132,425
Total Trips
1,682
807
2,489
2,489
2,489
Total Weight
67,454 399,312 466,766
342,316
217,866
Total Revenue
135,942 786,532 922,475
676,523
430,571
Other Gear types were included in the hook and line category to preserve data
confidentiality.
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Table J. Monthly black sea bass trips, landings, and gross revenue by State for 2000.
Source: Southeast Logbook.
MONTH
Data
NC
SC
Other Grand Total
Jan
Trips
172
52
26
250
Weight
(lb)
57,614 14,747 277
72,637
Revenue 109,209 34,652 323
144,184
Feb
Trips
162
62
22
246
Weight
(lb)
65,507 17,013 1,178
83,698
Revenue 154,582 32,814 1,728
189,123
March
Trips
94
60
19
173
Weight
(lb)
29,456
9,697 244
39,397
Revenue
65,826 19,737 268
85,832
April
Trips
85
47
17
149
Weight
(lb)
8,049
2,948 590
11,587
Revenue
18,489
5,767 786
25,042
May
Trips
144
35
22
201
Weight
(lb)
11,868
2,412 545
14,825
Revenue
22,644
5,519 708
28,871
June
Trips
133
42
24
199
Weight
(lb)
12,657
1,427 607
14,691
Revenue
21,819
2,552 688
25,059
July
Trips
153
58
30
241
Weight
(lb)
20,074
2,152 490
22,716
Revenue
40,622
3,971 577
45,170
Aug
Trips
143
42
22
207
Weight
(lb)
12,452
1,183 390
14,025
Revenue
26,720
2,763 560
30,043
Sept
Trips
76
40
11
127
Weight
(lb)
6,822
870
233
7,925
Revenue
14,701
1,843 364
16,908
Oct
Trips
150
45
9
204
Weight
(lb)
19,011
1,025 147
20,183
Revenue
31,700
1,941 216
33,856
Nov
Trips
196
55
10
261
Weight
(lb)
71,547
3,948
50
75,546
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Dec

Revenue
Trips
Weight
(lb)
Revenue

111,176
152

8,676
63

66
16

119,918
231

63,136 26,211 189
89,536
108,589 69,583 297
178,469
Total Trips
1,660
601
228
2,489
Total Weight (lb)
378,192 83,634 4,941
466,766
Total Revenue
726,077 189,818 6,580
922,475
Data for Florida, Georgia and other States were aggregated to conceal confidential data.
Social Impacts
To reduce the bag limit from 20 to 1 for the recreational catch is a large step down
and is predicted to meet strong resistance from the recreational sector. Hence,
compliance may become an issue in the first years after implementation. There may also
be resistance and resentment from the recreational sector that the commercial fishery is
not being held to the same standards as they are for the full year.
Imposing a commercial trip limit of 1 fish per person per day during specified
months will also be resisted but a determination of the impacts will depend greatly on
which months are chosen. This is the same for imposing a 50-100 pound bycatch limit
on commercial vessels during certain months – the impacts can be determined after the
months are chosen. Preliminary analysis shows the highest landings in the winter months
from about November through February. If the trip limit is reduced to one per person per
day or per trip for certain months, and the remainder of the year there is a bycatch
allowance imposed, the effects will basically be the same as in Alternative 2, with some
fishermen having to leave the industry all together, or be displaced into another fishery.
Maintaining the 10 inch minimum size limit is not predicted to have much
measurable social impact as this is a continuation of existing regulations.
Conclusions
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Alternative 4. Increase the 10 inch TL minimum size limit to 12 inches for both
recreational and commercial fishermen.
Biological Impacts
Economic Impacts

Social Impacts

Conclusions
This would be consistent with the regulations north of Cape Hatteras.
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Alternative 5. Zone fishing by area for the black sea bass fishery.
Biological Impacts
Economic Impacts

Social Impacts

Conclusions
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Alternative 6. Others????? Limited entry and escape panel options have been
deferred until Amendment 15? (see Appendix x).
Biological Impacts
Economic Impacts

Social Impacts

Conclusions
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II.

RED PORGY

Landings & Size Trends
In all sectors, landings of red porgy decrease throughout the time series (Figure
9). The for-hire series shows a steady overall decrease over time, and the commercial
sector shows rather steep decreases during its series. The recreational sector is more
consistent, but has more high peaks in the earlier part of the series. Many regulations
have been imposed upon the red porgy fishery: 1992-12” minimum size limit in all
fisheries; 1999-14” minimum size limits in all fisheries, March and April commercial
sale prohibited, and a moratorium for all fisheries beginning in September; 2000-January
through April sale and purchase prohibited, 1 fish/person or 1 fish/person/trip whichever
is more restrictive, and 50 pounds commercial trip limit.
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Figure 9. Red porgy landings by sector.
Before commercial data were recorded, the for-hire sector dominated the percent
of total landings (Figure 10). When commercial data were brought in, that sector
dominated the total landings, while the for-hire sector accounted for the majority of the
remaining landings.
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Figure 10. Red porgy percentage of landings by sector.
As with many other fisheries in the early part of the time series the commercial
fishery tends to take the largest fish and the recreational fishery the smallest fish (Figure
11). As size limits are imposed in the later years the mean weights converge. Overall,
the recreational sector may have begun catching larger fish over time, whereas the
commercial and for hire fisheries caught slightly smaller fish over time.
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Figure 11. Red porgy mean weight by sector.
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Review of Previous Stock Assessments
The first stock assessment for red porgy was conducted in 1990 ( , 1990) using
data from 1972 through 1988/89. SSR (=SPR) was calculated separately for recreational
and commercial fisheries:
RECREATIONAL
Carolinas = 18%
FL = 45 - 19%

COMMERCIAL
Carolinas = 29%

SSR with 12 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
33%

SSR with 12 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
38%

A series of stock assessments provided estimates of SSR based on catch curves
( , 1991; , 1992; , 1993). The 1997 updated SPR from Potts, Burton and Manooch
III (1998)
Assessment Year Catch Data From Overall SSR SSR with Minimum Sizes
1991
1988
11%
15%
1992
1990
8%
12%
1993
1996
1997
1999
VPA thru 1997
24%
>30%
1999 from Vaughan, D. S. 1999. Population characteristics of the red porgy, Pagrus
pagrus, from the U.S. Southern Atlantic Coast. Prepared for the South Atlantic Fishery
Management Council. January 26, 1999. NMFS SEFSC Beaufort Lab.
The first biomass-based assessment was conducted in 1999 with data through
1997 (Vaughan, 1999). The following parameters were presented in the Snapper
Grouper Amendment 12 (SAFMC, 2000):
A.
A maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT) — A fishing mortality
rate (F) corresponding to a 35% Static SPR (F=0.43) based on a 14” TL minimum size
limit. Current fishing mortality was estimated as 0.47 based on a 14” TL minimum size
limit and data through 1996.
B.
A minimum stock size threshold (MSST) — The minimum stock size
threshold is defined as the maximum of either 0.5 or 1-M (M = natural mortality = 0.28)
times Bmsy. The Council is specifying the minimum stock size associated with 35%
Static SPR which is 3,328 metric tons (MSST=(1-0.28)*4,622=3,328 mt) or 7.34 million
pounds. Current stock size was estimated to be 685 metric tons (1.51 million pounds)
based on data through 1996.
Rebuilding timeframe. Red porgy cannot be rebuilt in less than 10 years (see
NMFS SEFSC results as shown in Figure 1) and a generation time is estimated as 8
years. Therefore, the rebuilding timeframe for red porgy is 18 years with 1999 being
Year 1 given the emergency closure was implemented on September 8, 1999.
Council Determination of Stock Status
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The following information is from the Advisory Report resulting from the
2002 SAW/SARC Process. The full SARC Report is available from the Council office.
Status of Stock: The stock is overfished but overfishing is not occurring. The current
index of spawning stock biomass is low; the 2001 spawning stock size is estimated at
about 43% of SSBmsy and 55% of MSST. The 2001 fishing mortality rate is estimated
at about 45% of Fmsy. Recruitment, as measured by the model, has trended down from
1972 with an upturn in 2001. The size structure of the stock has been reduced after a
period of high fishing mortality.
Management Advice: Fishing mortality should not be increased. Although overfishing
is not currently taking place, in the future fishing mortality may need to be reduced to
meet the 2016 rebuilding requirement. However, there is very little information
associated with the effects of the current management regime (Amendment 12 initiated in
1999) with which to project rebuilding. [Note: Amendment 12 was implemented on
August 29, 2000.]
Forecast: There is considerable uncertainty in future rates of recovery due to: uncertainty
about the biology of the species, model uncertainty, and quality of the data available.
Projections simulating current fishing mortality (Amendment 12 regulations) show less
than 50% probability of achieving SSBmsy in 2016 which is the last year of the
Council’s 18 year rebuilding program. See Figure 15. The projections show a 50%
probability of exceeding the MSST in 2011. Projections simulating no directed fishing or
by-catch (F = 0) would achieve SSBmsy in 2009 but the mortality from discards would
increase.
Stock Identification and Distribution: Red porgy have an extensive range in warm
waters of the Atlantic Ocean and adjacent seas. The management unit analyzed includes
fish from U.S. Atlantic waters of North Carolina (NC) south of Cape Hatteras, South
Carolina (SC), Georgia (GA), and the east coast of Florida (FL), including the Atlantic
side of the Florida Keys (Monroe County). Within that stock definition, red porgy have
been most abundant in NC and SC waters. Tagging studies show neither long-range
migrations nor extensive local movements of adult red porgy, and there is no
circumstantial or anecdotal information to suggest such movements.
Catches: (Figure 12 and Table 8) Three major fisheries catch this stock of red porgy:
commercial, recreational, and headboat. The most common commercial gear has been
hook and line, with occasional commercial landings also from trawls and traps. Trawling
for red porgy has been banned since January 12, 1989. Total landings increased during
the 1970s and early 1980s as the commercial fishery expanded, rising from about 335 mt
in 1972 to over 900 mt in 1982. Except for a brief spike in 1988-1990, landings declined
steadily from the 1982 peak to the low of under 30 mt in 2000.
The headboat fishery was predominant, 1972-1977, accounting for 64% on
average of landings in weight. From 1978, onward the commercial fishery predominated,
representing 53-82% of annual landings. Recreational fisheries seldom landed more than
10% of the total until 1999-2001, when they represented 34% of total weight landed.
Commercial landings increased during the 1970s, from 47 mt in 1972 to 729 mt in 1982.
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Figure 12. History of red porgy catches with management events superimposed.

Table 8. Red porgy landings (metric tons) and stock status.
Year
Commercial
Headboat
Recreational
Total

1992
234
50
54
338

1993
213
46
30
290

1994
198
40
21
258

1995
196
42
48
286

1996
195
37
53
285

1997
193
34
8
236

1998
144
31
6
181

1999
48
22
31
101

2000
12
6
12
30

2001
30
23
25
77

Max*
729
340
109
929

Min*
12
6
3
30

Mean*
294
117
41
452

SSB
Abundance
Recruits (1000)
F
F/FMSY

960
4661
1301
0.72
3.81

908
4428
1212
0.62
3.27

880
4491
1403
0.56
2.96

879
4537
1342
0.63
3.30

820
4276
1085
0.68
3.57

807
4624
1646
0.56
2.96

833
4450
1119
0.37
1.95

933
4065
787
0.21
1.09

1132
3907
796
0.04
0.24

1326
4307
1226
0.09
0.45

9580
18215
3349
0.83
4.37

807
3907
787
0.04
0.24

3652
9069
2015
0.35
1.86

*Maximum, minimum and mean based on period 1972-2001
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Data and Assessment: A Data Workshop was held March 11-14, 2002, and a series of
Stock Assessment Workshops took place between April 8 - May 6, 2002. Two models
were used to assess stock status: Age structured model and Production model. The age
structured model used catch, length composition (Figure 13), age composition, and
abundance indices (Figure 14). The production model used catch and abundance indices.

In all analyses, the value of natural mortality used was 0.225.
Biological Reference Points: Three sets of Biological Reference Points are presented:
1) the current definitions using the last assessment’s results, 2) the current definitions
using results from the 2002 assessment and 3) a proposed set.
Council’s Current Definitions (Proxies) from Amendment 12:
A.
Maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT). A fishing mortality rate (F)
corresponding to a 35% Static SPR (previously estimated as F=0.43; estimated in the
2002 assessment as 0.49) based on a 14” TL minimum size limit.

B.
Minimum stock size threshold (MSST). The minimum stock size threshold is
defined as the maximum of either 0.5 or 1-M (M = natural mortality = previously defined
as 0.28; currently defined as 0.225) times SSBmsy proxy. The Council is specifying the
minimum stock size associated with 35% Static SPR which was previously estimated as
3,328 metric tons (MSST=(1-0.28)*4,622=3,328 mt) or 7.34 million pounds. The
SSBmsy proxy associated with 35% Static SPR estimated in the 2002 assessment was
859 mt.
C.
Rebuilding timeframe. Red porgy cannot be rebuilt in less than 10 years (see
NMFS SEFSC results as shown in Figure 15) and a generation time is estimated as 8
years. Therefore, the rebuilding timeframe for red porgy is 18 years with 1999 being
Year 1 given the emergency closure was implemented on September 8, 1999.
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Figure 13. Red porgy commercial (hand line) and headboat length frequency data from
selected years (1976, 1986, 1996 and 2001).
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Figure 14. Red porgy abundance indices.
The SARC recommends using the following biological reference points:
The Council’s definition of MSST = (1-M) * SSBmsy; MSST was estimated in this
assessment to be 2,364 mt.
Fmsy used as per Amendment 12 to determine overfishing; Fmsy was estimated
in this assessment to be 0.19.
Amendment 12 defines the rebuilding time period as 18 years with 1999 as Year
1. The rebuilt state was defined as the stock’s reaching SSBmsy = 3,049.5 mt. The
minimum stock size threshold (MSST) is used to measure whether the stock is
overfished.
Fishing Mortality: F from model had an increasing trend from 1972 through 1990 and
generally declined until 2000. F exceeds Fmsy from the late 1970s through the late
1990s (Figure 16). Relative fishing mortality rates from the age structure and production
models showed similar patterns.
Recruitment: Estimated recruitment generally declined throughout the time series. See
Figure 17.
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Figure 15. Red porgy rebuilding projections under two scenarios no fishing or by-catch
(F = 0) and simulating Amendment 12. The horizontal line is BMSY and the dashed line
in the upper plot is the MSST and the vertical line as 2016 is the Amendment 12 date for
rebuilding.

Stock Biomass: The Total SSB (males and females) declined through 1990 with a slight
increase in 1999 and 2000 (Figure 17). The relative SSB/SSBmsy from the Agestructured and Production models were in agreement (Figure 18). The SSB estimates
from the Age-structured model were divided into male and female components (Figure
19). The male SSB declined more than female SSB.
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Figure 16. Red porgy relative fishing mortality rates (F/FMSY). Solid line is the Agestructured model, line with dots is Production model.
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Figure 17. Stock SSB and recruitment from age-structured model.
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Figure 18. Red porgy relative biomass estimates. Solid line is the Age-structured model
(SSB/SSBMSY), line with dots is Production model (B/BMSY).
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Figure 19. Red porgy male and female spawning stock biomass (SSB).
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Special Comments: Red porgy switch sex from females to males. The analytical tools
and biological reference points do not take this into consideration. Implications of this
are unknown and could have important affects on reference points and estimates of
recovery.
Concern was expressed that important information on the status of larger red
porgy derived from deeper waters was not available as a separate index for inclusion in
the assessment. It is recommended that further consideration be given to developing such
indices from commercial and fishery independent data.
Effective monitoring of stock recovery, especially under further fishing mortality
reductions, will require information on discards.
Source of Information:
Report of Red Porgy Stock Assessment Workshop, April 8 - May 6, 2002.

In addition, a Data Workshop was held March 11-14, 2002. All data, reports, and results
are included on a CD available from the NMFS Beaufort Lab.
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Review of Regulations
Table 9A. Regulations for red porgy.
Regulation
4" TL trawl mesh size limit
Prohibit trawl gear
Prohibit fish traps, entanglement nets,
& longlines within 50 fathoms;
12" minimum size limit; vessel
permit
Oculina Experimental Closed Area
Limited entry program: transferable
permits and 225-pound nontransferable permits
14" minimum size limit; 5 fish bag
limit & closure March & April
Prohibit harvest &/or possession
1 fish bag limit; no harvest,
possession, or sale Jan. thru April; 50
pound com. trip limit 5/1 thru 12/31

Effective Date
8/31/83
1/12/89

Plan or Amendment
Original FMP
Amendment 1

1/1/92

Amendment 4

6/27/94

Amendment 6

12/98

Amendment 8

2/24/99
9/8/99-8/28/00

Amendment 9
Emergency Rule

8/29/00

Amendment 12

Compliance
Compliance is summarized by sector in Table 9B. See Burton (2002) for the
breakout by region and for numbers of fish measured. Burton (2002) established a
criteria of number of fish measured must be greater than or equal to 15 and percent of
fish below the size limit must be greater than or equal to 15 as the minimum combination
that had to be met in order to return a finding of significant non-compliance.
Table 9B. Compliance with red porgy size limits; note changes to minimum size limits
as shown in Table 9A. Source: Burton (2002).
Percent Landed
Legal Size Limit
Below
Year
Commercial
Headboat
Private & Charter
1992
23.8
66.0
1993
5.9
12.6
6.4
1994
4.7
11.1
36.5
1995
4.8
8.4
29.8
1996
5.4
9.7
5.7
1997
3.7
12.1
22.2
1998
4.6
15.5
0.0
1999
29.4
39.9
23.1
2000
13.4
24.3
9.1
2001
11.1
43.3
11.8
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Significant non-compliance was found in the Georgia-North Florida and south Florida
commercial fishery, the Carolinas headboat fishery and the Georgia-North Florida
MRFSS fishery. In all instances, the majority of undersized fish were within one inch of
the legal size limit. Note: Only 11 fish were measured from the private/charter sector in
2000 and only 16 red porgy were measured from the private/charter sector in 1998. No
red porgy were measured from the commercial fishery in 1992.
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Action 6. Status Determination Criteria for Red Porgy.
STATEMENT OF NEED: Specify parameters as required by the Sustainable Act
of 1996.
Preferred Alternative.
Adopt the following information from the recent
SAW/SARC Assessment Process.

Table 10. SFA parameters for red porgy.
Step
SFA Parameters
1
2
3

4
5

6
7
8

Level
Limit Control Rule
Target Control Rule
Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY)
Optimum Yield (OY)
Natural Mortality Rate (M)
Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT)
F2001/FMSY
Overfishing?
Minimum Stock Size Threshold (MSST)
SSB2001/SSBMSY
SSB2001/MSST
Overfished?
Rebuilding Timeframe (if overfished)
Current Status
Anticipate Meeting Timeframe?
Modify Management?

Values Specified for
Red Porgy

II/III
Default
Describe recovery plan
375 mt or 826,730 pounds
(range = 365-385 mt)
0.75MSY = 620,048 pounds
0.225
F = 0.19 (range = 0.18 - 0.20)
Ratio = 0.45 < 1
No
2,364 mt or 5.21 million pounds
Ratio = 0.43 < 1
Ratio = 0.55 < 1
Yes
18 Years (Year 1 = 1999)
Year 4 of 18 year rebuilding
program
Uncertain (see discussion)
?

Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.
Economic Impacts
Defining the status determination criteria does not alter current use of the
resource; it merely establishes a benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from
which to base additional management actions. Since defining these parameters has no
direct effect on resource harvest/use, there would be no direct economic impacts from
this measure. Direct economic effects only accrue to the additional actions that directly
alter the use of the resource.
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Even though there are no direct effects from this action, these status
determination criteria are linked to other management measures required to rebuild an
overfished stock, and are thus sequentially responsible for economic effects that accrue to
these measures. Accurately defining these criteria and taking subsequent action to
rebuild/maintain the stock at “optimal” levels will sustain/increase long-term net
economic benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social impacts
upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses
after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
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Other Possible Alternatives:
Alternative 1. No Action. The following information for red porgy is taken directly
from Amendment 12 (SAFMC, 2000):
“Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) for red porgy is 4.38 million pounds
(1,987 metric tons).
The biomass capable of producing maximum sustainable yield (MSY) is termed
Bmsy and varies depending on the Static SPR target level (Source: Doug Vaughan, NMFS
Beaufort Lab). Estimates based on the 14 inch TL minimum size limit in Snapper
Grouper Amendment 9 are shown below:

Bmsy

30% Static SPR
= 3,963.9 mt
= 8.74 M lb

35% Static SPR
= 4,621.7 mt
= 10.19 M lb

40% Static SPR
= 5,285.4 mt
= 11.65 M lb

45% Static SPR
= 5,933.4 mt
= 13.08 M lb

The NMFS suggested as a “critical comment” that the following text be added.
Critical comments identify items that could prevent approval if not addressed. Therefore,
the following wording is included directly from the letter to Bob Mahood from William
T. Hogarth dated November 30, 1999:
“The national standard guidelines require that each fishery management plan specify
the MSY and OY for each fishery. The MSY is the maximum level of yield that a
fishery can produce on average over a sustained period of time. The MSY limit is a
threshold and is dependent upon the productivity of the stock and the selectivity
pattern in the fishery. The MSY limit is a yield and in most circumstances should be
expressed in units of weight. Biomass is a measure of living mass, and is an
appropriate measure of stock size but not of yield. In some instances where a MSY
limit estimate can not be estimated, a proxy may be used but should be biomass
based. For the same stock, estimates for MSY may vary depending on what type of
gear is used or what type of selectivity pattern exists in the fishery. For example, the
maximum yield that can be sustained by a gear that removes all fish greater than 13”
may be different than the yield sustained by a gear that removes all fish greater than
14”.
In the case of red porgy the Council has chosen to set the MSY limit at a level that
corresponds to a static SPR of 35%. Since the MSY is a limit, any greater harvest
would be excessive. Furthermore, any fishing mortality level that resulted in a static
SPR of less than 35%, would exceed the MFMT and would result in overfishing.
The first status determination criterion that the Council needs to consider is the
Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT). The MFMT usually is equal to the
fishing mortality rate that results in the MSY. In the case of red porgy this results in
a F of 0.43. FCURRENT/FMSY should be less than 1 or overfishing is occurring.
The second status determination criterion used to judge the status of the resource is
the Minimum Stock Size Threshold (MSST). This threshold represents the minimum
stock size that must be maintained in order for the stock to be able to produce MSY.
This parameter is measured in units of weight and is (1-M)*BMSY, or the minimum
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stock size at which rebuilding to BMSY will occur within 10 years of fishing at the
MFMT. For red porgy MSST = (1-0.28)*4,621.7 mt = 3,327.6 mt.
The fishing mortality rate at equilibrium that results in MSY is termed FMSY. The
corresponding equilibrium biomass is known as BMSY. In an equilibrium situation,
the product of the fishing mortality rate (FMSY) times the BMSY can be used to obtain a
MSY estimate. Consequently,
MSY = FMSY X BMSY
or in this case,
MSY = 0.43 X 4621.7 mt = 1987.3 mt
For red porgy, the MSY is estimated to be 1987.3 metric tons (mt). This estimate is
based on the following assumptions:
1) the biomass at MSY (BMSY) is 4621.7 mt,
2) the MFMT is the fishing mortality rate corresponding to a 35% static SPR,
(F35% is 0.43)
3) the selectivity pattern currently existing in the fishery is assumed such that the
gear used selects all fish equal to or greater than 14”.”
NOTE: The Council’s specification of MSY follows below as Action 1. The status
determination criteria and overfishing are specified in Action 3.

The Council’s current Optimum Yield (OY) is 40% Static SPR which results in a
Bmsy of 5,285.4 metric tons (mt). The Council chose to use an equilibrium yield
associated with a fishing mortality rate equivalent to a static SPR of 35% on which to
base MSY. A first order approximation of MSY can be obtained from (Source: Doug
Vaughan, NMFS Beaufort Lab):
MSY = Fmsy * Bmsy
Based on the Council’s choice of obtaining MSY at a static SPR of 35%, then MSY =
0.43 (from Table 3) * 4,621.7 metric tons which equates to 1,987.3 metric tons or 4.38
million pounds.”
“Optimum Yield (OY) for red porgy is the amount of harvest that can be
taken by U.S. fishermen while maintaining the Spawning Potential Ratio (SPR) at
or above 45% Static SPR.”
“Overfishing for red porgy is defined in terms of the NMFS Guidelines Checklist
(Appendix B in SFA Comprehensive Amendment; SAFMC, 1998a) and information
provided in the new stock assessment from the NMFS Beaufort Lab. The two
components of the status determination criteria are:
A.
A maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT) — A fishing mortality
rate (F) corresponding to a 35% Static SPR (F=0.43) based on a 14” TL minimum size
limit. Current fishing mortality was estimated as 0.47 based on a 14” TL minimum size
limit and data through 1996.
B.
A minimum stock size threshold (MSST) — The minimum stock size
threshold is defined as the maximum of either 0.5 or 1-M (M = natural mortality = 0.28)
times Bmsy. The Council is specifying the minimum stock size associated with 35%
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Static SPR which is 3,328 metric tons (MSST=(1-0.28)*4,622=3,328 mt) or 7.34 million
pounds. Current stock size was estimated to be 685 metric tons (1.51 million pounds)
based on data through 1996.
Rebuilding timeframe. Red porgy cannot be rebuilt in less than 10 years (see
NMFS SEFSC results as shown in Figure 1) and a generation time is estimated as 8
years. Therefore, the rebuilding timeframe for red porgy is 18 years with 1999 being
Year 1 given the emergency closure was implemented on September 8, 1999.”
Biological Impacts
A new assessment provides new values which should be used to update the values
currently in place.
Economic Impacts
Adoption of biomass based criteria is a mandated requirement and failure to
define these criteria may adversely affect the ability of future management actions to
occur in a timely manner.
Social Impacts
Not specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social
impacts upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts
(negative or positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the
Council chooses after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
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Action 7. Management measures to rebuild red porgy.
STATEMENT OF NEED: Adjust current regulations to account for the
uncertainty in the stock assessment, improve the collection of reasonable fishery
dependent data, eliminate market disruption, eliminate bycatch, and continue to rebuild
the red porgy resource.
Alternative 1. No Action. Minimum size limit of 14", January through April spawning
closure (harvest & possession above bag limit prohibited; sale prohibited), 50 pound
commercial bycatch allowance May through December, and recreational bag limit of 1
fish per person or trip whichever is more restrictive.
Biological Impacts
Red porgy is classified as overfished, but overfishing is not occurring. The current
stock assessment projection, based on the management measures adopted in Amendment
12, indicate that there is slightly less than a 50% probability of rebuilding by 2016
(Figure 15). It appears that this rebuilding target could be met by 2018 (two years after
the deadline).

Economic Impacts
This species is not targeted by fishermen but is caught as bycatch in the
snapper/grouper fishery. The Council has adopted increasingly restrictive measures for
red porgy from 1983 to 2000 to decrease the level of fishing mortality. As expected, this
has been accompanied by reduced net revenue and consumer surplus in the commercial
and recreational sectors.
The current stock assessment indicates that overfishing is not occurring. Thus,
the stock can rebuild to the level that would produce the greatest economic benefits to
society. At this time it is unclear whether taking additional restrictions to reduce fishing
mortality and rebuild this stock in a shorter period of time would maximize overall net
benefits to society. Such restrictive action(s) would decrease net revenue and net
consumer surplus to the harvesting sectors.
Social Impacts
The measures taken in Amendment 12 (14 inch size limit, 50 pound trip limit
May through December, closure from January through April, and 1 fish bag limit for
recreational sector) have already resulted in impacts on fishermen, although more in the
northern areas of the South Atlantic than in south Florida. Fishermen on the Council’s
Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel have related information that the closure and its related
low poundage allowable bycatch has served to change their fishing behavior (moving off
spots with large numbers of red porgy) and in some cases lengthened their fishing trips.
The have also shifted to targeting more groupers than snappers. Whereas before
Amendment 12, red porgy might have made a good compliment or filled out a less-thangood fishing trip, now fishermen cannot fall back on that stock to make up for bad trips.
Another impact that was mentioned by some of the fish processors and dealers was that
because red porgy is a lower priced species, it was an appealing fish to people of lower
incomes. These people have lost one more option for inexpensive protein in their diet,
much in the same way that those in Florida lost dietary benefits from eating mullet after
the net ban took place in 1994.
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Overall, while fishermen of all sectors have felt impacts – economic and social –
they have adapted to the hardships created by this management measure. One social
impact that will not be erased by taking No Action will be the loss of trust by fishermen
for those in management and scientific positions. The Council and NMFS have lost
credibility with many fishermen in the region and it will take much effort to rebuild the
relationship to a more positive plane.
Conclusion
Implemented through Amendment 12.
Discards - incorporate data from electronic logbook, logbook, and observer trips
Projections with concerns but shows rebuild in approximate timeframe specified.
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Alternative 2. Minimum size limit of 14" (no change), 100 pound commercial
bycatch allowance all year, and a recreational bag limit of 2 fish per person or trip
whichever is more restrictive.
Biological Impacts
Red porgy is classified as overfished, but overfishing is not occurring. The current
stock assessment projection, based on the management measures adopted in Amendment
12, indicate that there is slightly less than a 50% probability of rebuilding by 2016
(Figure 15) under existing management measures. It appears that this rebuilding target
could be met by 2018 (two years after the deadline) under existing management
measures. Relaxing management regulations could result in a delay in rebuilding. On
the other hand, this option may not have an effect on overall fishing mortality (including
discards mortality). Thus, the rebuilding time under this option may be the same as that
for the no action option (Amendment 12).
The following two figures and discussion are taken directly from the SARC
Report:
“Figures 14 and 15.These figures were requested by the SARC to compare with
the base projection runs in order to explore aspects of uncertainty that were not captured
in the base model. Figure 14 is using the age-structured model with the alternative stockrecruit relationship shown in Figure 10. Figure 15 is a projection using the production
model. In both cases they show more rapid rebuilding than the base model. Although it
was concluded that these models were less probable than the base run, by comparing
among models, broader insights are given into the uncertainty.”
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Economic Impacts
Commercial fishermen have testified before the Council that while targeting
snapper/grouper species there are times when they encounter large aggregations of red
porgy. This results in a high level of discards of red porgy even though these fishermen
try to avoid these concentrations. Thus, it can be assumed that this trip limit could be met
without increasing trip length and thus trip costs. Assuming that at least 100 pounds of
red porgy, comprised of fish that meet the 14 inch minimum size regulation, are caught
on all trips where red porgy are harvested, it is expected that commercial landings will
increase twofold over the 2001 level to approximately 60 metric tons. Net revenue from
red porgy is expected to double since it is unlikely that there will be any price effects
from this increase in quantity supplied. Assuming an average of $1.22 per pound for red
porgy, net revenue is expected to increase by $80,520 ($1.22x 30x2200) to the industry
annually.
An average of 331 vessels landed red porgy during the period 1993 through 1997.
Assuming all of these vessels would realize increased revenue from this alternative, the
average revenue increase per vessel is $243 per year. Updated information based on
recent trip activity will be provided as it becomes available. However, this increase in
annual revenue is unlikely to induce fishermen to increase effort and target red porgy.
It can also be expected that overall landings would double in the recreational and
for hire sectors. The bag limit analysis for Amendment 12 (Table 8 in Amendment 12;
SAFMC, 19) indicates that, for the private recreational and charter sectors, a change from
1 to 2 fish should result in a twofold increase in the proportion of trips on which red
porgy were harvested. Thus, this is a reasonable assumption. There is no similar
information for the headboat sector. Thus, net consumer surplus would increase for those
anglers whose net benefits would increase by the additional fish harvested. The number
of trips affected would require an analysis of recent data (post Amendment 12) on red
porgy catch and harvest trips.
This option may not have an effect on overall fishing mortality (including
discards mortality). Thus, the rebuilding time under this option may be the same as that
for the no action option (Amendment 12). If this is the case then this option is likely to
increase overall economic benefits in the short and long-term in comparison to the status
quo.
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Social Impacts
Doubling the commercial bycatch allowance from 50 to 100 pounds and doubling
the bag limit from one to two fish does not represent much of a difference in regulations
when applied in real time. Most fishermen have described that it is nearly impossible to
hold to a weight limit while out on the ocean due to the motion of the seas. They could
guess the weights, but if they come in to the docks a pound over the limit they are subject
to a fine. Many fishermen have simply gone to discarding any red porgy they do catch,
or utilizing it for cut bait during that trip.
Eliminating the four month spawning season closure would presumably help the
market infrastructure, but with only a hundred pound allowance, there is doubt as to
whether that would be enough product to generate a fair price or be worth marketers
efforts. And if the fishermen do not find it worth their effort to bring in the fish, there
will be no supply to the market anyway.
Conclusion
The data workshop for red porgy identified numerous problems with the data that
were used in the assessment that precipitated Amendment 12. These problems include
significant landings attributed to red porgy that were actually other species, changes in the
recreational and commercial landings data, changes to the independent abundance
indexes, significant temporal gaps in age data, uncertainty in landings data prior to trip
ticket programs, and discrepancies in the age data. The assessment review acknowledged
many of these data shortcomings but dealt with the data as the best available information,
which it was, and recommended that data collecting opportunities be expanded to fill the
gaps for a better understanding of the stock’s dynamics
There is uncertainty in any assessment. At what point, however, do managers
consider other data sources in order to ground truth the assessment or the fishermen’s
input. In the case of red porgy, we have some groundtruthing evidence for the status of
red porgy as provided by the SARC. However, there is also evidence that the data
problems outlined in the SAW/SARC process prevent the assessment from adequately
characterizing the status of the red porgy stock.
National Standard 2 says “conservation and management measures shall be based
upon the best scientific information available”. The standard goes on to say that
“scientific information includes, but is not limited to, information of a biological,
ecological, economic, or social nature” and “If there are conflicting facts or opinions
relevant to a particular point, a council may choose among them, but should justify the
choice”. There is no argument that red porgy are overfished. There is also no argument,
however, that significant data gaps and inconsistencies need to be addressed and that they
likely affect the assessment results.
Absolute measures necessary to rebuild this fishery to OY are arguably unknown.
However, the precautionary approach would dictate a cautious strategy until additional
information is gathered and the uncertainties described in the SARC report are remedied.
To do this, we need better dockside sampling of bycatch and, as we have clearly stated for
the record, we need expanded MARMAP sampling, observer coverage, logbook coverage
of bycatch (electronic and otherwise) as well as resolution of the aging discrepancy and
further dialog on assessment results.
With several data sources that are conflicting with the assessment results, the
Council has discussed the concept of “informed judgement” to modify regulations from
Amendment 12. Adequate data to correct SAW/SARC concerns are confounded by a 4
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month spawning season closure. Further, the spawning season closure has little, if any,
benefit in a bycatch fishery and has the potential to significantly impact the market. The
current Amendment 12 restrictions are prohibitive to our collection of reasonable fishery
dependent data, promotes bycatch, and disrupts markets.
A 100 pound, year-round commercial bycatch allowance and 2 fish per person per
day bag limit and a size limit (14") that permits most fish to spawn at least three times
before capture is very restrictive. This alternative would provide fishery dependent data
as well as information on bycatch in non-directed fisheries. This proposal would also
reduce discards and maintain a viable year-round market.
Minimize Discards
Projections with concerns but shows not rebuild in approximate timeframe
required; alternate runs show will rebuild well within timeframe required.
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Alternative 3. Minimum size limit of 14" (no change), 50 - 100 fish (Council to
specify) commercial bycatch allowance per trip all year not to exceed 25% of the
total weight of the catch on that trip.
Biological Impacts
Red porgy is classified as overfished, but overfishing is not occurring. The current
stock assessment projection, based on the management measures adopted in Amendment
12, indicate that there is slightly less than a 50% probability of rebuilding by 2016
(Figure 15) under existing management measures. It appears that this rebuilding target
could be met by 2018 (two years after the deadline) under existing management
measures. Relaxing management regulations could result in a delay in rebuilding. On
the other hand, this option may not have an effect on overall fishing mortality (including
discards mortality). Thus, the rebuilding time under this option may be the same as that
for the no action option (Amendment 12).

Economic Impacts
Commercial fishermen have testified before the Council that while targeting
snapper/grouper species there are times when they encounter large aggregations of red
porgy. This results in a high level of discards of red porgy even though these fishermen
try to avoid these concentrations. Thus, it can be assumed that this trip limit could be met
without increasing trip length and thus trip costs.
Using an average weight of red porgy of 1.67 pounds (refer to Amendment 12;
SAFMC, 2000) and an average price per pound of $1.22, the maximum increase in net
revenue is expected to vary between $40.87 (((50x1.67)-50)*1.67) to $140.40 per trip if
these fish are caught and landed. There would be no change in recreational consumer
surplus since the bag limit would not change under this scenario.
This option may not have an effect on overall fishing mortality (including
discards mortality). Thus, the rebuilding time under this option may be the same as that
for the no action option (Amendment 12). If this is the case then this option is likely to
increase overall benefits in the short and long-term in comparison to the status quo.
Social Impacts
This alternative was offered by the Advisory Panel and some Council members at
the December 2002 meeting. It appears that there are two main reasons for offering this
as an alternative:
1) there is a real discrepancy between what commercial fishermen are reporting
about the abundance of red porgy in the water and what the stock assessment of red is
revealing. The commercial fishermen (and others) believe that based on their
experiential knowledge, there should be a loosening of the restrictions imposed in
previous management actions. They hold that 50 to 100 fish would allow them enough
product to bring to market.
2) counting fish is a reasonable thing to do on a small boat while 40 miles off the
coast. Weighing fish is unreasonable and unreliable.
This alternative may offer the most social benefits of all the proposed alternatives
in that it loosens restrictions but still keeps them operating under a precautionary
principle, it gives credence to the knowledge held by fishermen and scientists, and it may
allow for rebuilding of some sort of market for red porgy.
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Conclusion
The AP suggested 150 fish and 100 fish/trip commercial (plus or minus 2-3 fish)
and 3 fish/trip recreational bag limit.

137

III.

WRECKFISH

Landings & Size Trends
Wreckfish is a commercial fishery (Figure 20). Recreational landings were rare
in the past and the fishery is now allocated 100% to the commercial sector. The landings
peaked in 1990 with almost 4 million pounds. Since then the landings have decreased to
the low hundred thousands. Throughout the 1990s the commercial fishery has been
under restrictions such as spawning season closures, quotas, trip limits, gear restrictions
and ITQs.
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Figure 20. Wreckfish commercial landings.
The mean weight of wreckfish (gutted weight in this graph) remained constant
through the late 1980s and most of the 1990s (Figure 21). The data shown in Figure 20
indicated that in more recent years the mean weight has shown a substantial increase.
However, this is not supported by the data in Table 12 which we believe to be more
accurate.
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Figure 21. Wreckfish commercial mean weight.
NOTE: Data in Figure 21 do not agree with data in Table 12. The
NMFS/NOAA/Council team is in the process of resolving this difference.
The necessary corrections will be made prior to the June 2003 Council meeting.
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Review of Previous Stock Assessments
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Council Determination of Stock Status
The following stock assessment information is from: Douglas S. Vaughan,
NMFS; unpublished manuscript, July 7, 2000.
Introduction: A set of potential biological benchmarks was computed for
wreckfish (Polyprion americanus) at the request of the South Atlantic Fishery
Management Council (SAFMC). Given the relatively short duration of the wreckfish
data (beginning in 1988) and long-lived aspect, neither spawner-recruit or surplus
production models can be computed to directly estimate FMSY, BMSY, MSY. Hence,
proxies for FMSY, BMSY, MSY were based on values of static SPR to be selected by
SAFMC. Minimum Stock Size Threshold (MSST) is simply (1-M)*BMSY (Restrepo et
al. 1998).
Approach: Development of corresponding values of benchmarks (FMSY, BMSY, and
MSY) was based on a pre-selected level of static SPR (e.g., 30% or 40%). The proxy
value of FMSY, as well as total biomass per recruit and yield per recruit were
calculated for the preselected value of static SPR. Multiplying total biomass per
recruit and yield per recruit by an appropriate level of recruitment provides proxies
for BMSY and MSY, respectively. With short time series (13 years), long lived (39
years), and long delay until fully recruited (16 years), estimated recruitment was not
expected to be significantly impacted by spawning stock. Hence, mean recruitment
for time series was used for expanding per recruit estimates above.
Calculations: Selectivity for the period 1995-1997 was used. Several adjustments
were needed because the FADAPT VPA was run with ages 7 and older, while partial
female maturity began with age 5 (25%). Static SPR was calculated based on ages 5
and older, resulting in per recruit estimates of total biomass and yield based on
recruitment at age 5. Hence, the following adjustments in calculations were
necessary. A natural mortality rate (M) of 0.1 was used for all calculations given in
this report.
Mean recruitment to age 5 was calculated from mean recruitment to age 7 for
1988-1998 by multiplying by exp(2M). Hence, F on ages 5 and 6 was assumed
zero for all per recruit calculations
Mean recruitment to age 5 was then used to expand yield per recruit and total
biomass per recruit (ages 7+) to yield and total biomass (ages 7+) for
comparison with observed values.
Total biomass was estimated by accumulating over ages 7 and older the product
of population numbers at age and mean weight at age. An adjustment was then
made to account for differences typically found between observed landings in
weight with that estimated by accumulating over all ages the product of catch in
numbers at age and mean weight at age. Factors based on the ratio of observed
and calculated catch in weight were used to adjust the VPA-based estimates of
total biomass (ages 7+).

The results of these calculations for the two catch-at-age matrices (CAA) used in
Vaughan et al. (2000) is summarized in Table 11. Vaughan et al. (2000) recommend the
use of the Seasonal CAA in favor of the Annual CAA. Recent landings are from Hardy
(2000). [Note: The complete time series of wreckfish data are shown in Table 12.]
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Table 11. Potential biological benchmarks for Atlantic wreckfish calculated from two
catch-at-age matrices (CAA) used in Vaughan et al. (2000) based on the selectivity for
1995-1997 with M = 0.1. Because greater difference in mean size was noted within year
compared to between years, Seasonal CAA is recommended as most appropriate CAA.
Units of Total Biomass/Recruit and Yield/Recruit in pounds, and Total Biomass,
MSST, and Yield in 1000 pounds.
Biological
Reference Point

Annual CAA

Seasonal CAA

Recent Yields, Fishing Mortality and Total Biomass):
Yield (1999)
200.3
Yield (1998)
210.8
Yield (Mean 1995-97)
430.5

Full F (1998)
Full F (Mean 1995-97)

0.28
0.32

0.20
0.27

Total Biomass (1998)
Total Biomass (Mean 1995-97)

1484.9
1939.0

2251.2
2433.8

Potential Fishing Mortality Benchmarks from Static SPR:

F30
F40

0.29
0.16

0.34
0.18

Mean Recruitment from FADAPT VPA):
[Mean over 1988-1998; R7 = R5*exp(2*M), where M = 0.1]

Mean R7 (1000)
Mean R5 (1000)

16.6
20.3

17.3
21.1

Potential Biomass and Yield Benchmarks from Static SPR:
Total Biomass/R5 (100% SPR, F=0) 275.9

275.9

Total Biomass/R5 (30% SPR)
Total Biomass (30)
MSST (30)
Yield/R5 (30)
Yield (30)

80.7
1637.4
1473.7
11.5
233.6

80.7
1701.7
1531.6
11.5
242.3

Total Biomass/R5 (40% SPR)
Total Biomass (40)
MSST (40)
Yield/R5 (40)
Yield (40)

108.6
2203.9
1983.5
10.4
211.9

108.6
2290.8
2061.7
10.4
220.3
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Table 12. Wreckfish landings, number, average weight, and catch per day. Source:
Vaughan (2001) and Hardy (2001).
FISHING
LANDINGS
YEAR
POUNDS
NUMBER
1988
617,662
16,137
1989
4,161,965
107,389
1990
1,970,299
58,621
1991
1,926,088
57,704
1992
1,270,557
38,205
1993
1,144,726
33,803
1994
1,203,265
35,770
1995
644,997
19,256
1996
396,868
11,657
1997
249,715
7,299
1998
210,800
6,158
1999
210,501
6,172
2000
168,091
4,958
2001
Confidential
Mean 95-97 =
430,527
Mean 88-00 =
1,090,426
Mean 88-95 =
1,617,445
Mean 89-94 =
1,946,150

AVERAGE
WEIGHT
38.28
38.76
33.61
33.38
33.26
33.86
33.64
33.50
34.05
34.21
34.23
34.11
33.90
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CATCH
PER DAY

984
932
758
814
751
548
628
783
911
876

Review of Regulations
Table 13. Regulations for wreckfish.
Regulation
TAC = 2 million pounds and 10,000
pound trip limit
Established a management program:
control date, TAC = 2 million
pounds, 10,000 pound trip limit,
1/15-4/15 spawning closure, etc.
Established an ITQ program,
removed trip limit, & dealer permits.
Annual review of TAC & other
framework measures

Effective Date

Plan or Amendment

8/3/90

Emergency Rule

1/31/91

Amendment 3

3/5 & 4/6/92

Amendment 5

ongoing

Framework

Compliance
Compliance within the wreckfish fishery is high due to the dual system of
reporting (coupons and trip tickets). In addition, this is a 100% ITQ fishery where the
incentives to comply are high.

146

Action 8. Status Determination Criteria for Wreckfish.
STATEMENT OF NEED: Specify parameters as required by the Sustainable Act
of 1996.
Preferred Alternative.
Using 30% SPR as the condition for estimating a proxy
for wreckfish MSY, then MSY = 242,300 pounds, MFMT = Fmsy = 0.34, Bmsy =
1.70 million pounds, and MSST = 1.53 million pounds for the seasonal CAA with
M = 0.1. Optimum yield is the amount of harvest that can be taken by U.S.
fishermen with a fishing mortality rate equal to F40% SPR.

Table 14. SFA parameters for wreckfish.
Step
SFA Parameters
1
2
3

4
5

6
7
8

Level
Limit Control Rule
Target Control Rule
Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY)
Optimum Yield (OY)
Natural Mortality Rate (M)
Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT)
F1998/FMSY
Overfishing?
Minimum Stock Size Threshold (MSST)
SSB1998/SSBMSY
SSB1998/MSST
Overfished?
Rebuilding Timeframe (if overfished)
Current Status
Anticipate Meeting Timeframe?
Modify Management?

Values Specified for
Wreckfish
II/III???
Default

242,300
Yield at F40%SPR = 220,300
pounds
0.1
0.34
0.20/0.34 = 0.59 < 1
NO
1.53 million pounds
2.25/1.70 = 1.32 > 1
2.25/1.53 = 1.47 > 1
NO
NOT REQUIRED
NOT REQUIRED

NOTE: The MSY value of 242,300 pounds is much less than the TAC (2 million
pounds) and previous catches have exceeded the estimate of MSY (see Table 12).
MONICA ROY -

Is this legal?
Does this conform to SFA?

COMMITTEE - Consider OY = 0.75MSY = 181,725 pounds

Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
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Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.
Economic Impacts
Defining the status determination criteria does not alter current use of the
resource; it merely establishes a benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from
which to base additional management actions. Since setting these criteria has no direct
effect on resource harvest/use, there would be no direct economic impacts from this
measure. Direct economic effects only accrue to the additional actions that directly alter
the use of the resource.
The economic effects of setting MSY at this level will stem from how MSY is
tied to other management measures such as OY and allowable harvest. If the allowable
harvest is set at MSY, or lower, there could be some restrictions on this fishery, which
would reduce net revenue. There is an ITQ program in this fishery and only two or three
shareholders have landed wreckfish during the past four years. The level of these overall
landings ranged from 168,000 to 249,000 (Table 12). These shareholders would only be
allocated a share of an allowable harvest if the Council chooses to adopt such a measure
and subsequently overall landings would decrease, unless the current participants acquire
additional shares in the fishery. The reasons for this low level of participation is unknown
but it is not expected to increase. Thus, it is expected that overall landings would not
increase above these levels.
Should the Council decide to set harvest levels based on MSY for this fishery,
this action will allow for more liberal harvest than Alternative 2. In comparison, the MSY
value listed under Alternative 3 will allow for the highest allowable harvest level.
Social Impacts
Specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social impacts
upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses
after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
This alternative would use SFA-parameters provided by the NMFS SEFSC for
MSY, MFMT (Fmsy), Bmsy, and MSST based on 30% SPR being selected as the
condition for estimating a proxy for MSY. The Council proposed using 30% SPR in the
Comprehensive Amendment (SAFMC, 1998). The current fishing mortality rate (F) is
0.20 (Table 11) which is less than the Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT) of
0.34, so wreckfish are not experiencing overfishing. The current stock size (total
biomass) is estimated to be 2.25 million pounds (Table 11) which is greater than the
Minimum Stock Size Threshold (MSST) of 1.53 million pounds, so wreckfish are not
overfished.
The MSY estimate of 242,300 pounds could be a problem given that the
Magnuson-Steven Act, the National Standards Guidelines, and the Technical Guidance
Documents all present MSY as a cap. If on the other hand, one regards MSY as a target,
then this estimate would not present much of a problem over the short-term.
This alternative uses the Council’s current MSY proxy for wreckfish.
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Other Possible Alternatives:
Alternative 1. No Action.
Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.

Economic Impacts
Adoption of biomass based criteria is a mandated requirement and failure to
define these criteria may adversely affect the ability of future management actions to
occur in a timely manner.
Social Impacts
Not specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social
impacts upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts
(negative or positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the
Council chooses after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
This alternative would continue to use the Council’s pre-SFA position on MSY:
“Maximum yield is comparable to maximum sustainable yield if recruitment is constant
(Snapper Grouper FMP (1983), page 23). Until scientific evidence about recruitment
patterns indicate otherwise, maximum yield by yield-per-recruit analysis is the best
available proxy for MSY for individual species. There are not estimates of maximum
yield or MSY for the whole multi-species fishery.”
In the Comprehensive SFA Amendment (SAFMC, 1998) the Council proposed a
proxy for MSY as equal to 40% Static SPR for goliath grouper and Nassau grouper, and
30% Static SPR for the remaining species. This was rejected by NMFS because it did
not meet the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act.
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Alternative 2. If 40% SPR were to be selected as the condition for estimating a
proxy for MSY, then MSY = 220,300 pounds, MFMT = Fmsy = 0.18, Bmsy = 2.29
million pounds, and MSST = 2.06 million pounds for the seasonal CAA with
M= 0.1. Optimum yield is the amount of harvest that can be taken by U.S.
fishermen with a fishing mortality rate equal to F50% SPR.
Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.

Economic Impacts
Defining the status determination criteria does not alter current use of the
resource; it merely establishes a benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from
which to base additional management actions. Since setting these criteria has no direct
effect on resource harvest/use, there would be no direct economic impacts from this
measure. Direct economic effects only accrue to the additional actions that directly alter
the use of the resource.
Social Impacts
Specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social impacts
upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses
after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
This alternative would use SFA-parameters provided by the NMFS SEFSC for
MSY, MFMT (Fmsy), Bmsy, and MSST based on 40% SPR being selected as the
condition for estimating a proxy for MSY. However, the Council proposed using 30%
SPR in the Comprehensive Amendment (SAFMC, 1998).
The current fishing mortality rate (F) is 0.20 (Table 9) which is more than the
Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT) of 0.18, so wreckfish would be
experiencing overfishing. The current stock size (total biomass) is estimated to be 1.49
million pounds (Table 11) which is greater than the Minimum Stock Size Threshold
(MSST) of 1.47 million pounds, so wreckfish are not overfished.
The MSY estimate of 220,300 pounds could be a problem given that the
Magnuson-Steven Act, the National Standards Guidelines, and the Technical Guidance
Documents all present MSY as a cap. If on the other hand, one regards MSY as a target,
then this estimate would not present much of a problem over the short-term.
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Alternative 3. Use 30% SPR as the condition for estimating a proxy for MSY and
assuming recruitment was between two and ten times higher than indicated in Table
3, then MSY = 482,600 to 2,423,000 pounds, MFMT = Fmsy = 0.18, Bmsy = 4.58 to
22.9 million pounds, and MSST = 4.12 to 20.6 million pounds for the seasonal CAA
with M= 0.1. Optimum yield is the amount of harvest that can be taken by U.S.
fishermen with a fishing mortality rate equal to F40% SPR.
Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.

Economic Impacts
Defining the status determination criteria does not alter current use of the
resource; it merely establishes a benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from
which to base additional management actions. Since setting these criteria has no direct
effect on resource harvest/use, there would be no direct economic impacts from this
measure. Direct economic effects only accrue to the additional actions that directly alter
the use of the resource.
Social Impacts
Specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social impacts
upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses
after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
This alternative is based on the Council’s informed judgement that recruitment
was higher than indicated in Table 11. Data in Table 11 estimate mean recruitment over
the 1988 to 1998 period to be 17,300 fish per year. Given that previous catches were
much higher, the Council has concluded that recruitment has been higher in the past.
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NOTE: STAFF RECOMMENDS DELETING ACTION 9 BECAUSE NO ACTION
IS PROPOSED.
Action 9. Modifications to management measures for wreckfish.
Alternative 1. No Action.
Biological Impacts

Economic Impacts
There would be no short-term economic losses from restrictive measures in the
wreckfish fishery. It appears that the stock is not considered overfished and the current
level of fishing mortality is below MFMT. If fishing mortality remains constant in the
future there will be little risk of reduced future sustainable benefits from an overfished
stock.
Social Impacts
Conclusions
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SECTION 4C. PROXY-BASED STATUS DETERMINATION CRITERIA
Proxies for MSY and Status Determination Criteria
The Technical Guidance and the Guidelines specify that average landings can be
used to derive MSY-based proxies for data-poor stocks. This is the approach followed
here for snapper/grouper stocks. The South Atlantic snapper/grouper fishery is a mixedstock fishery, and the available data are not sufficient to estimate MSY and status
determination criteria on stock-by-stock basis. Consequently, some stocks were grouped
into multi-species assemblages based upon biological and ecological similarities and
similarities in habitat and the fisheries exploiting them. For these multi-species
groupings, status determination criteria were assumed to be the same as a better known
indicator species.
Action 9. Preferred Alternative. Unless an explicit estimate of Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY) is available, the proxy for MSY will be derived from
recent catch as follows:

Level I Stocks:

MSY = FMSY*BMSY

Level II and III Stocks:

MSY = C x [FMSY/Fcurrent] x [BMSY/Bcurrent]

Level IV Stocks:

MSY = C;

Level V Stocks:

MSY = C x [FMSY/Fcurrent] x [BMSY/Bcurrent]
and FMSY/Fcurrent and BMSY/Bcurrent are modified based on the
Councils understanding of stock status based on
landings and the stock status of similar species (see
discussion below).

where C is recent catch and:
C = Bcurrent x Fcurrent
Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing overfishing due to incorrectly specifying
MSY. The changes for red porgy resulting from an SFA-Compliant Assessment versus
the proxy previously used are large.
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Economic Impacts
Defining the MSY does not alter current use of the resource; it merely establishes
a benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from which to base additional
management actions, specifically establishing the OY and TAC. OY and TAC should be
less than or equal to MSY. Since defining the MSY has no direct effect on resource
harvest/use, there would be no direct economic impacts from this measure. Direct
economic effects only accrue to the additional actions that directly alter the use of the
resource.
Social Impacts
Specifying MSY will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
Estimates of MSY can be calculated directly for black sea bass, red porgy, and
wreckfish. For the remaining species, a proxy must be used given the limited data
available.
Specific estimates of MSY for each stock or stock complex based on the data
currently available are presented in Appendix 1 based on data from 1986 (first year
groupers are separated by species) through 1999. [Note: The complete time series of
catch and effort data as well as assessment results are included as Appendix 2. Appendix
3 contains the Snapper Grouper Assessment Group conclusions on stock status.]
This alternative tracks the Technical Guidance Document and the National
Standards Guidelines.
[Note: additional details will be added.]
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Other Possible Alternatives:
Alternative 1. No action.
Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing overfishing due to incorrectly specifying
MSY. The changes for red porgy resulting from an SFA-Compliant Assessment versus
the proxy previously used are large.

Economic Impacts
The definition of MSY is a statutory requirement and failure to define MSY may
adversely affect the ability of future management action to occur in a timely manner. By
not establishing this criterion, it may not be possible to manage the fishery so as to
maximize net economic benefits should the species become/remain in an overfished
condition.
Social Impacts
Specifying MSY will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
This alternative would continue to use the Council’s pre-SFA position on MSY:
“Maximum yield is comparable to maximum sustainable yield if recruitment is constant
(Snapper Grouper FMP (1983), page 23). Until scientific evidence about recruitment
patterns indicate otherwise, maximum yield by yield-per-recruit analysis is the best
available proxy for MSY for individual species. There are not estimates of maximum
yield or MSY for the whole multi-species fishery.”
In the Comprehensive SFA Amendment (SAFMC, 1998) the Council proposed a
proxy for MSY as equal to 40% Static SPR for Goliath grouper and Nassau grouper, and
30% Static SPR for the remaining species. This was rejected by NMFS because it did
not meet the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act.
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Alternative 2. Unless an explicit estimate of MSY is available, the proxy for MSY
will be derived from recent catch as follows:

MSY = FMSY*BMSY

Level I Stocks:
Level II and III Stocks:

MSY = C x [FMSY/Fcurrent] x [BMSY/Bcurrent]

Level IV Stocks:

MSY = C;

Level V Stocks:

MSY = C x [FMSY/Fcurrent] x [BMSY/Bcurrent]
and FMSY/Fcurrent and BMSY/Bcurrent are assumed to equal 1.

where C is recent catch and:
C = Bcurrent x Fcurrent
Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing overfishing due to incorrectly specifying
MSY. The changes for red porgy resulting from an SFA-Compliant Assessment versus
the proxy previously used are large.
Economic Impacts
Defining the MSY does not alter current use of the resource; it merely establishes
a benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from which to base additional
management actions, specifically establishing the OY and TAC. OY and TAC should be
less than or equal to MSY. Since defining the MSY has no direct effect on resource
harvest/use, there would be no direct economic impacts from this measure. Direct
economic effects only accrue to the additional actions that directly alter the use of the
resource.
Social Impacts
Specifying MSY will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
Specific estimates of MSY for each stock or stock complex based on the data
currently available are presented in Appendix 1 based on data from 1986 through 1999.
[Note: The complete time series of catch and effort data as well as assessment results are
included as Appendix 2. Appendix 3 contains the Snapper Grouper Assessment Group
conclusions on stock status.]
This alternative tracks the Technical Guidance Document and the National
Standards Guidelines.
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NOTE: STAFF RECOMMENDS DELETING ALTERNATIVES 3 & 4 BECAUSE
THEY ARE NOT CONSISTENT WITH THE TECHNICAL GUIDANCE
DOCUMENT.
Alternative 3. Unless an explicit estimate of MSY is available, the proxy for MSY
will be the average catch from 1986 through 2000.
Biological Impacts

Economic Impacts
Social Impacts
Conclusions

Alternative 4. For Level I stocks, MSY will be 50% - 90% of FMSY times BMSY.
Biological Impacts

Economic Impacts
Social Impacts
Conclusions

158

Action 10. Preferred Alternative. Optimum Yield (OY) is the amount of harvest
that can be taken by U.S. fishermen and will be derived from recent catch (19861999) as:

Level I Stocks:

OY = Bcurrent x FOY

Level II and III Stocks:

OY = C x [FOY/Fcurrent]

Level IV Stocks:

OY = C x [FOY/Fcurrent]

Level V Stocks:
OY = C x [FOY/Fcurrent]
NOTE: CLARIFY:
where FOY =0.75 or 0.65 or 0.5*FMSY. Under equilibrium conditions with biomass and
fishing mortality at target levels, this would result in an OY equal to 75% of MSY.
Specific estimates of OY for each stock or stock complex based on the currently
available data are presented in Appendix 1 based on data from 1986 through 1999.
Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing overfishing due to incorrectly specifying
OY.
Economic Impacts
Defining OY does not alter current use of the resource; it merely establishes a
benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from which to base additional
management actions, specifically establishing the TAC. Since defining the OY has no
direct effect on resource harvest or use, there would be no direct economic effects
associated with this measure. Direct effects only accrue to the additional management
actions that directly alter the use of the resource.
An indirect effect of the specification of the OY is its effect on the specification
of the TAC.
Social Impacts
Specifying OY will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
Estimates of OY can be calculated directly for black sea bass, red porgy, and
wreckfish. For the remaining species, a proxy must be used given the limited data
available.
The derivation of OY in the preferred alternative follows the default
recommendation in the Technical Guidance.
Other Possible Alternatives:
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Alternative 1. No action.
Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing overfishing due to incorrectly specifying
OY.

Economic Impacts
The definition of OY is a statutory requirement and failure to define OY may
adversely affect the ability of future management action to occur in a timely manner. By
not establishing this criterion, it may not be possible to manage the fishery so as to
maximize net economic benefits should the species become/remain in an overfished
condition.
Social Impacts
Not specifying OY will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
This alternative would continue the Council’s OY as specified in the SFA
Comprehensive Amendment (SAFMC, 1998): “Optimum Yield (OY) for the snapper
grouper fishery is the amount of harvest that can be taken by U.S. fishermen while
maintaining the Spawning Potential Ratio (SPR) at or above 40% Static SPR for all
species in the snapper grouper management unit except the following:
A.
Hermaphroditic groupers (that is, those that switch sex, generally from
females to males as they grow older) will be managed for an OY of 45%
Static SPR.
B.
Goliath grouper and Nassau Grouper will be managed for an OY of 50%
Static SPR.”
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Alternative 2. Optimum Yield (OY) is the amount of harvest that can be taken by
U.S. fishermen and will be derived from recent catch (1986-1999) as:

Level I Stocks:

OY = Bcurrent x FOY

Level II and III Stocks:

OY = C x [FOY/Fcurrent]

Level IV Stocks:

OY = C x [FOY/Fcurrent]

Level V Stocks:

OY = C x [FOY/Fcurrent]

where FOY =0.50*FMSY. Under equilibrium conditions with biomass and fishing
mortality at target levels, this would result in an OY equal to 50% of MSY. Specific
estimates of OY for each stock or stock complex based on the currently available data are
presented in Appendix 1. These estimates are based on data from 1986 through 1999.

Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing overfishing due to incorrectly specifying
OY.
Economic Impacts
Defining the OY does not alter current use of the resource; it merely establishes a
benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from which to base additional
management actions, specifically establishing the TAC. Since defining the OY has no
direct effect on resource harvest or use, there would be no direct economic effects
associated with this measure. Direct effects only accrue to the additional management
actions that directly alter the use of the resource.
An indirect effect of the specification of the OY is its effect on the specification
of the TAC.
Social Impacts
Specifying OY will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
The derivation of OY in the preferred alternative is based on the default
recommendation in the Technical Guidance.
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Alternative 3. Optimum Yield (OY) is the amount of harvest that can be taken by
U.S. fishermen and will be derived from recent catch (1986-1999) as:

Level I Stocks:

OY = Bcurrent x FOY

Level II and III Stocks:

OY = C x [FOY/Fcurrent]

Level IV Stocks:

OY = C x [FOY/Fcurrent]

Level V Stocks:

OY = C x [FOY/Fcurrent]

where FOY =1.0*FMSY for Level I, II and III Stocks and FOY =0.50*FMSY for Level IV
and V Stocks. Under equilibrium conditions with biomass and fishing mortality at target
levels, this would result in an OY equal to MSY for Level I, II, and III stocks, and an OY
equal to 50% of MSY for Level IV and V stocks. Specific estimates of OY for each
stock or stock complex based on the currently available data are presented in Appendix 1.
These estimates are based on data from 1986 through 1999.

Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing overfishing due to incorrectly specifying
OY.
Economic Impacts
Defining the OY does not alter current use of the resource; it merely establishes a
benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from which to base additional
management actions, specifically establishing the TAC. Since defining the OY has no
direct effect on resource harvest or use, there would be no direct economic effects
associated with this measure. Direct effects only accrue to the additional management
actions that directly alter the use of the resource.
An indirect effect of the specification of the OY is its effect on the specification
of the TAC.
Social Impacts
Specifying OY will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
The derivation of OY in the preferred alternative is based on the default
recommendation in the Technical Guidance.
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Alternative 4. Optimum Yield (OY) is the amount of harvest that can be taken by
U.S. fishermen and will be derived from recent catch (1986-1999) as:

Level I Stocks:

OY = Bcurrent x FOY

Level II and III Stocks:

OY = C x [FOY/Fcurrent]

Level IV Stocks:

OY = C x [FOY/Fcurrent]

Level V Stocks:

OY = C x [FOY/Fcurrent]

where FOY =0.75*FMSY for Level I, II and III Stocks and FOY =0.50*FMSY for Level
IV and V Stocks. Under equilibrium conditions with biomass and fishing mortality at
target levels, this would result in an OY equal to 75% of MSY for Level I, II, and III
stocks, and an OY equal to 50% of MSY for Level IV and V stocks. Specific estimates
of OY for each stock or stock complex based on the currently available data are
presented in Appendix 1. These estimates are based on data from 1986 through 1999.

Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing overfishing due to incorrectly specifying
OY.
Economic Impacts
Defining the OY does not alter current use of the resource; it merely establishes a
benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from which to base additional
management actions, specifically establishing the TAC. Since defining the OY has no
direct effect on resource harvest or use, there would be no direct economic effects
associated with this measure. Direct effects only accrue to the additional management
actions that directly alter the use of the resource.
An indirect effect of the specification of the OY is its effect on the specification
of the TAC.
Social Impacts
Specifying OY will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
The derivation of OY in the preferred alternative is based on the default
recommendation in the Technical Guidance.
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Action 11. Preferred Alternative. Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT)
=FMSY. If no explicit estimate of FMSY is available, the best available estimate of the
natural mortality rate (M) will be used as a proxy for FMSY until explicit estimates
are available. Specific estimates of MFMT for each stock or stock complex based on
the data currently available are presented in Appendix 1. These estimates are based
on landings from 1986 through 1999.
Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing overfishing due to incorrectly specifying
MFMT.

Economic Impacts
Specifying the overfishing definition does not directly affect resource use and,
therefore would not have any direct economic effects on existing fisheries and
communities. Direct economic effects associated with resource use would only accrue to
subsequent management actions in response to an evaluation of the fishery with regard to
this benchmark. In addition, measures taken to prevent overfishing of a species would
optimize long-term net benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Specifying MFMT will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
Following the Technical Guidance and the Guidelines, the MFMT must not
exceed the fishing mortality rate at MSY (FMSY). The Technical Guidance recommends
the natural mortality rate (M) as a proxy for FMSY for data-poor stocks.
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Other Possible Alternatives:
Alternative 1. No action. Do not specify MFMT values due to the lack of data.
Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing overfishing due to incorrectly specifying
MFMT.

Economic Impacts
The overfishing definition is a statutory requirement and failure to define MFMT
may adversely affect the ability of future management action to occur in a timely manner.
By not establishing this criterion, it may not be possible to determine if overfishing is
occurring. Should there be overfishing and the stock declines to an overfished state, net
economic benefits would decrease.
Social Impacts
Not specifying MFMT will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
The Council has specified MFMT for black sea bass (F30% Static SPR = 0.72)
and red porgy (F35% Static SPR = 0.43). In the SFA Comprehensive Amendment, the
Council indicated that when data become available for the data-poor species the
framework procedure would be used to add a biomass-based component to the overfished
definition for other species.
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Alternative 2. MFMT = 75% of FMSY for each stock or stock complex from
Appendix 1 based on landings from 1986 through 1999.
Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing overfishing due to incorrectly specifying
MFMT.

Economic Impacts
Specifying the overfishing definition does not directly affect resource use and,
therefore would not have any direct economic effects on existing fisheries and
communities. Direct economic effects associated with resource use would only accrue
to subsequent management actions in response to an evaluation of the fishery with regard
to this benchmark. In addition, measures taken to prevent overfishing of a species would
optimize long-term net benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Specifying MFMT will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
Some of the values in Appendix 1 were set at FMSY. Others were set using the
natural mortality rate as a proxy. This alternative would use some fractional value of the
most appropriate estimate for each species depending on the data available.
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Alternative 3. MFMT = 50% of FMSY for each stock or stock complex from
Appendix 1 based on landings from 1986 through 1999.
Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing overfishing due to incorrectly specifying
MFMT.

Economic Impacts
Specifying the overfishing definition does not directly affect resource use and,
therefore would not have any direct economic effects on existing fisheries and
communities. Direct economic effects associated with resource use would only accrue
to subsequent management actions in response to an evaluation of the fishery with regard
to this benchmark. In addition, measures taken to prevent overfishing of a species would
optimize long-term net benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Specifying MFMT will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
Some of the values in Appendix 1 were set at FMSY. Others were set using the
natural mortality rate as a proxy. This alternative would use some fractional value of the
most appropriate estimate for each species depending on the data available.
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Action 12. Preferred Alternative. The Minimum Stock Size threshold (MSST) will
be defined as the greater of:

or

MSST = (1 − M ) × BMSY

MSST = 0.5 × BMSY

where M is the natural mortality rate. Specific estimates of MSST for each stock or stock
complex based on the data currently available are presented in Appendix 1 based on
landings from 1986 through 1999. The National Standards Guidelines state that MSST
can not be lower than 0.5 of BMSY or, the biomass at which the population can recover to
BMSY within ten years at the fishing mortality rate threshold. In addition, MSST must be
the greater of those two values. Typically in assessments, the latter can not be
accomplished very well, thus 1-M x BMSY was suggested as a proxy for that latter
condition. Essentially, MSST is the target with the real threshold being BMSY. In other
words, you do not want to go below MSST though it is recognized that this may happen
due to the dynamics of the population but the idea is to be able to recover fairly quickly if
it does happen.
For snapper grouper species, the Council is using 1-M because this is greater than
0.5 which would be consistent with the Technical Guidance.
Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing stocks to become overfished due to
incorrectly specifying MSST.
Economic Impacts
Specifying the overfished definition does not directly affect resource use and,
therefore would not have any direct economic effects on existing fisheries and
communities. Direct economic effects associated with resource use would only accrue
to subsequent management actions in response to an evaluation of the fishery with
regards to this benchmark. In addition, measures taken to rebuild an overfished stock
would likely optimize long-term net benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Specifying MSST will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
This alternative follows the recommendations of the Technical Guidance and the
Guidelines.
Other Possible Alternatives:
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Alternative 1. No action. Do not specify MSST values due to the lack of data.
Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing stocks to become overfished due to
incorrectly specifying MSST.

Economic Impacts
The overfished definition is a statutory requirement and failure to define MSST
may adversely affect the ability of future management action to occur in a timely manner.
By not establishing this criterion, it may not be possible to manage the fishery so as to
maximize net economic benefits should the species be in an overfished condition.
Social Impacts
Not specifying MFMT will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
The Council has specified MSST for black sea bass (3.72 million pounds) and red
porgy (7.34 million pounds). In the SFA Comprehensive Amendment, the Council
indicated that when data become available for the data-poor species the framework
procedure would be used to add a biomass-based component to the overfished definition
for other species.
NOTE: STAFF RECOMMEND MOVING ALTERNATIVE 2 TO APPENDIX
BECAUSE WE HAVE PROXY ESTIMATES OF BMSY.
Alternative 2. Use the lowest annual catch as a proxy for MSST.
Discussion
This alternative would not use the values presented by NMFS and would be
problematical to get through the review process unless very good rationale were
developed.
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Alternative 2. The MSST = 75% of Bmsy.
Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing stocks to become overfished due to
incorrectly specifying MSST.

Economic Impacts
Specifying the overfished definition does not directly affect resource use and,
therefore would not have any direct economic effects on existing fisheries and
communities. Direct economic effects associated with resource use would only accrue
to subsequent management actions in response to an evaluation of the fishery with
regards to this benchmark. In addition, measures taken to rebuild an overfished stock
would likely optimize long-term net benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Specifying MFMT will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
The Council has specified MSST for black sea bass (3.72 million pounds) and red
porgy (7.34 million pounds). In the SFA Comprehensive Amendment, the Council
indicated that when data become available for the data-poor species the framework
procedure would be used to add a biomass-based component to the overfished definition
for other species.
This alternative would be more biologically conservative than Alternative 1.
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Alternative 3. The MSST = 90% of Bmsy.
Biological Impacts
Until SFA-Compliant Assessments are produced by NMFS through the SEDAR
Process, the Council will be at risk of allowing stocks to become overfished due to
incorrectly specifying MSST.

Economic Impacts
Specifying the overfished definition does not directly affect resource use and,
therefore would not have any direct economic effects on existing fisheries and
communities. Direct economic effects associated with resource use would only accrue to
subsequent management actions in response to an evaluation of the fishery with regards
to this benchmark. In addition, measures taken to rebuild an overfished stock would
likely optimize long-term net benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Specifying MFMT will not directly have social impacts upon any sector or
community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts (negative or positive) will only
be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses after determining the
fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
The Council has specified MSST for black sea bass (3.72 million pounds) and red
porgy (7.34 million pounds). In the SFA Comprehensive Amendment, the Council
indicated that when data become available for the data-poor species the framework
procedure would be used to add a biomass-based component to the overfished definition
for other species.
This alternative would be more biologically conservative than Alternative 1 and
2.
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STAFF RECOMMENDS THIS CHANGE FROM AN “ACTION” TO A
DISCUSSION ITEM. THE REBUILDING TIMEFRAMES ARE SPECIFIED IN
THE TABLE FOR EACH OVERFISHED SPECIES.
DETERMINE WHERE THIS SHOULD BE LOCATED WITHIN DOCUMENT
Action 19. Rebuilding Plans and Control Rules for Overfished Stocks.
Year 1 must be specified for each species; Year 1 = year the regulations
implementing Snapper Grouper Amendment 13 become effective. [Note: Except
for black sea bass and red porgy where Year 1 = 1999.]
Currently NMFS lists 14 of the 73 species in the snapper grouper management
unit as being overfished (Table xx and Appendix 3). NMFS and NOAA GC have
determined that species listed as overfished using a Pre-SFA definition will remain listed
as overfished until a Plan/Amendment implements a SFA-Compliant definition which
indicated the species is not overfished (e.g., gag). Harvest and/or possession of Nassau
and Goliath grouper has been prohibited for the past 11 years. For a number of species
(e.g., vermilion snapper, yellowtail snapper, red snapper, and warsaw grouper) the
assessment results are outdated and need to be updated. Some of these species may no
longer be overfished but we simply lack a stock assessment to show their current status.
At the October 7-10, 2002 data workshop (part of the new SEDAR process), it
was determined that stock assessments could not be performed on snowy grouper, golden
tilefish, speckled hind, and warsaw grouper due to the lack of data. We also know that
stock assessments cannot be performed on Goliath and Nassau groupers. This means that
under the current NMFS/NOAA GC interpretation, these species will remain listed as
overfished until the data collection programs are changed (e.g., implement ACCSP in the
southeast), data are collected for a period of 5-10 years, assessments are completed
(current rate of 3 assessments over 2 years), and a plan amendment developed/reviewed
(a 2-3 year process). The bottom line is that we should not expect stock assessments
for these species within current rebuilding timeframes. The committee/Council
needs to address this issue.
A different view evolved out of the first meeting of the SEDAR Planning
Committee on January 24, 2003. The following schedule was agreed to by NMFS
(SERO & SEFSC), SAFMC, GMFMC, CFMC, GSMFC, and ASMFC:

Biological Impacts
Economic Impacts
Setting the control rule and the respective rebuilding time frame for overfished
stocks would not directly affect resource use and, therefore would not have any direct
economic effects on existing fisheries and communities. Direct economic effects
associated with resource use would only accrue to subsequent management actions that
are taken to meet a specific rebuilding schedule and/or reduce overfishing.
Social Impacts
Conclusions
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Table xx. SEDAR assessment schedule through 2005.
Management
Body

Species

2002
2003
2004
Data
Assessment Review
Data
Assessment Review
Data
Assessment Review
Workshop Workshop Workshop Workshop Workshop Workshop Worksho Workshop Workshop
p
Red Porgy
March
April
May
SAFMC
Black Sea Bass
October
January
February
Vermilion Snapper October
January
February
Yellowtail Snapper
March 3-7 June 9-13 July 28-8/1
Goliath Grouper
March 3-7 June 9-13 July 28-8/1
Deepwater Species*
October
June 7-11 July 26-30
Gag Grouper
Black Grouper
Red grouper
Feb 23-27 June 7-11 July 26-30
King Mackerel
January March
May
Spanish Mackerel
January March
May
Hog Snapper
x-only?
Feb 23-27 June 7-11 July 26-30
SAFMC/GMFMC Red Snapper
Scamp
Feb 23-27 June 7-11 July 26-30
Spiny Lobster
Florida
Feb 23-27 June 7-11 July 26-30
SAFMC/GMFMC/ Greater Amberjack
CFMC

*Deepwater species = Snowy grouper, golden tilefish, speckled hind, warsaw, blueline tilefish, queen snapper, misty grouper,
and yellowedge grouper.
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The overfished species were the main focus for the SAFMC at this time as these are the
more critical species to be addressed. Some type of assessment will be conducted on all
of these species, and if the data allow, an SFA-compliant assessment will be conducted.
If not, updated proxy values will be provided.
Table yy. Overfished species in the snapper grouper management unit showing the
assessment year, most recent year of data in the assessment, and rebuilding progress.
Source: NMFS Overfishing Report.
Species

Black Sea Bass
Red Porgy
Vermilion Snapper
Yellowtail Snapper
Red Snapper
Gag
Red Grouper
Black Grouper
Snowy Grouper
Golden Tilefish
Speckled Hind
Warsaw Grouper
Nassau Grouper
Goliath Grouper

Overfished?

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Pre-SFA
Assessment
Year
1997
1999
1997
1993
1997
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
1992

Data

Rebuilding

Thru
1996
1997
1996
1991
1996
2000
2000
2000
2000
2000
2000
1990

Progress

Year 2 of 18
Year 3 of 10
Year 10 of 10
Year 11 of 15
Year 11 of 15
Year 11 of 15
Year 2 of 15
Year 11 of 15
Year 10 of 15
Year 11 of 15
Year 11 of 15
Year 11 of 15
Year 11 of 15

SFA-Co mpliant
AssessData
ment
Year
Thru
2/2003
5/2002
2001
2/2003
7/2003
7/2003
++
7/2003
+
7/2004*
7/2004*
7/2004
7/2004*
7/2003**
7/2003**

Rebuilding
Progress
Year 2 of 10
Year 2 of 18

Notes: 2001 Pre-SFA Assessment results from catch curve analyses. The red porgy
assessment provided all the SFA parameters except MSST which was provided by the
SARC. A number of proxy-assessments are suggested by Powers (1999) in Appendix 4.
*Deepwater species (snowy grouper, golden tilefish, speckled hind, warsaw grouper,
blueline tilefish, queen snapper, misty grouper, and yellowedge grouper) will be assessed
and SFA-compliant parameter specified if possible. If not, then appropriate proxy
parameters will be provided.
**Nassau and goliath grouper will be assessed and SFA-compliant parameter specified if
possible. If not, then appropriate proxy parameters will be provided.
+The black grouper assessment may be conducted by personnel from the State of Florida.
++Gag may no longer be overfished; if this is the case, then no assessment would be
required.
Biomass based parameters are only available for black sea bass (overfished),
wreckfish (not overfished), and red porgy (overfished). Black sea bass and vermilion are
currently being assessed. Results will be available at the March 2003 Council meeting.
Alternative 1. No action.
Discussion
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The Council’s current position as specified in the SFA Comprehensive
Amendment (SAFMC, 1998) is as follows:
“Rebuilding projections are not available at this time. The Council
recommends projections be incorporated into the next stock assessment to the
extent practicable to determine whether the overfished snapper grouper
species can be rebuild in less than 10 years. Until such time as this
information is provided to the Council, the current timeframe for recover
remains in effect.
Discussion
This task would be added to the 1998/99 Operations Plan. If some species
cannot be rebuilt within 10 years, NMFS should calculate generation time
and present alternatives on a rebuilding timeframe.
A letter from NMFS (Appendix F) indicates that NMFS is of the opinion
that the 15 year rebuilding timeframe for Nassau grouper and goliath grouper
is inconsistent with the new Magnuson-Stevens Act. The 15 years is based on
the biology of these two long-lived stocks and in the Council’s opinion meets
the mandate of Magnuson-Stevens.
The timeframe for recovery of snappers (excluding red snapper), greater
amberjack, black sea bass, and red porgy is not to exceed 10 years. For red
snapper and the groupers, the timeframe is not to exceed 15 years. Year 1
was the 1991 fishing year. The recovery time period may be modified by the
framework (regulatory amendment) procedure. These timeframes were
established in Amendment 4 and are based on the life history characteristics
(growth rate, mortality rate, longevity, etc.). Longer lived, slower growing
species are more susceptible to overfishing and will rebuild more slowly,
hence the 15 year recovery period. Shorter-lived, faster growing species will
recover more quickly and was the basis for choosing 10 years.”
[Note: This material is directly from the SFA Amendment and the letter
referenced as Appendix F is included in the SFA Amendment.]
The black sea bass clock restarted with the effective date of the regulations
implementing the SFA Comprehensive Amendment which was December 2, 1999. So
black sea bass must be rebuilt above the Bmsy level (i.e., the biomass must be above the
biomass capable of producing the MSY) which has been specified as 5.31 million pounds
by December 2, 2009. Based on data through 1995, the spawning stock biomass/MSST
ratio was 0.54 which means the stock is below the MSST, therefore black sea bass are
overfished (Appendix 1 & 3). The fishing mortality rate through 1995 was 0.97 which is
above the MFMT, therefore overfishing is occurring. A new black sea bass stock
assessment will be available by the March 2003 Council meeting.
The red porgy clock restarted with the effective date of the emergency
regulations implementing the closure which was September 8, 1999, and the rebuilding
timeframe was respecified as 18 years in Snapper Grouper Amendment 12. So red porgy
must be rebuilt above the Bmsy level (i.e., the biomass must be above the biomass
capable of producing the MSY) which has been specified as 2,364 metric tons or 5.21
million pounds) by September 8, 2016. Based on data through 2001, the spawning stock
biomass/MSST ratio was 0.55 which means the stock is below the MSST, therefore red
porgy are overfished (Appendix 1 & 3). The fishing mortality rate in 2001 was 0.09
which is below the MFMT, therefore overfishing is not occurring.
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Wreckfish are not overfished and overfishing is not taking place.
Alternative 2. Adopt the following timeframes (Table 19):

The mean generation time and recovery periods are presented below in Table 14.
The specific discussion for each species in included under the table specifying the Status
Determination Criteria in Section 4D.
Table zz. Recovery periods and generation time for overfished species. Source: NMFS
SERO/SEFSC. [Note: Gag are no longer overfished and should be removed????
Also, new values for Goliath and Nassau grouper are available from the SEFSC
(Porch and Scott, in press)]
Species
Nassau Grouper
Goliath Grouper
Speckled Hind
Snowy Grouper
Black Sea Bass
Black Grouper
Gag
Yellowtail Snapper
Red Snapper
Red Grouper
Warsaw Grouper
Tilefish
Vermilion Snapper
Red Porgy

Recovery
Period
(years)
?
?
22
24
10
10
10
10
10
10
32
28

Generation
Time (years)

18

about 8

15 to 70
20 to 95
12
14

about 7
about 8
about 8

about 22
18

Discussion
The following discussion is directly from page 37 of the Technical Guidance on
the Use of Precautionary Approaches to Implementing National Standard 1 of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Restrepo et al., 1998):
“Generation Time
Although the NSGs do not provide a definition of generation time, various
definitions exist in the scientific literature (Caswell 1989). In the context of stock
rebuilding time horizons, the definition of generation time used could refer to an unfished
state. We recommend that the default definition of generation time, G, be (Goodyear
1995):
G=

A
∑ aEaNa ÷
a=1

A
∑ EaNa
a=1
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where a denotes age, A is the oldest age expected in a pristine (unfished) condition, Ea is
the mean fecundity at age of females, and Na is the average number of females per recruit
alive at age a in the absence of fishing, i.e.,
a-1
Na = N1 exp( - ∑ Mj )
j=1

where M is the natural mortality rate. These expressions should be computed on an
equilibrium per-recruit basis, i.e., setting N1 = 1. When fecundity data are not available,
G can be computed by replacing Ea with an age-specific vector of maturity ratios times
body weight (as commonly used to compute spawning biomass).”
In general terms, mean generation time can be thought of as the average age at
which females spawn.
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SECTION 4D.
SPECIES-SPECIFIC PROXY STATUS DETERMINATION
CRITERIA
The following material in Section 4D presents information for each overfished
species.
I.
VERMILION SNAPPER
Landings & Size Trends
Vermilion snapper landings have remained relatively constant over most years
(Figure 22) although commercial landings have been more variable. The catch in the forhire fishery exhibits a slight increase through the time series. The commercial fishery
catch is the least constant showing increases in the late 1980s, early 1990s, and a large
increase at the end of the time series. Minimum size limits and gear restrictions seem to
not have impacted the landings (see Landings Trends appendix for specific rules).

Vermilion Snapper
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Figure 22. Vermilion snapper landings by sector.
Before commercial data were recoreded, the for-hire sector dominated the percent
of total catch of vermilion snapper (Figure 23). When commercial data were brought in,
that sector dominated the landings, while the for-hire sector accounted for about a third,
and recreational took very little. This trend was fairly constant through all years.
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Figure 23. Vermilion snapper percent landings by sector.
The commercial sector seems to catch larger fish overall than the other sectors,
from 1-2 pounds, and shows some variation through years (Figure 24). The for hire mean
weights decrease in the early part of the time series, then show a slight increase in the
later years. The recreational mean weights, although not very consistent between years,
seems to show an increase in the later part of the time series.
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Figure 24. Vermilion snapper mean weight by sector.
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1996

1999

Review of Previous Stock Assessments
The first stock assessment for vermilion snapper was conducted in 1990 ( ,
1990) using data from 1972 through 1988/89. SSR (=SPR) was calculated separately for
recreational and commercial fisheries:
RECREATIONAL
Carolinas = 19%
Florida = 26 - 19%

COMMERCIAL
Carolinas = 20 - 28%
Florida = 17 - 27%

SSR with 10 inch Recreational
Minimum Size Limit:
30%

SSR with 12 inch Commercial
Minimum Size Limit:
25%

A series of stock assessments provided estimates of SSR based on catch curves
( , 1991; , 1992; , 1993). The 1998 VPA assessment provided SPR values
(Manooch et al., 1998).
Assessment Year Catch Data From Overall SSR SSR with Minimum Sizes
1991
1988
23%
28%
1992
1990
20%
27%
1993
1991
16%
27%
1998

1997

21-27%

>30%

The first biomass-based assessment was conducted in 2003 with data through
2001.
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Council Determination of Stock Status
Will be added from the assessment results.
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Review of Regulations
Table 15A. Regulations for vermilion snapper.
Regulation
Effective Date
4" trawl mesh size to achieve a 12"
TL minimum size
8/31/83
Prohibit trawls
1/12/89
Prohibit fish traps, entanglement
nets & longlines within 50 fathoms;
bag limit of 10 vermilion per person
per day; 10" TL recreational
minimum size limit & 12" TL
commercial minimum size limit
1/1/92
Oculina Experimental Closed Area
1/1/92
Limited entry program: transferable
permits and 225-pound nontransferable permits
12/98
Recreational size limit increased to
11" TL; Vessels with longlines may
2/24/99
only possess deepwater species

Plan or Amendment

Original FMP
Amendment 1

Amendment 4
Amendment 4
Amendment 8
Amendment 9

Compliance
Compliance is summarized by sector in Table 15B. See Burton (2002) for the
breakout by region and for numbers of fish measured. Burton (2002) established a
criteria of number of fish measured must be greater than or equal to 15 and percent of
fish below the size limit must be greater than or equal to 15 as the minimum combination
that had to be met in order to return a finding of significant non-compliance.
Table 15B. Compliance with vermilion snapper size limits; note changes to minimum
size limits as shown in Table 15A. Source: Burton (2002).
Percent Landed
Legal Size Limit
Below
Year
Commercial
Headboat
Private & Charter
1992
0.9
14.4
46.7
1993
5.3
3.1
4.0
1994
6.3
8.9
34.2
1995
11.0
13.5
36.5
1996
9.7
6.1
0.0
1997
15.3
6.3
1.5
1998
6.9
7.4
4.0
1999
9.1
18.4
11.8
2000
4.8
20.7
4.9
2001
4.7
19.4
6.3
In February 1999 the minimum size limit for recreationally-caught vermilion snapper was
increased to 11 inches. Non-compliance was not significant my the criterion for the
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overall commercial or MRFSS intercept data. Headboat data incicate non-compliance
from the two Florida areas, although this is likely attributable to the State’s 10-inch size
limit. Whe the data are re-analyzed using this size limit, non-compliance in south Flrida
drops to 6.3%. The significant non-compliance in the Georgia-North Florida headboat
fishery is undoubtedly real, as vermilion are not caught within three miles of shore in this
area. Note: only 19 vermilion snapper were measured in the private/charter sector in
1996.
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Action 13. Status Determination Criteria for Vermilion Snapper, Rhomboplites
aurorubens; Information Level: Level II
STATEMENT OF NEED: Specify parameters as required by the Sustainable Act
of 1996.
Preferred Alternative.
The recovery target (BMSY) has been achieved. Request
that NMFS designate vermilion snapper as not overfished and not under going
overfishing. In addition incorporate the following information from the planned
SEDAR Process. The Council will specify these values after reviewing the
assessment results at the March 2003 Council meeting.
Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.

Economic Impacts
Defining the status determination criteria does not alter current use of the
resource; it merely establishes a benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from
which to base additional management actions. Since defining these parameters has no
direct effect on resource harvest/use, there would be no direct economic impacts from
this measure. Direct economic effects only accrue to the additional actions that directly
alter use of the resource.
Even though there are no direct effects from this action, these status
determination criteria are linked to other management measures required to rebuild an
overfished stock, and are thus sequentially responsible for economic effects that accrue to
these measures. Accurately defining these criteria and taking subsequent action to
rebuild/maintain the stock at “optimal” levels will sustain/increase long-term net
economic benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Should the Council decide to designate vermilion snapper as not overfished or
undergoing overfishing, then the impacts will essentially be those of taking no action, as
this segment of the fishery is not under heavy regulation. This action will not directly
have social impacts upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential impacts
(negative or positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the
Council chooses after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
Under the pre-SFA overfishing definition, vermilion snapper are overfished if the
SPR is less than 30%. The most recent SPR is 21-27% which means that vermilion
snapper should be considered overfished using the current definition.
Using Appendix 1, the ratio of Bcurrent/BMSST is 5.38 which means vermilion
snapper are not overfished. The ratio of Fcurrent/Fmsy is 1.46 which means that
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overfishing is occurring. When the next assessment is completed and presented at the
March 2003 Council meeting, we will know the current stock status and whether
additional management action is necessary.

Table 16. SFA parameters for vermilion snapper.
Step
SFA Parameters
1
2
3

4
5

6
7
8

Level
Limit Control Rule
Target Control Rule
Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY)
Optimum Yield (OY)
Natural Mortality Rate (M)
Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT)
F2001/FMSY
Overfishing?
Minimum Stock Size Threshold (MSST)
SSB2001/SSBMSY
SSB2001/MSST
Overfished?
Rebuilding Timeframe (if overfished)
Current Status
Anticipate Meeting Timeframe?
Modify Management?
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Values Specified for
Vermilion Snapper

Default

Other Possible Alternatives:
Alternative 1. No action.
Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.

Economic Impacts
Adoption of biomass based criteria is a mandated requirement and failure to
define these criteria may adversely affect the ability of future management actions to
occur in a timely manner. By not establishing these criteria, it may not be possible to
manage the fishery so as to maximize net economic benefits should the species
become/remain in an overfished condition.
Social Impacts
Not specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social
impacts upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential social impacts
(negative or positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the
Council chooses after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions

SAFMC STAFF RECOMMENDS MOVING ALTERNATIVE 3 TO THE
APPENDIX BECAUSE WE HAVE A CURRENT STOCK ASSESSMENT.
DETERMINE IF APPROPRIATE BASED ON THE ASSESSMENT RESULTS.
Alternative 3. Specify a rebuilding program based on the current NMFS
determination that vermilion snapper are overfished.

Discussion
Generation time is less than 10 years (~__ years). Recovery within 10 years is
possible. The allowable rebuilding period is 10 years. The rebuilding target is Bmsy.
Adopt a Level II control rule.
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Action 14. Modifications to management measures for vermilion snapper.
STATEMENT OF NEED: ? Add after review assessment results.
NOTE: These alternatives have been added for committee discussion in
anticipation of results from the new stock assessment.
Alternative 1. No Action. This would maintain the 11" TL recreational minimum size
limit, recreational bag limit of 10 vermilion snapper/person/day and the 12" TL
commercial minimum size limit.
Biological Impacts
If significant regulations are implemented on black sea bass, fishermen are likely
to switch some of their fishing effort to targeting vermilion snapper. The fishing
mortality rate on vermilion would increase and if sufficiently high, could result in the
stock becoming overfished.

Economic Impacts
Vermilion snapper is not overfished. However, from the available information it
appears that overfishing is occurring. If the new assessment confirms these findings then
not taking action could result in reduced net future economic benefits if the stock size
declines. Then it will be necessary to reduce fishing mortality to avoid the situation
where the stock becomes overfished. Restrictive actions would reduce net revenue and
net consumer surplus. However, once overfishing is curtailed it is expected that net
economic benefits would be at the highest sustainable level for this fishery.
Social Impacts
Vermilion snapper, also commonly known as beeliners, is a “fallback” fish for
many commercial and recreational (charter and headboat) fishermen in the Southeast,
particularly as other species in the complex have come under stringent regulations (for
example, red porgy). As stock assessments are completed, other species may be
determined to be overfished, experiencing overfishing, and actions must be taken to
address this state of a stock. Should, for example, black sea bass be determined to be
overfished and at dangerously low biomass levels, there is concern that fishermen who
depend heavily on black sea bass may shift their effort into other fisheries, particularly to
target vermilion snapper. This effort shift would presumably not only increase fishing
mortality for vermilion snapper, but also create problems such as conflict and
competition – too many boats going after too few fish. However, no research has been
conducted specifically to address this concern of effort shift and the social impacts it
would have on fishermen and their communities. This is speculation at this point and it
is hoped that by the June, 2003 meeting some key informant interviews can be conducted
and matched with historical data that may detail earlier effort shifts and dislocation of
fishermen in the Southeast.
Conclusions
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Alternative 2. Increase the recreational size limit to 12 inches TL.
Biological Impacts
If the stock assessment indicates that overfishing is occurring, this increase in
minimum size limit would help reduce the fishing mortality rate from the recreational
fishery.

Economic Impacts
If it is determined that there is overfishing in the vermilion snapper fishery then a
reduction in fishing mortality will be necessary in order to prevent stock decline. If the
new assessment confirms these findings then not taking action could result in reduced net
future economic benefits if the stock size declines. Restrictive actions would lead to
reduced net revenue in the for-hire sector from trip cancellation. There would also be
reduced net consumer surplus from reduced harvest per trip or reduction in the number of
trips. An alternative to trip cancellation is switching to target larger fish provided they are
available in the population.
Net economic benefits would increase in the long run as stock size increases from
improved catch success rates. Once the stock rebuilds to desirable levels, and the Council
relaxes restrictive measure(s), net benefits to these sectors would also increase. As
discussed previously, for-hire and private recreational groups who bear the cost (reduced
benefits) during the rebuilding period may not be recipients of increased benefits when
the stock rebuilds. In addition, non-use benefits (consumer surplus) would increase as the
biomass of vermilion snapper increases. There is no data to quantify the magnitude of
this economic non-market benefits.
Social Impacts
The current recreational size limit for vermilion snapper is 11 inches total length.
When this regulation was set in place in 1999, the following social impacts were related
in Amendment 9:
An increase in the recreational minimum size limit for vermilion will affect a
substantial part of the recreational catch with reductions for headboat catches of 29%
and for other recreational fishermen a reduction of 70%. One impact might be
increased in discards as fishermen continue to fish vermilion but discard smaller fish. If
they are unable to catch sufficient numbers under the new size limit, then they will likely
redirect effort to other species. During previous public hearings it was noted that many
headboats that fish the “party grounds” rarely catch vermilion that are over 10". This
may be an artifact of fishing closer inshore because larger fish reside offshore. If these
boats are forced to fish farther offshore this may reduce the number of trips they are
able to make daily and increase their cost of fuel.
It is difficult to determine the impacts of this action alone as it must be considered in
conjunction with the additional restrictions that come with several other actions within
this amendment. Recreational fishermen may switch their fishing effort to other
snappers and groupers, but their choices will be limited both by size and bag limits
through other actions in this amendment. Because most analysis is done on a species by
species basis, the reactions of fishermen in a multi-species fishery are unknown. It is
likely that there will be some effort shifting, but where and to what extent are still
unanswered.
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At this date there are no estimates of what percent of the recreational catch will be
affected by an increase in the minimum total length. Until these data are provided by
NOAA Fisheries, further analysis of the social impacts of this alternative cannot be
undertaken.
Conclusions
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Alternative 3. Reduce the recreational bag limit of 10 to __ (Council to specify).
Biological Impacts
If the stock assessment indicates that overfishing is occurring, this reduction in
bag limit would help reduce the fishing mortality rate from the recreational fishery.

Economic Impacts
A reduction in bag limit, if binding, would reduce net consumer surplus on
recreational fishing trips. Very restrictive action could reduce net revenue in the for-hire
sector from trip cancellation and net consumer surplus to anglers from forgone trips.
Net economic benefits would increase in the long run as stock size increases from
improved catch success rates. Once the stock rebuilds to desirable levels, and the Council
relaxes restrictive measure(s), net benefits to these sectors would also increase. As
discussed previously, for-hire and private recreational groups who bear the cost (reduced
benefits) during the rebuilding period may not be recipients of increased benefits when
the stock rebuilds. In addition, non-use benefits (consumer surplus) would increase as the
biomass of vermilion snapper increases. There is no data to quantify the magnitude of
these economic non-market benefits.
Social Impacts
The bag limit of 10 vermilion snappers was set in 1992 in Amendment 4 to the
FMP for the Snapper Grouper Fishery. At that time no separate social impact analysis
was conducted. One could predict that any decrease in the bag limit would result in a
decrease in pleasure in the recreational fishing experience. However, public hearing
testimony and informal interviews with charter boat and headboat captains and other
recreational fishermen have revealed that it is not so common that recreational fishing
trips succeed in “limiting out,” or catching the full bag limit for snapper and grouper.
This makes it hard to determine what the perceived effects will be for recreational
fishermen should this number be reduced. Negative impacts may be felt more by those
who run charter and party boats, as the customers may expect to catch a lot of fish, and
being so constrained may make them less willing to pay high prices to catch a relatively
little amount of fish.
Conclusions

190

Alternative 4. Establish a commercial quota of _________ pounds (Council to
specify).
Biological Impacts
If the stock assessment indicates that overfishing is occurring, a commercial quota
would help reduce the fishing mortality rate from the commercial fishery.

Economic Impacts
If the commercial quota is binding and restrictive measures are taken to curtail
harvest once the total quota has been met, net revenue to the commercial harvesting
sector would decrease in the short-term. One of the undesirable consequences of quota
management is the phenomenon of derby fishing as observed in the red snapper fishery in
the Gulf of Mexico. Fishermen make more frequent trips and harvest rates increase in an
effort to maximize production and the related revenues prior to closure. Market gluts are
common and price declines in the directed fishery and other fisheries result in reduced
net economic benefits as products are not landed at “optimal” times. Other measures such
as trip limits would avoid some of the effects of this “derby” fishing. An individual quota
program is another option to limit fishing mortality and avoid these problems.
In the long-term, once the stock rebuilds and the Council relaxes restrictive measure(s),
net benefits would increase. As discussed previously, commercial groups that bear the
cost (reduced benefits) during the rebuilding period may not be recipients of increased
benefits when the stock rebuilds. In addition, non-use benefits (consumer surplus) would
increase as the biomass of vermilion snapper increases. There are no data to quantify the
magnitude of this economic non market benefit.
Social Impacts
The social impacts of establishing a commercial quota of an as yet undetermined
amount cannot be determined at this time. However, the impacts accruing to commercial
fishing communities when quotas have been established in other fisheries will be
examined. The size of the quota and how it compares to current landings will determine
this measures impacts on fishing behavior, and how those behavioral changes may have
subsequent social impacts on fishing communities.
Conclusions
Alternative 5. Others?????
Biological Impacts

Economic Impacts
Social Impacts
Conclusions
II.
YELLOWTAIL SNAPPER
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Landings & Size Trends
Landings of yellowtail snapper in the recreational and for hire sectors show a
slight decrease from the 1980s to the 1990s (Figure 25). The opposite trend is evident in
the commercial sector with landings increasing from about 600,000 pounds in the late
1970s to almost 2.5 million pounds in the early 1990s, although landings may be
decreasing again in the latest years back to around 1 million pounds.
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Figure 25. Yellowtail snapper landings by sector.
Throughout the time series the commercial sector dominates the percent of total
landings, ranging from 60-80%, the larger percents in the later years (Figure 26). The
for-hire and recreational fisheries equally share the remaining landings.
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Figure 26. Yellowtail snapper percent landings by sector.
The commercial mean weights of yellowtail snapper are in gutted weight, while
the others are in whole weight (Figure 27). Except for a few years in the late 1980s
where the commercial mean weights are very large, the mean weight of yellowtail
snapper appears to have remained relatively constant throughout the time series. The
peak and drop in commercial mean weights may be attributable to gear restrictions (see
Landings Trends appendix).
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Figure 27. Yellowtail snapper mean weight by sector.
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1999

Review of Previous Stock Assessments
The first stock assessment for yellow tail snapper was conducted in 1990 ( ,
1990) using data from 1972 through 1988/89. SSR (=SPR) was calculated separately for
recreational and commercial fisheries:
RECREATIONAL
FL = 43 - 40%

COMMERCIAL
South Florida = 42%

SSR with 12 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
56%

SSR with 12 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
55%

A series of stock assessments provided estimates of SSR based on catch curves
( , 1991; , 1992; , 1993).
Assessment Year Catch Data From Overall SSR SSR with Minimum Sizes
1991
1988
38%
55%
1992
1990
19%
28%
1993
1991
24%
30%
The first biomass-based assessment was conducted in 2003 with data through
2001.
Will be added from new yellowtail snapper stock assessment.
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Stock status: F/FMSY proxy is available, but B cannot be classified even in a qualitative
manner. Appendix 1 indicates that the stock is experiencing overfishing based on a 1990
estimate of fishing mortality. The F/FMSY proxy based on the 1990 estimate is 1.55. If
recent catch (1993-1999) is accepted as a proxy for MSY as done in Appendix 1, to
account for the F/FMSY proxy and the MSY proxy, the spreadsheet estimates B/BMSY to be
0.65, indicating that the stock may be overfished.
To estimate proxies for more recent years, we need some indication of trends in B
and F since 1990. Standardized CPUE indices are available from Murphy et al. (2001)
for the years 1986-2000 for both the recreational and commercial fisheries. The indices,
if used as proxies for biomass trends, suggest that biomass has remained constant or
perhaps increased since 1990. Trends in harvest can be used to derive possible trends in
F.
Scientists in the State of Florida Marine Research Institute will conduct a stock
assessment on yellowtail snapper that will go through the full SEDAR process. The data
workshop will be held March 3-7, 2003, the assessment workshop June 9-13, 2003, and
the review workshop July 28 - August 1, 2003. Results will be presented during the
September 2003 Council meeting.
There are otoliths available in Florida and at the NMFS Beaufort Lab that will be
aged and incorporated into the assessment.
The following data (Figure 28 and Table 17) were provided by Dr. Robert G.
Muller, Research Scientist, Florida Marine Research Institute on May 29, 2002:
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“The following table and figure depicts the historical statewide landings of yellowtail
snapper from 1981 through 2000. The 1981 starting year corresponds to when
recreational data are available from Florida especially south Florida. Note that headboat
landings were unavailable for 2000 and so I approximated them as 100,000 pounds. I did
not break the landings down by coast because the majority of the landings come from the
Keys which traditionally is included in the Gulf of Mexico when, in fact, most of the
yellowtail snapper landings in the Keys come from the Atlantic side.”

Figure 28. Historical yellowtail snapper landings in Florida by sector.
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Table 17. Historical yellowtail landings from 1981 through 2000 by sector. The 2000
headboat landings were unavailable and were approximated as 100,000 lbs.
Year
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000

Headboat
229,243
292,790
250,944
206,966
165,464
259,943
277,879
401,080
220,803
322,907
340,759
251,574
365,997
263,850
162,210
138,082
148,652
119,784
98,821
100,000

MRFSS
1,079,952
918,737
436,577
999,216
469,768
286,798
607,932
443,900
1,251,137
1,051,874
1,774,016
708,895
533,106
478,018
412,511
341,362
1,048,688
332,586
260,897
146,971
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Commercial
731,622
1,370,715
961,718
947,305
825,221
1,118,774
1,354,019
1,410,544
1,850,582
1,756,682
1,861,213
1,851,005
2,378,311
2,205,046
1,856,454
1,458,803
1,673,633
1,474,108
2,189,217
1,591,765

Total
2,040,817
2,582,242
1,649,239
2,153,487
1,460,453
1,665,515
2,239,830
2,255,524
3,322,522
3,131,463
3,975,988
2,811,474
3,277,414
2,946,914
2,431,175
1,938,247
2,870,973
1,926,478
2,548,935
1,838,736

Council Determination of Stock Status
Will be added from new assessment.
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Review of Regulations
Table 18A. Regulations for yellowtail snapper.
Regulation
Effective Date
12" TL minimum size limit
8/31/83
Prohibit fish traps
1/1/92
snapper aggregate bag limit of 10
fish per person per day excluding
vermilion snapper and allowing no
more than 2 red snapper
1/1/92
Limited entry program: transferable
permits and 225-pound nontransferable permits
12/98

Plan or Amendment
Original FMP
Amendment 4

Amendment 4
Amendment 8

Compliance
Compliance is summarized by sector in Table 18B. See Burton (2002) for the
breakout by region and for numbers of fish measured. Burton (2002) established a
criteria of number of fish measured must be greater than or equal to 15 and percent of
fish below the size limit must be greater than or equal to 15 as the minimum combination
that had to be met in order to return a finding of significant non-compliance.
Table 18B. Compliance with yellowtail snapper size limits; note changes to minimum
size limits as shown in Table 18A. Source: Burton (2002).
Percent Landed
Legal Size Limit
Below
Year
Commercial
Headboat
Private & Charter
1992
12.9
6.4
40.8
1993
5.3
5.2
86.3
1994
8.3
4.3
14.0
1995
3.3
5.3
51.4
1996
7.0
6.4
12.0
1997
4.5
5.4
13.4
1998
2.8
9.4
5.5
1999
9.2
5.2
5.8
2000
9.5
7.1
4.6
2001
8.4
4.4
7.6
Yellowtail snapper are most common in the south Florida area, and compliance with size
limits in recent years appears to be good as judged by data from all three intercept
surveys. There were no instances of significant non-compliance with size limits in this
year’s surveys.
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Action 15. Status Determination Criteria for Yellowtail Snapper, Ocyurus
chrysurus; Information Level: Level IV
STATEMENT OF NEED: Specify parameters as required by the Sustainable Act
of 1996.
Alternative 1. Adopt the following information from the planned assessment (to be
conducted by Florida assessment scientists) and the SARC Process. The Council will
specify these values after reviewing the assessment results and input from the public
hearing process.
Assessment results will be available by the June 2003 Council meeting and
the SEDAR Assessment Review Process will be completed by the September 2003
Council meeting.

Table 19. SFA parameters for yellowtail snapper.
Step
SFA Parameters
1
2
3

4
5

6
7
8

Level
Limit Control Rule
Target Control Rule
Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY)
Optimum Yield (OY)
Natural Mortality Rate (M)
Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT)
F2001/FMSY
Overfishing?
Minimum Stock Size Threshold (MSST)
SSB2001/SSBMSY
SSB2001/MSST
Overfished?
Rebuilding Timeframe (if overfished)
Current Status
Anticipate Meeting Timeframe?
Modify Management?

Values Specified for
Yellowtail Snapper

Default

Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.
Economic Impacts
Defining the status determination criteria does not alter current use of the
resource; it merely establishes a benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from
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which to base additional management actions. Since defining these parameters has no
direct effect on resource harvest/use, there would be no direct economic impacts from
this measure. Direct economic effects only accrue to the additional actions that directly
alter use of the resource.
Even though there are no direct effects from this action, these status
determination criteria are linked to other management measures required to rebuild an
overfished stock, and are thus sequentially responsible for economic effects that accrue to
these measures. Accurately defining these criteria and taking subsequent action to
rebuild/maintain the stock at “optimal” levels will sustain/increase long-term net
economic benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social impacts
upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses
after determining the fishery’s status and condition. Further analysis must wait until
assessment biologists from the State of Florida have conducted the stock assessment and
it has gone through the SEDAR process.
Conclusions
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Other Possible Alternatives:
Alternative 1. No Action.
Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.

Economic Impacts
Adoption of biomass based criteria is a mandated requirement and failure to
define these criteria may adversely affect the ability of future management actions to
occur in a timely manner. By not establishing these criteria, it may not be possible to
manage the fishery so as to maximize net economic benefits should the species
become/remain in an overfished condition.
Social Impacts
Not specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social
impacts upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses
after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
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NOTE: GREGG/ROY TO RESOLVE HOW THESE DATA ARE USED.
SDC Preferred Alternative: Status determination criteria are as follows based on recent
catch over period 1995-2000; Fcurrent/Fmsy proxy is 1.01 based on harvest reduction
comparing 1989-1991 with years 1995-2000; Fcurrent proxy is 0.31. Stock is no longer
overfished (Bcurrent>MSST) and is on the border regarding overfishing.

MSY

Dynamic
OY
2,259 1,677

Static
OY
1,694

Recent Bmsy
catch
2,259 7,287

Bcurr
MSST
1.24

Landings x 1000 lbs
Bcurr MFMT Fcurrent
Bmsy
Fmsy
5,830
0.99
0.31
1.01

MSST

ABC for years 1-3 of rebuilding plan is 1,677,000 pounds (Foy x Bcurrent). Stock
assessment scheduled for completion in year 3 of rebuilding plan or sooner. ABC to be
adjusted according to a constant-F rebuilding strategy at 3-year intervals. Stocks
assessments to be completed at 3-year intervals until the rebuilding target is achieved.
Needed reduction
Recent catchesto achieve Foy
2000 - 1,838,736 lbs
9%
1999 - 2,548,935 lbs
34%
1998 - 1,926,478 lbs
13%
1997 - 2,870,973 lbs
42%
1996 - 1,938,247 lbs
13%
Other Possible Alternatives:
SDC Alternative 1: Status determination criteria (SDC) are as follows based on recent
catch over the period 1986-1994:
Landings x 1000 lbs
MSY Dynamic Static Recent Bmsy
Bcurr
MSST Bcurr MFMT F1990
OY
OY
catch
MSST
Bmsy
Fmsy
2,847 1,379
2,135 2,847 9,184
0.81
7,347
0.65
0.31
1.55

ABC for years 1-3 of rebuilding plan is 1,379,000 pounds (Foy x Bcurrent). Stock
assessment scheduled for completion in year 3 of rebuilding plan or sooner. ABC to be
adjusted according to a constant-F rebuilding strategy at 3-year intervals. Stocks
assessments to be completed at 3-year intervals until the rebuilding target is achieved.
Recent catches
2000 - 1,838,736 lbs
1999 - 2,548,935 lbs
1998 - 1,926,478 lbs
1997 - 2,870,973 lbs
1996 - 1,938,247 lbs
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Needed reduction
25%
46%
28%
52%
29%

SDC Alternative 2: Status determination criteria are as follows based on recent catch
over period 1981-2000:

MSY

Dynamic
OY
2,453 1,188

Static
OY
1,840

Recent Bmsy
catch
2,453 7,913

Bcurr
MSST
0.81

Landings x 1000 lbs
MSST Bcurr MFMT F1990
Bmsy
Fmsy
6,330
0.65
0.31
1.55

ABC for years 1-3 of rebuilding plan is 1,188,000 pounds (Foy x Bcurrent). Stock
assessment scheduled for completion in year 3 of rebuilding plan or sooner. ABC to be
adjusted according to a constant-F rebuilding strategy at 3-year intervals. Stocks
assessments to be completed at 3-year intervals until the rebuilding target is achieved.
Recent catches
2000 - 1,838,736 lbs
1999 - 2,548,935 lbs
1998 - 1,926,478 lbs
1997 - 2,870,973 lbs
1996 - 1,938,247 lbs

Needed reduction
35%
53%
38%
59%
39%

SDC Alternative 3: Status determination criteria are as follows based on recent catch
over period 1995-2000. Fcurrent/Fmsy proxy is 1.23 based on harvest reduction
comparing 1986-1994 with years 1995-2000; Fcurrent proxy is 0.38. Stock is no longer
overfished (Bcurrent>MSST) but overfishing is occurring.

MSY

Dynamic
OY
2,259 1,377

Static
OY
1,694

Recent Bmsy
catch
2,259 7,287

Bcurr
MSST
1.02

Landings x 1000 lbs
Bcurr MFMT Fcurrent
Bmsy
Fmsy
5,830
0.81
0.31
1.23

MSST

ABC for years 1-3 of rebuilding plan is 1,377,000 pounds (Foy x Bcurrent). Stock
assessment scheduled for completion in year 3 of rebuilding plan or sooner. ABC to be
adjusted according to a constant-F rebuilding strategy at 3-year intervals. Stocks
assessments to be completed at 3-year intervals until the rebuilding target is achieved.
Needed reduction
Recent catchesto achieve Foy
2000 - 1,838,736 lbs
25%
1999 - 2,548,935 lbs
46%
1998 - 1,926,478 lbs
29%
1997 - 2,870,973 lbs
52%
1996 - 1,938,247 lbs
29%
SDC Alternative 4: Status determination criteria are as follows based on recent catch
over period 1995-2000; Fcurrent/Fmsy proxy is 1.16 based on harvest reduction
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comparing 1987-1993 with years 1995-2000; Fcurrent proxy is 0.36. Stock is no longer
overfished (Bcurrent>MSST) but overfishing is occurring.
MSY

Dynamic
OY
2,259 1,461

Static
OY
1,694

Recent Bmsy
catch
2,259 7,287

Bcurr
MSST
1.08

Landings x 1000 lbs
MSST Bcurr MFMT Fcurrent
Bmsy
Fmsy
5,830
0.86
0.31
1.16

ABC for years 1-3 of rebuilding plan is 1,461,000 pounds (Foy x Bcurrent). Stock
assessment scheduled for completion in year 3 of rebuilding plan or sooner. ABC to be
adjusted according to a constant-F rebuilding strategy at 3-year intervals. Stocks
assessments to be completed at 3-year intervals until the rebuilding target is achieved.
Needed reduction
Recent catchesto achieve Foy
2000 - 1,838,736 lbs
21%
1999 - 2,548,935 lbs
43%
1998 - 1,926,478 lbs
24%
1997 - 2,870,973 lbs
49%
1996 - 1,938,247 lbs
25%
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Action 16. Modifications to management measures for yellowtail snapper.
STATEMENT OF NEED: Modify regulations to reduce harvest and fishing
mortality to further increase spawning potential.
Alternative 1. No Action.
Biological Impacts
If the stock assessment indicates the stock is not overfished and no overfishing is
taking place, no action would be necessary.

Economic Impacts
This would retain the 12 inch total length minimum size limit and a snapper
aggregate bag limit of 10 fish per person per day, excluding vermilion snapper and
allowing no more than two red snappers.
Social Impacts
It is impossible to determine what the social impacts of not taking any action will
be until the stock assessment is completed and the status of the stock is determined.
However, taking no action would in the short-term have the most positive benefits for all
fishermen as it would not require immediate changes in fishing behavior.
Conclusions
This would retain the 12 inch total length minimum size limit and a snapper
aggregate bag limit of 10 fish per person per day, excluding vermilion snapper and
allowing no more than two red snappers.
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Alternative 2. Reduce the allowance for yellowtail snapper within the
aggregate snapper bag limit from 10 to 9 or 8 or 7 or 6 or 5 or 4 or 3 or 2 or 1
(Council to specify).
Biological Impacts
If the stock assessment indicates there is overfishing or the stock is overfished,
then existing regulations would need to be modified.

Economic Impacts
Restrictive actions would reduce net revenue and net consumer surplus during the
rebuilding period for the commercial, for-hire, and private recreational sectors. However,
once the stock rebuilds and the Council relaxes restrictive measure(s), net benefits to
these sectors would increase. As discussed previously, for-hire and private recreational
groups who bear the cost (reduced benefits) during the rebuilding period may not be
recipients of increased benefits when the stock rebuilds. In addition, non-use benefits
(consumer surplus) would increase as the biomass of yellowtail snapper increases. There
are no data to quantify the magnitude of this economic non-market benefit.
Social Impacts
Reducing the aggregate snapper bag limit to a number less than 10 will have
indirect social impacts
as yellowtail snapper are but an unspecified number within
that aggregate number. Finer grained data on the average recreational catches of
yellowtail and where they are caught/landed will help analyze the impacts from this
proposed management action.
Conclusions
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Alternative 3. Increase the 12 inch total length minimum size limit to 12 inch
fork length.
Biological Impacts
If the stock assessment indicates there is overfishing or the stock is overfished,
then existing regulations would need to be modified.

Economic Impacts
Restrictive actions would lead to reduced net revenue in the for-hire sector from
trip cancellation. There would also be reduced net consumer surplus from reduced
harvest per trip or reduction in the number of trips. An alternative to trip cancellation is
switching to target larger fish provided they are available in the population.
Net economic benefits would increase in the long run as stock size increases from
improved catch success rates. Once the stock rebuilds to desirable levels, and the Council
relaxes restrictive measure(s), net benefits to these sectors would also increase. As
discussed previously, for-hire and private recreational groups who bear the cost (reduced
benefits) during the rebuilding period may not be recipients of increased benefits when
the stock rebuilds. In addition, non-use benefits (consumer surplus) would increase as the
biomass of black vermilion snapper increases. There is no data to quantify the magnitude
of this economic non-market benefits.
Social Impacts
The social impacts of this proposed measure are difficult to determine at this time
until detailed data on the range and averages of lengths recreationally caught currently
are available for analysis. The short-term impacts may be minimal however.
Conclusions
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Alternative 4. Increase the 12 inch total length minimum size limit to 13 or 14
inch fork length.
Biological Impacts
If the stock assessment indicates there is overfishing or the stock is overfished,
then existing regulations would need to be modified.

Economic Impacts
Restrictive actions would lead to reduced net revenue in the for-hire sector from
trip cancellation. There would also be reduced net consumer surplus from reduced
harvest per trip or reduction in the number of trips. An alternative to trip cancellation is
switching to target larger fish provided they are available in the population.
Net economic benefits would increase in the long run as stock size increases from
improved catch success rates. Once the stock rebuilds to desirable levels, and the Council
relaxes restrictive measure(s), net benefits to these sectors would also increase. As
discussed previously, for-hire and private recreational groups who bear the cost (reduced
benefits) during the rebuilding period may not be recipients of increased benefits when
the stock rebuilds. In addition, non-use benefits (consumer surplus) would increase as the
biomass of black vermilion snapper increases. There is no data to quantify the magnitude
of this economic non-market benefits.
Social Impacts
The social impacts of this proposed measure are difficult to determine at this time
until detailed data on the range and averages of lengths recreationally caught currently
are available for analysis. The short-term impacts may be minimal however.
Conclusions
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Alternative 5. Establish a quota and allocate between recreational and
commercial fishermen based on the historical landings from 1986-1999.
Prohibit any harvest or possession after the quota has been met or projected
to be met. Apply to both recreational and commercial sectors?
Biological Impacts
If the stock assessment indicates there is overfishing or the stock is overfished,
then existing regulations would need to be modified.

Economic Impacts
If the commercial quota is binding and restrictive measures are taken to curtail
harvest once the total quota has been met, net revenue to the commercial harvesting
sector would decrease in the short-term. Similarly, net consumer surplus would decrease
in the recreational sector from a quota closure. If for-hire trips are canceled after the
season closes then there would be added loss of revenue to this sector. The initial
allocation will determine the extent of these losses. If the quota is set at the average
harvest level during 1986-1999 for each sector, then the commercial quota would be set
at 1.745 million pounds which was exceeded in 1999. The recreational sector (charter
and private components) would be allocated 680,000 pounds which was exceeded in
1997, and the headboat sector’s allocation is likely to be 240,882 which has not been
exceeded during the past five years. These estimates were calculated from the data
presented in Table 17. Thus, it is unlikely that there will be a need to close the quota for
this species particularly in the recreational sectors. Commercial and recreational fishing
in Florida will be affected by this measure.
One of the undesirable consequences of quota management is the phenomenon of
derby fishing as observed in the red snapper fishery in the Gulf of Mexico. Fishermen
make more frequent trips and harvest rates increase in an effort to maximize production
and the related revenues prior to closure. Market gluts are common and price declines in
the directed fishery and other fisheries result in reduced net economic benefits as
products are not landed at “optimal” times. Other measures such as trip limits would
avoid some of the effects of this “derby” fishing. An individual quota program is another
option to limit fishing mortality and avoid these problems.
In the long-term, once the stock rebuilds and the Council relaxes restrictive
measure(s), net benefits would increase. As discussed previously, recreational and
commercial groups that bear the cost (reduced benefits) during the rebuilding period may
not be recipients of increased benefits when the stock rebuilds. In addition, non-use
benefits (consumer surplus) would increase as the biomass of yellowtail snapper
increases. There are no data to quantify the magnitude of this economic non-market
benefit.
Social Impacts
Establishing a quota to be divided between recreational and commercial
fishermen will most likely be met with dissatisfaction on both sides. Will the
recreational sector be composed of private/rental, headboat and charter effort or will each
sector receive separate subquotas? How will the landings be tracked for the recreational
sector without implementing some sort of reporting scheme for at least a portion of the
sector? Since most of the fishing for yellowtail occurs in Florida, and the recreational

210

sector is so large in that state, it is expected that this proposed measure will be met by
great skepticism and reluctance among anglers and commercial fishermen both.
Conclusions
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Alternative 6. Delegate management of yellowtail snapper to the State of
Florida.
This would include a 12 inch TL minimum size limit for recreational and
commercial fishermen and for importation and sale; a 10 snapper bag limit that
includes yellowtail; and a requirement for commercial fishermen to possess a
saltwater products license with a restricted species endorsement and a federal
transferable or non-transferable snapper grouper permit.
Biological Impacts
It would be anticipated that the State of Florida would implement the necessary
management measures to address overfishing/overfished depending on the outcome of
the assessment.

Economic Impacts
This would include fishing season, bag limits, trip limits, quotas, size limits, and
other management measures. There may be some reduction in overall administration
costs as one agency would be responsible for management of this species.
Social Impacts
If the management of yellowtail snapper is delegated to the State of Florida, the
Council will lose its ability to regulate a fish caught in federal waters. This may not pose
a problem if regulations are identical in each jurisdiction. There is a worry by the
commercial fishermen in Florida that because the recreational sector is so politically
powerful in the State of Florida that commercial fishing will lose any protection it might
have under federal jurisdiction. Whether are not these fears are well-founded or not, it is
a perception that must be faced and responded to should management effort fall to the
State of Florida in the future.
Conclusions
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Alternative 7. Adopt Florida’s regulations for the EEZ off the North
Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia.
This would include a 12 inch TL minimum size limit for recreational and
commercial fishermen and for importation and sale; and a 10 snapper bag limit
that includes yellowtail. The requirement for commercial fishermen to possess a
saltwater products license with a restricted species endorsement and a federal
transferable or non-transferable snapper grouper permit would not be included.
SFA parameters, etc. would be specified in the Snapper Grouper FMP as
amended.
Biological Impacts
It would be anticipated that the State of Florida would implement the necessary
management measures to address overfishing/overfished depending on the outcome of
the assessment. These regulations would then be adopted for the EEZ north of Florida.

Economic Impacts
This would include fishing season, bag limits, trip limits, quotas, size limits, and
other management measures. There would not be a reduction in overall administration
costs as two agencies would be responsible for management of this species.
Social Impacts
Because most, if not all, landings of yellowtail snapper in the Atlantic occur off
the east coast of Florida, there should be little impact if the same regulations were applied
to the EEZ off the coast of Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina.
Conclusions

Alternative 8. Others?????
Biological Impacts

Economic Impacts
Social Impacts
Conclusions

III.

RED SNAPPER
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Landings & Size Trends
The landings of red snapper in the recreational fishery are sporadic throughout the
time series (Figure 29). A 12” minimum size limit in 1983 and a 20” minimum size limit
in 1992 may account for some of this variation. The landings trends in the for-hire and
commercial fisheries are also sporadic but less so than the recreational fishery. Both the
recreational and commercial fisheries show an increase in landings in the last few years
of the time series.
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Figure 29. Red snapper landings by sector.
Landings of red snapper appear to be fairly evenly distributed between the
different sectors (Figure 30). Some low commercial years give more weight to the
recreational and for hire sectors.
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Figure 30. Red snapper percent landings by sector.
Mean weights of red snapper are quite variable in all sectors, with increases in the
later years (Figure 31). The for-hire sector shows a large decrease in mean weight from
the 1970s. The increases in mean weight may be results of the size limits. Commercially
caught red snapper are the largest, and for hire fish are usually larger than recreational.
In some years the mean weight of recreationally caught fish jump higher than either of
the other sectors.
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Figure 31. Red snapper mean weight by sector.
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Review of Previous Stock Assessments
The first stock assessment for red snapper was conducted in 1990 ( , 1990)
using data from 1972 through 1988/89. SSR (=SPR) was calculated separately for
recreational and commercial fisheries:
RECREATIONAL
Carolinas = 15%
North Florida = 5%

COMMERCIAL
Carolinas = 24%
Florida = 17 - 55%

SSR with 20 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
33%

SSR with 20 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
40%

A series of stock assessments provided estimates of SSR based on catch curves
( , 1991; , 1992; , 1993). The 1997 updated SPR from Potts, Burton and Manooch
III (1998)
Assessment Year Catch Data From Overall SSR SSR with Minimum Sizes
1991
1988
8%
34%
1992
1990
13%
35%
1998
VPA thru 1996?
24-32%
1998 from Manooch, Potts, Vaughan, and Burton (1998)

35%

The first biomass-based assessment is planned for 2004. The assessment results
should be available for the June 2004 Council meeting and the review workshop portion
of the SEDAR process will be completed by the September 2004 Council meeting.
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Stock status: F/FMSY proxy is available, but B cannot be classified even in a qualitative
manner. Appendix 1 indicates that the stock is experiencing overfishing based on a 1990
estimate of fishing mortality. The F/FMSY proxy based on the 1990 estimate is 1.43. If
recent catch (1993-1999) is accepted as a proxy for MSY as done in Appendix 1, to
account for the F/FMSY proxy and the MSY proxy, the spreadsheet estimates B/BMSY to be
0.70, indicating that the stock may be overfished.
To estimate proxies for more recent years, we need some indication of trends in B
and F since 1990. Standardized CPUE indices are available from Murphy et al. (2001)
for the years 1986-2000 for both the recreational and commercial fisheries on the Florida
east coast. The indices, if used as proxies for biomass trends, suggest that biomass has
remained constant or perhaps increased since 1990. During the period 1986 to 1992
landings averaged 511,875 pounds; during 1993-1999 landings averaged 304,417
pounds. This is a 41% reduction in landings since the 2-fish bag limit and 20 inch
minimum since limit were implemented in 1992. Since biomass has remained constant,
the approach followed in Appendix 1 must explain the decreased landings as a result of a
corresponding decrease in fishing mortality (catch=Bcurrent x Fcurrent). The proxy for
Fcurrent should be reduced to 59% of F1990 or resulting in an Fcurrent proxy of 0.34.
Based on this argument, the stock does not appear to have been experiencing overfishing
for the past five years; current F appears to be below Fmsy. An assessment of stock
status is required to determine if the stock has achieved the rebuilding target of Bmsy.

Table 20. Red snapper landings. Source: Potts and Brennan (2000).
yr
com
headbt
chartr
other rec total kgs total lbs
86 101,696
24,636
25,451
83,672 235,455 518001
87
88,984
37,076
28,116
40,615 194,791 428,540
88
80,358
58,928
42,346
67,085 248,717 547,177
89 117,132
32,074
28,186
93,738 271,130 596,486
90
91,254
29,759
1,419
60,013 182,445 401,379
91
62,198
32,633
19,954
44,558 159,343 350,555
92
43,130
13,100 135,325 145,256 336,811 740,984
93
85,352
19,352
21,467
38,857 165,028 363,062
94
85,806
19,488
37,991
37,414 180,699 397,538
95
75,364
26,039
24,504
7,604 133,511 293,724
96
58,913
20,972
11,205
41,958 133,048 292,706
97
51,141
23,226
29,910
9,616 113,893 250,565
98
40,151
12,178
27,603
24,544 104,476 229,847
99
42,810
19,758
40,936
34,441 137,945 303,479
93-99
86-97
86-92
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138,371 kg
304,417 lbs
185,521 kg
408,146 lbs
232,670 kg
511,875 lbs

Council Determination of Stock Status
The following discussion is taken directly from the December 3-5, 2002 minutes
of the Snapper Grouper Committee meeting in New Bern, North Carolina:
Mr. Cupka: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Relative to red snapper, we certainly had what I
thought was some very good input from the AP Committee; and based on some of the
comments that we heard from them, it would seem that, again, based on the actions that
we took earlier, that there is some rebuilding apparently occurring in regard to red
snapper, so I feel a lot more comfortable about where we are in terms of the actions
we’ve already taken on red snapper and the fact they seem to be resulting in some
rebuilding.
Again, I don’t know where we are in terms of how much has been rebuilt and where we
are in terms of stock, but it certainly was some positive comments we heard from the AP
earlier this week.
Mr. Lee: How does the committee feel about red snapper in terms of whether we are
overfished?
Dr. Crabtree: Well, I think, given the longevity, these red snapper live to be 50 years old,
and given that and what we’ve seen in terms of how long the projections in the Gulf of
Mexico for recovery are, I think it’s overfished at this point.
I think we may have resolved the overfishing problems now, but I don’t think enough
time has gone by for the stock to have recovered, so in my mind, at least, I believe it’s
overfished. I think we may have put enough regulations in place. One thing, though, that
I don’t have -- and, Gregg, when I read through here, they refer to a 1997 VPA analysis
and I have not seen that.
In the control rule documents that the center gave to us that had SFA parameters and
things, we’re using a 1990 F estimate, and I’m looking at that sheet right here, Gregg.
You know the one I’m talking about.
Its not clear to me why the 1990 -- I had basically assumed that must be the most current
thing we have, but then reading through the document, there’s a ’97 VPA, and I don’t
know what that shows. I think we need to look at that before we’re going to be able to
resolve that. Have you looked at that, Gregg?
Mr. Waugh: Yes, and I’ve got the manuscript here with me. That was included in the
SAFE report that the South Atlantic Council staff did. That was one of the documents in
the SAFE report. I’m not sure, maybe John can shed some light on why, when Joe and
those put this together, they didn’t use that Manooch assessment. I don’t know why they
didn’t.
Dr. Crabtree: Well, do you know, what did it reveal about the stock status?
Mr. Waugh: Let me pull that out. What the results show is if you look at fishing
mortality rates and using the runs with natural mortality rate of 0.25, the fishing mortality
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rate for the period ’92 through ’95 was 0.57.
The feeling is that’s what the F rate is in Appendix 4 on 4-19; rather than an F of 1990, it
should be an F averaged over ’92 through ’95.
In terms of SPR values, looking at the two time periods that were analyzed, ’92 through
’95, and the SPR was 0.24 for the time period ’92 through ’95, and it increased to 0.32
for the period ’92 through ’95, so we are seeing some rebuilding in red snapper.
We implemented a number of regulations in 1992 with Amendment 4; the 20-inch size
limit and the two-fish bag limit, so we are seeing rebuilding.
Dr. Daniel: Well, based on that, I think we can fill in at least some of these. I think
Level 4 is reasonable. The natural mortality rate, that may be okay. It’s a little high, but
I don’t believe that we’re overfishing.
And the SPR estimates from ’95 at 0.32, that’s pretty high. I know we’re not supposed to
use SPR proxies, but it may be that the stock has risen above the MSST, at least, and so
the overfished, I’m a little bit -- I mean, I have to kind of agree with Roy in terms of the
longevity and the timeframes that it was going to take to completely rebuild.
You know, if we were under that and we have to restore back to BMSY, then we
probably are still overfished, but I think that there’s certainly reasonable evidence to
suggest that the actions that we took in Amendment, whatever it was, 6, Gregg, in 92 -Amendment 4 with the 20-inch minimum size limit and the two-fish recreational bag
limit certainly seems to be jump starting recovery and has eliminated overfishing. So I
would say no for overfishing and probably yes for overfished.
Dr. Crabtree: Yes, I would agree with Louis. And I would add, by the way, that it’s not
entirely true that we can’t use SPR. We can use SPR as the proxy for fishing mortality
rates.
I’m looking at the document from the Science Center, and in fact the FMSY that we’re
using is an F-30 percent SPR and the F target, which would be the FOY, is from an F-40
percent SPR.
I also would agree with Louis based on the information I’m looking at, those 1992
regulations, appear to have been effective. It’s pretty clear to me that we have good
reason to think that the fishing mortality rates have come down since the VPA study.
If you look at the landings, they come down substantially after the new regulations went
into effect in 1992; so starting in 1993, the landings dropped considerably. And what
you see in the document the Science Center provided us is you start seeing a turnaround
in what had been a long-term decline in biomass.
And the headboat CPUEs indicate that biomass turned around right about 1992 or so, and
they’ve been going up fairly steadily since.
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But based on what we know about the longevity of red snapper and also based on the
headboat CPUEs, I don’t think they’ve gotten back up to where they ought to be, so I’d
agree with Louis that the stock is still overfished, but I’m not at all sure that we have an
overfishing problem here.
But I would point out that I spent some time working on red snapper and put a number of
these alternatives in the book together; and in doing that, I tried to take into account how
biomass had changed and had landings have changed, so that I could adjust what I
thought was a 1990 fishing mortality rate but what appears to now be a 1992 to ’95
fishing mortality rate and just a typo in the document.
So the alternatives I’ve put together that are in the document are going to need to be
tweaked and adjusted a little bit, because the way I’ve changed the numbers, it just isn’t
right now because I used the wrong years.
So I would recommend that I get with Gregg and we reevaluate these, but I would agree
with Louis in that I think where we are on red snapper right now is that we’re still
overfished, but the stock appears to be recovering and growing, and I don’t see any
evidence to lead me to believe that we’re overfishing at this time.
I think the testimony we heard in the last couple of days on red snapper, I think there was
the fellow from Georgia I think it was who talked about what a turnaround he had seen
and the large fish that were out there, so I think we have that evidence.
I think it’s another stock that we need to get an assessment. And I think that in terms of a
control rule for this species, we would go with sort of the modified Level 4 control rule
that’s in the document that says that we’re going to try and no longer achieve an F that’s
not overfishing, which I think we’ve probably done, but then we need a stock assessment
at some point in the next so many years to move forward and figure out exactly what we
need to do.
The one thing I do think we need to do is that I think we need to recognize that red
snapper lives longer than we previously thought, and I don’t see any reason to think that
Atlantic red snapper are significantly less long-lived than Gulf of Mexico red snapper.
The ages we have on the South Atlantic side have not been validated, but the ones we
have on the Gulf side I think have, so I think the rebuilding time that we have we ought
to base on a generation time estimate that we take from the Gulf of Mexico, which allows
probably on the order of 25 or so years or so, because I believe that the preponderance of
information we have indicates that red snapper live to be over 50, and I suspect that’s the
case in the South Atlantic as well.
And I think, Gregg, that in terms of the SFA parameters, you can basically take them off
of the document that the center provided us, which come out of the VPA, which is the
most complete analysis that we have before us.
And then I’ll work with Gregg to see what we can come up with in terms of how much
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the fishing mortality rate may have come down and revising some of these alternatives
that are in the book now.
Mr. Lee: Roy, from that analysis, do you have a preferred on these alternatives, or is it
too early?
Dr. Crabtree: I think until we correct them, it wouldn’t be appropriate probably for us to
select one.
Mr. Waugh: And what we would be doing is looking at those alternatives for what we
would specify for MSY, because the conclusion is if we’re not overfished and we’re not
overfishing, then certainly we’re not looking at modifying management at this stage; is
that right?
Dr. Crabtree: Well, the conclusion was we are overfished but we’re not overfishing.
Mr. Waugh: I’m sorry, yes, but we’re not overfishing.
Dr. Crabtree: And so I don’t think we’re looking at modifying management now, but
how we adjust those ratios would affect the MSY and some of the status kinds of things.
I think that we need to take into account that biomass has gone up since that last F
estimate and the landings have come down, and that indicates that the status of the stock
has improved considerably. We just need to make some determination as to how much it
has improved and then we can work on that.
Dr. Daniel: Roy made my point. I just think we need to make sure if we believe we’re
still overfished but we’re not overfishing, then the justification for not having additional
management measures are that the actions that we have taken are showing improvement
in the stock. We need to show that and at least have that on the record and indicate that
is the case.
Dr. Crabtree: Absolutely. And this is in one of the appendices, isn’t it, Gregg, and so
that’s in the record and in the document. And just for the record, the basis of our belief
that the stock is on the road to recover is based on the CPUE index provided to us from
the Science Center that shows since the regulations went in place in 1992 a steady
increase in CPUEs from this.
And also we achieved a significant reduction in the landings when those were put in
place, and all of that is consistent with all of the public testimony we’ve heard in the past
two days.
Mr. Waugh: The document Roy is referencing is Appendix 4. It’s Page 4-19. And,
again, that’s some material put together by Joe Powers and the Center. We’ll make that
one correction on the F rate being ’92 to ’95, not 1990, but that does show the rebuilding.
Mr. Lee: Okay, I think that probably takes care of where we are on red snapper.
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Review of Regulations
Table 21A. Regulations for red snapper.
Regulation
Effective Date
12" TL minimum size limit & 4"
trawl mesh size
8/31/83
Prohibit trawls
1/12/89
Prohibit fish traps, entanglement
nets & longlines within 50 fathoms;
20" size limit and 2 fish bag limit;
rebuilding timeframe
1/1/92
Oculina Experimental Closed Area
6/27/94
Limited entry program: transferable
permits and 225-pound nontransferable permits
12/98
Vessels with longlines may only
possess deepwater species
2/24/99

Plan or Amendment

Original FMP
Amendment 1

Amendment 4
Amendment 6
Amendment 8
Amendment 9

I.
REGULATIONS
A.
The Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the
South Atlantic Region (SAFMC, 1983) was prepared by the South Atlantic Fishery
Management Council and implemented by the Secretary of Commerce on August 31,
1983 [48 Federal Register 39463]. The FMP was prepared to prevent growth overfishing
in thirteen species in the snapper grouper complex and to establish a procedure for
preventing overfishing in other species. The FMP established a 12" total length
minimum size for red snapper, yellowtail snapper, red grouper and Nassau grouper; an
8" total minimum size for black sea bass; and a 4" trawl mesh size to achieve a 12"
minimum size for vermilion snapper. Additional harvest and gear limitations were also
included in the original plan.
B.
Amendment 1 (SAFMC, 1988) was implemented by the Secretary effective
January 12, 1989 [54 Federal Register 1720] to address the problems of habitat damage
and growth overfishing in the trawl fishery. The amendment prohibited use of trawl gear
to harvest fish in the directed snapper grouper fishery south of Cape Hatteras, North
Carolina (35° 15 minutes North Latitude) and north of Cape Canaveral, Florida (Vehicle
Assembly Building, 28° 35.1 minutes North Latitude).
C.
Amendment 4 (SAFMC, 1991b) was prepared to reduce fishing mortality on
overfished species, to establish compatible regulations, where possible, between state and
federal agencies, to identify the universe of fishermen, and to gather the data necessary
for management. Amendment 4 prohibits: (1) use of fish traps in South Atlantic federal
waters with the exception of black sea bass traps when used north of Cape Canaveral,
Florida; (2) use of entanglement nets, which includes gill and trammel nets; (3) use of
longline gear inside 50 fathoms (300 feet) in the snapper grouper fishery in South
Atlantic federal waters; (4) use of bottom longlines for wreckfish; and (5) use of
powerheads and bangsticks in all designated special management zones (SMZs) off the
South Carolina coast. In addition, fishermen who fish for other species with gear
prohibited in the snapper grouper fishery may not have bycatch of snapper and grouper
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species in excess of the allowed bag limit. No bycatch would be allowed for those
species that have no bag limit or that are prohibited.
Amendment 4 (1991; to NMFS 4/25/91 - regulations effective 1/1/92):
Table 22. Red snapper 1990 stock status using SPR.
SPR from 1990 Assessment
SPR with 20 Inch Minimum Size
Recreational Carolinas = 15%
Recreational = 33%
Recreational North Florida = 5%
Commercial Carolinas = 24%
Commercial = 40%
Commercial North Florida = 17-55%
Snapper Grouper PDT recommended 40% SPR as a goal and a 21 inch (530 mm) Total
Length (TL) minimum size limit. Recommendations for reduction in F or changes in the
minimum size limit were as follows:
(i)
Recreational
58% reduction in F or minimum size limit of 490 mm/19.3 inches
to achieve 30% SPR.
72% reduction in F or minimum size limit of 530 mm/21 inches
to achieve 40% SPR.
(ii)
Commercial Carolinas
19% reduction in F or minimum size limit of 392 mm/15.4 inches
to achieve 30% SPR.
41% reduction in F or minimum size limit of 490 mm/19.3 inches
to achieve 40% SPR.
(iii) Commercial North Florida
37% reduction in F or minimum size limit of 421 mm/16.6 inches
to achieve 30% SPR.
51% reduction in F or minimum size limit of 483 mm/19 inches
to achieve 40% SPR.
The Council approved a 20 inch TL minimum size limit for recreational and
commercial red snapper, and also approved a snapper aggregate bag limit of 10 excluding
vermilion snapper and specified that no more than two can be red snappers.
The Council specified a rebuilding timeframe for those species currently overfished
and has included re-specification of the rebuilding timeframe in the framework procedure.
It is the Council's intent to rebuild overfished stocks within the specified timeframe.
However, this does not require that the Council take action in year one that would severely
impact the fishery; rather, management measures may be phased-in to allow the fishery to
adjust to changes in management. In a number of cases, the Council has specified a
minimum size and/or combinations such as size and bag limits that, given model results for
single action (e.g. bag limit only or size limit only), if maintained, would not result in
rebuilding above the 30% SSR level. It is the Council's intent to monitor the status of each
species from information contained in the stock assessments and to evaluate the
effectiveness of current management measures in rebuilding the stock. Management
measures will be adjusted, as necessary, to rebuild overfished stocks within the specified
timeframe. This could result in future management being more stringent to rebuild a stock
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within the specified timeframe. The Council chose this approach to moderate the
socioeconomic impacts of management while at the same time protecting the biological
integrity of the snapper grouper resource.
Preferred Rebuilding Time Period: The timeframe for recovery of snappers
(excluding red snapper), greater amberjack, black sea bass and red porgy is not to exceed
10 years. For red snapper and the groupers, the timeframe is not to exceed 15 years.
Year 1 is the 1991 fishing year.
D.
Amendment 6 (1993) - Established the Oculina Experimental Closed Area off of
the Florida East Coast.
E.
1997 Assessment (Manooch) - This is the only full VPA assessment conducted
since Amendment 4 was implemented. Data were included through 1996 (6 years ago).
Assessment results indicated that the SPR was 9% during the period 1986-1991 (preAmendment 4) and had increased to between 24 and 32% during the period 1992-1995.
These results indicate that the SPR had increased by approximately 200% after 4 years of
Amendment 4 regulations (1992-1995) and two years of Amendment 6 regulations. An
additional 7 years have passed since Amendment 4 was implemented without another full
VPA type assessment.
F.
Amendment 8 (1997) - Implemented a limited entry program with a 2 for 1
transfer provision. The goal is to reduce the number of commercial permits to an as yet
to be determined “optimal level”. The NMFS capacity estimates are vital to assisting the
Council in specifying this level and it is critical we receive these estimates for use in
Amendment 13.
G.
Amendment 9 (1998) - Implemented a large number of regulations on species
other than red snapper that resulted in reducing the number of commercial vessels
remaining in the fishery. It also specified that vessels with longline gear aboard may
only possess snowy grouper, warsaw grouper, yellowedge grouper, misty grouper, golden
tilefish, blueline tilefish, and sand tilefish. This effectively prevented vessels with
longline gear onboard from fishing for or possessing red snapper.
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Compliance
Compliance is summarized by sector in Table 21B. See Burton (2002) for the
breakout by region and for numbers of fish measured. Burton (2002) established a
criteria of number of fish measured must be greater than or equal to 15 and percent of
fish below the size limit must be greater than or equal to 15 as the minimum combination
that had to be met in order to return a finding of significant non-compliance.
Table 21B. Compliance with red snapper size limits; note changes to minimum size
limits as shown in Table 21A. Source: Burton (2002).
Percent Landed
Legal Size Limit
Below
Year
Commercial
Headboat
Private & Charter
1992
18.5
43.8
68.4
1993
16.3
44.0
26.1
1994
17.4
8.0
43.1
1995
15.2
13.6
44.4
1996
3.6
10.1
40.0
1997
5.8
22.1
75.0
1998
14.4
16.8
45.2
1999
16.2
15.0
72.7
2000
9.2
21.1
42.7
2001
18.4
11.0
14.5
Compliance with size limits is much improved in all fisheries for 2001. The only
significant non-compliance indicated by the data was for the Georgia-North Florida
commercial fishery, with 26% of fish measured below the legal size limit. The plot of
frequency distribution of the undersized fish in this data set show the largest number of
fish were within one inch of the size limit, but undersized fish were as much as nine
inches below the size limit. This trend has been observed over the last several years for
red snapper in other areas and fisheries.
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Action 17. Status Determination Criteria for Red Snapper, Lutjanus campechanus; Information Leve
STATEMENT OF NEED: Specify parameters as required by the Sustainable Act
of 1996.
Preferred Alternative.
Adopt the following information for red snapper.
NOTE: Pull rest of SFA from Powers doc & MSY from alts from Roys doc.
Table 23. SFA parameters for red snapper.
Step
SFA Parameters
Values Specified for
Red Snapper
1
Level
IV
2
Limit Control Rule
Default
3
Target Control Rule
Alternative 2
Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY)
Optimum Yield (OY)
Natural Mortality Rate (M)
0.25
4
Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT)
M=0.25
F2001/FMSY
<1
Overfishing?
NO
5
Minimum Stock Size Threshold (MSST)
SSB2001/SSBMSY
<1
SSB2001/MSST
<1
Overfished?
YES
6
Rebuilding Timeframe (if overfished)
25 (use timeframe from Gulf)
Current Status
7
Anticipate Meeting Timeframe?
8
Modify Management?
NO

Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.
Economic Impacts
Defining the status determination criteria does not alter current use of the
resource; it merely establishes a benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from
which to base additional management actions. Since defining these parameters has no
direct effect on resource harvest/use, there would be no direct economic impacts from
this measure. Direct economic effects only accrue to the additional actions that directly
alter use of the resource.
Even though there are no direct effects from this action, these status
determination criteria are linked to other management measures required to rebuild an
overfished stock, and are thus sequentially responsible for economic effects that accrue to
these measures. Accurately defining these criteria and taking subsequent action to
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rebuild/maintain the stock at “optimal” levels will sustain/increase long-term net
economic benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social impacts
upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses in
after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
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Other Possible Alternatives:
Alternative 1. No Action.
Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.

Economic Impacts
Adoption of biomass based criteria is a mandated requirement and failure to
define these criteria may adversely affect the ability of future management actions to
occur in a timely manner. By not establishing these criteria, it may not be possible to
manage the fishery so as to maximize net economic benefits should the species
become/remain in an overfished condition.
Social Impacts
Not specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social
impacts upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses in
after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
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NOTE: GREGG TO WORK WITH ROY TO ADJUST THESE ALTERNATIVES
TO GENERATE MSY & OTHER NEEDED ESTIMATES. THE PORTION
RELATED TO CATCHES/QUOTAS IS TO BE REMOVED.
SDC Alternative 1: Status determination criteria (SDC) are as follow based on recent
catch over period 1993-1999 (Appendix 1):
Landings x 1000 lbs
MSY Dynamic Static Recent Bmsy Bcurr MSST
Bcurr
MFMT
F1990
OY
OY
catch
MSST
Bmsy
Fmsy
304
160
228
304
760
0.94
570
0.70
0.40
1.43

ABC for years 1-3 of rebuilding plan is 160,000 pounds (Foy x Bcurrent). Stock
assessment scheduled for completion in year 3 of rebuilding plan or sooner. ABC to be
adjusted according to a constant-F rebuilding strategy at 3-year intervals. Stocks
assessments to be completed at 3-year intervals until the rebuilding target is achieved.
Recent catches
1999 - 303,479 lbs
1998 - 229,847 lbs
1997 - 250,565 lbs
1996 - 292,706 lbs

Needed reduction
47%
30%
36%
45%

SDC Alternative 2: Status determination criteria are as follow based on recent catch
over period 1986-1992:

MSY
512

Dynamic
OY
269

Static
OY
384

Recent Bmsy
catch
512 1,280

Bcurr
MSST
0.93

Landings x 1000 lbs
MSST Bcurr MFMT
Bmsy
960
0.70
0.40

ABC for years 1-3 of rebuilding plan is 269,000 pounds (Foy x Bcurrent). Stock
assessment scheduled for completion in year 3 of rebuilding plan or sooner. ABC to be
adjusted according to a constant-F rebuilding strategy at 3-year intervals. Stocks
assessments to be completed at 3-year intervals until the rebuilding target is achieved.
Recent catches
1999 - 303,479 lbs
1998 - 229,847 lbs
1997 - 250,565 lbs
1996 - 292,706 lbs

Needed reduction
11%
0%
0%
8%
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F1990
Fmsy
1.43

SDC Alternative 3: Status determination criteria are as follow based on recent catch
over period 1993-1999. Fcurrent/Fmsy is assumed to be 0.85 based on reduced landings
and CPUE trends since 1990. Recent catch is assumed to equal MSY in this alternative
and the stock no longer appears to be overfished.

MSY
304

Dynamic
OY
268

Static
OY
228

Recent
catch
304

Bmsy
760

Bcurr
MSST
1.57

Landings x 1000 lbs
MSST Bcurr MFMT
Bmsy
570
1.18
0.40

Fcurr
Fmsy
0.85

ABC for years 1-3 of rebuilding plan is 268,000 pounds (Foy x Bcurrent). Stock
assessment scheduled for completion in year 3 of rebuilding plan or sooner. ABC to be
adjusted according to a constant-F rebuilding strategy at 3-year intervals. Stocks
assessments to be completed at 3-year intervals until the rebuilding target is achieved.
Recent catches
1999 - 303,479 lbs
1998 - 229,847 lbs
1997 - 250,565 lbs
1996 - 292,706 lbs

Needed reduction
12%
0%
0%
9%

SDC Alternative 4: Status determination criteria are as follow based on recent catch
over period 1993-1999. Fcurrent/Fmsy is assumed to be 0.85 based on reduced landings
and CPUE trends since 1990. Recent catch is assumed to equal MSY in this alternative,
and the stock no longer appears to be overfished.

MSY
304

Dynamic
OY
268

Static
OY
228

Recent
catch
304

Bmsy
760

Bcurr
MSST
1.57

Landings x 1000 lbs
MSST Bcurr MFMT
Bmsy
570
1.18
0.40

ABC for years 1-3 of rebuilding plan is 228,000 pounds (static OY: Foy x Bmsy). Stock
assessment scheduled for completion in year 3 of rebuilding plan or sooner. ABC to be
adjusted according to a constant-F rebuilding strategy at 3-year intervals. Stocks
assessments to be completed at 3-year intervals until the rebuilding target is achieved.
Recent catches
1999 - 303,479 lbs
1998 - 229,847 lbs
1997 - 250,565 lbs
1996 - 292,706 lbs

Needed reduction
25%
1%
9%
12%
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Fcurr
Fmsy
0.85

STAFF RECOMMENDS DELETING THIS AS ACTION ITEM BECAUSE NO
CHANGES ARE NECESSARY
Action 25. Modifications to management measures for red snapper.
Alternative 1. No action. This would leave the 20 inch size limit, 2-fish bag limit, gear
limitations, controlled access program, and Oculina experimental closed area in place.
Biological Impacts

Economic Impacts
Social Impacts
Conclusions

Alternative 2. Others??????
Biological Impacts

Economic Impacts
Social Impacts
Conclusions
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IV.

GAG

Landings & Size Trends
Gag landings trends are also very sporadic (Figure 32). The for-hire and
recreational sectors show some increase in the last few years of the time series, whereas
the commercial sector shows a decreasing trend.
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Figure 32. Gag landings by sector.
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1993

1996

1999

Before commercial data were recorded, the for-hire sector landed most of the gag
(Figure 33). When the commercial data are reported, it dominates the percent of total
landings, with for hire and recreational sharing the remainder.
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Figure 33. Gag percent landings by sector.
Mean weights of gag in the for-hire sector decreased in the late 1980s but
increased in the early 1990s (Figure 34). Mean weights of gag in the recreational sector
show an increasing trend over time. Mean weights in the commercial fishery are variable
and show no definitive trend. The increasing mean weight trends may be results of a 20”
minimum size limit in 1992 and a 24” minimum size limit in 1999.
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Figure 34. Gag mean weight by sector.
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1996
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Review of Previous Stock Assessments
The first stock assessment for gag grouper was conducted in 1990 ( , 1990)
using data from 1972 through 1988/89. SSR (=SPR) was calculated separately for
recreational and commercial fisheries:
RECREATIONAL
Carolinas = 19%
FL = 32 - 30%

COMMERCIAL
Carolinas = 47%
Florida = 47%

SSR with 20 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
30%

SSR with 20 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
67%

A series of stock assessments provided estimates of SSR based on catch curves
( , 1991; , 1992; , 1993). The 1997 updated SPR from Potts, Burton and Manooch
III (1998)
Assessment Year Catch Data From Overall SSR SSR with Minimum Sizes
1991
1988
32%
34%
1992
1990
35%
39%
24 Inch Minimum Size
1998
VPA thru 1996?
30-46%
2001
2000
30%
>30%
1998 from Potts and Manooch (1998)
A biomass-based stock assessment has not been scheduled; the earliest one could
be conducted would be 2005.
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Council Determination of Stock Status
The following discussion is taken directly from the December 3-5, 2002 minutes
of the Snapper Grouper Committee meeting in New Bern, North Carolina:
Mr. Waugh: Okay, that takes us to gag over on Page 172. And, again, it might be
helpful to have some general discussion first like we have on the others, and then we’ll
come back and look at filling in the table.
Mr. Lee: I’d like to, as we have earlier, start out with where we are in regards to
overfishing and overfished.
Mr. Waugh: Appendix 4-16 is where we present the material that was put together by the
center. I think it would be instructive to look at that. And then also in Appendix 2 we
have the information from Potts.
And we’ve updated that some and also for those of you, like myself, that don’t work in
metrics too well, the right-hand column has landings in pounds as well. It’s towards the
end of Appendix 2. It begins after Page 2-44 where we update that information and
provide that conversion to pounds. The gag information is on Page 8.
Dr. Daniel: Well, in looking at Appendix 4, Page 4-16, we’ve got a fishing mortality rate
over FMSY a little bit above one through 1996, which doesn’t incorporate the spawning
season closure, the increase in the minimum size limit and the reduction in the
recreational bag limit, so we were pretty close there.
I would submit that with the regulations in Amendment 9, that we are likely not
overfishing. In terms of the biomass, the biomass at MSY is somewhere around 0.14 and
the current biomass is somewhere around 0.17, which would indicate that we’re not
overfished.
Mr. Lee: Gregg, in our work schedule, is there an indication when we get a stock
assessment for gag?
Mr. Waugh: No, there is not.
Dr. Crabtree: When did the spawning season closure and the reduction in the bag limit to
two go into effect?
Dr. Daniel: February of ’99.
Dr. Crabtree: Ninety-nine. Well, based on what I’m looking at and what the Science
Center has provided us, it certainly indicates that we’re not overfishing.
The case on are we overfished or not, as the document points out with the headboat
CPUE series, it depends on what do you think the status of the stock was at the beginning
of the time series, which was 1970 something.
If you believe it was a virgin stock at that point, then that time series would indicate that
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it’s not overfished, but I don’t think any of us would believe it was a virgin stock at that
point.
So to the extent that the stock size had already been reduced by fishing mortality, we’re
probably right on the edge in terms of overfished or not, and so I don’t know if it’s
overfished or not.
I think that’s a real borderline call on it, but it sure looks like to me that the regulations
we’ve put in place in 1999, along with what was estimated for fishing mortality rate in
1996, have been sufficient to address the overfishing that was going in the stock.
So in my view whether or not you want to go ahead and say it’s not overfished at this
point, I don’t see a need for new management regulations right now, anyway, so I think
the issue would be are we comfortable enough to say we don’t think we’re overfished
anymore.
I’m not sure I am on that score, but I think somewhere down the line we’ll need an
assessment, and I think this would be a stock that we could do an assessment on to give
us a view on biomass there.
But whether we want to go ahead and make a change or make a determination that it’s
not overfished, I don’t think it changes what we’re looking at in terms of management at
this point.
Dr. Daniel: Well, I mostly agree with Roy. This is a Level 3. I think both NMFS and
the work group indicated it to be a Level 3. At the June meeting in Key West, we
endorsed a motion to declare gag not overfished.
But, as Roy has indicated, the information provided by the center, the information in the
appendix, we might be right on the borderline, but I do feel comfortable indicating that
we’re not overfishing, that Amendment 9 has taken care of that, that we appear to be
under that threshold of overfishing.
I would feel comfortable saying that they’re not overfished with the caveat that if we
aren’t overfished, we’re right on that borderline, and that what we’ve got in place right
now is what has got us to that not overfished level, and that we need to maintain the
current restrictions and what we’ve got in place now.
I think that we are talking about, through consensus of the advisory panel and I think
consensus of the committee, that a spawning season closure needs to be no harvest and
possession by anybody.
So that’s going to be a further reduction in fishing mortality, particularly in the
recreational sector where I believe that there has been a focusing effort from the
recreational community during the spawning season closure, because there are more fish
available since the commercial guys aren’t able to go after them.
So I think we may be splitting hairs, no or yes. Perhaps the more precautionary approach
would be to say that, yes, they’re still overfished, but I would feel more comfortable with
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this story and with the efforts that we’ve put into gag grouper to, with that caveat, say
that, no, they’re not overfished.
Mr. Waugh: One other factor to take into account when you’re using your informed
judgment is if we look at our existing definition of overfished, granted it’s not SFA
compliant, but the way our current management regime was set up we use a 30 percent
SPR as our overfished level, and the latest assessment had us at 30 percent. So under our
existing definitions that are in place now, it would not be overfished.
Dr. Daniel: And I think one of the problems that we’re going to face with gag grouper is
for the statistical catch at age model, at least, and perhaps even with an age-based model,
is adequate ages and an adequate independent index, because currently we don’t have
that.
And there has been a lot of concern expressed about using the MARMAP survey as an
independent index. That’s one that we’re going to need to really look into the potential
of trying to find either other independent indexes, which there may be some more
inshore, nearshore abundance indicators that may provide us with some information on
gag.
I know there has been some habitat trap work done on the juveniles and some time series
exists for that. But, again, I think when we have a success story and we’re able to, with a
reasonable degree of certainty, take a species out of that overfished category, I think it’s
incumbent upon us to do that and give us an opportunity to at least tout some of our
success stories and not continue to back off and wait until we’re two times the biomass at
MSY before we declare something not overfished.
I know we’ve got a lot of overfished stocks in the South Atlantic, and we’ve got a lot of
problems with snapper grouper, but one that seems to be successful has been gag, and I
think we need to acknowledge that for our sake and for the fishermen’s sake.
Mr. Mahood: Well, I was just going to see how it was going before I said anything.
Again, Louis hit on some of the things that I would say. And, again, we go back to this
report to Congress and kind of the catch-22 we find ourselves in.
We have a number of species that have been declared as overfished based on our preSFA criteria. We now have pre-SFA criteria that tells us they’re no longer overfished,
but the rule may be that we cannot change that until we have an SFA- compliant
assessment that tells us they’re no longer overfished.
And then, as we know, it may be years down the road before we have an SFA-compliant
assessment. So I agree with Louis, I think we need to make these determinations based
on the same overfished criteria was initially established under, because our fishermen
have struggled and taken a lot of regulation on this species, and it should be
acknowledged that it has been successful. I think the first step is for the council to
acknowledge that and make that determination.
Mr. Waugh: If we use the parameters out of the material put together by the center on
Page 4-16, we would be putting in biomass-based proxies for stock status.
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And if you use the values shown here that would allow once -- if we did that, once
Amendment 13 was implemented, then under the way the interpretation is being currently
made for the report to Congress, then gag would no longer be overfished.
Dr. Crabtree: Well, I’m looking still in Page 4-16 in the document the center gave us.
And, of course, since gag has been declared overfished, we have to reach the BMSY
target. And what I’m looking at is what the center is saying here.
And, for one, if you look at the right-hand portion of the graph, which has the limit
control rule with the big oval there, when I look at that, it looks to me like more of that
oval is to the left of 1.0 than to the right.
And, also, what I look at is the center’s caution with regard to the Bcurrent to BMSY
ratio. It is 1.2, but they put a caveat on that, that the true ratio is probably lower, and I
think that’s probably true.
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I think the true ratio probably is lower, so I guess my preference on this would be to
leave the overfished status alone, but say we’re not overfishing and we’re at least very
close to recover, and there’s no need for new regulations, but let’s get an assessment
before we try to take it off the list.
But, you could make the argument that we seem to already be there, but I think it’s a real
-- I mean, I think we’re sitting right on the edge of it, and the only thing that gives me
concern are the cautions put in here by the center that the true ratio is probably lower
than what they’ve estimated. That doesn’t leave me with much confidence that we
reached the rebuilding target at this point.
Mr. Mahood: Again, I don’t disagree with that. You could go either way, but I think
when you have the chance to go either way, you need to put it in the most positive light
because of the sacrifices that have been made.
We’re not talking about relaxing regulations because we’re still trying to go to OY, but if
we pass that mark that determines whether we’re overfished or not and you can go with
no overfished, and you’re not going to relax the regulations and you’re still going to
move on to rebuild to OY, I think you’re putting it in a positive light, and you’re
certainly not going to hurt the resource.
I know what you’re saying as far as erring on the side of conservation, and that would be
true if somebody was talking about, well, we’re no longer overfished so we’re going to
take less than the regulations here or drop or increase the bag limit there or whatever.
But since we’re still moving on towards OY, and we could make a determination based
on the data we have that we’re no longer overfished, that seems to be the positive side of
it. We struggle so hard under the gun, that when we do have something positive, it would
be nice to acknowledge that’s where we are.
Dr. Crabtree: And I understand what you’re saying, Bob. The only other thing I’d point
out and that worries me a little is if you look at the CPUE trend, the left-hand side of the
two graphs, I mean, it’s still heading down, and that concerns me a little bit.
If I saw that trend turned around in there and start going up, I’d feel a lot better about it,
but it doesn’t do that. Now I don’t know how accurately does that reflect the biomass out
there? I don’t know.
But we’re so on the cusp on this thing and the data is so uncertain and the trend sure
looks like it has just been down, I just have some reservations about changing the status,
because I’m worried we’ll change the status and then we’ll come right back in a couple
of years and change it again. But those are the things that give me some caution towards
that.
Dr. Daniel: And, I understand where you’re coming from, but I’m also looking that these
data are through ’95 and ’97. And this council went through a lot of heartache to
implement Amendment 9, and probably one of the most restrictive measures that we took
in Amendment 9 were related to gag and going from a five-fish bag limit to a two-fish
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bag limit, going no closures to the two-month spawning season closure.
I’ve got the information, at least for North Carolina, that shows that was a pretty
significant reduction in landings in North Carolina.
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So I think the shaded part of the B over BMSY graphic on 4-16 is right on the borderline,
but I think if you included the data from ‘99-2000, 2001, 2002, I mean, four years of the
spawning season closures and the reduced harvest, my comfort level is fairly high saying
that we’re on that borderline.
I’d be more tempted to go with Bob’s recommendation and tend to suggest that we’re not
overfished. I think that has to be coupled with that caveat, though, that if we are not
overfished, that we’re right on that line and that we need to maintain existing regulations,
and that’s what has gotten us to this not overfished point, and that’s why we need to
maintain what we’ve got in place.
Mr. Lee: Have we got any further comments on overfished for gag? I don’t really seem
to have a consensus on that issue.
Mr. Waugh: The one point I was going to ask for some clarification on modifying
management, I don’t know exactly how to indicate this. We’re saying it’s not required,
but we’re going ahead and modifying our management measures because we’re
prohibiting any possession during the spawning season closure.
This question here about modifying management was is it required because you are
overfishing or overfished and that determination, once you all resolve what your
conclusion is about overfished, the conclusion is, no, we don’t need to modify it based on
the overfishing and overfished, but we are still going ahead and modifying it.
I just don’t want this no here to come back and haunt us when then later on in another
part of the document we say we’re tightening up our possession limits during a spawning
closure. There will be some need to sort that out here.
Dr. Daniel: You might want to just -- you’re putting in exactly what I was going to
suggest you put in, because I think the technical guidance in the Mace et al paper are
talking about the precautionary approach.
And I think if we also take into consideration the comments from our advisory panel
about the spawning season closures, then we’re perfectly justified to make those
modifications to the spawning season closures based on our informed judgment, based on
a precautionary approach and based on the advisory panel’s input.
Dr. Crabtree: Yes, and I also think if you look at what our OY is going to be, we’re
probably still above OY, although we’re probably below MSY and we’re not overfishing,
but I’m not sure we’re down to the OY level, so we would be justified in doing that, just
trying to get to our target level.
And if we went with -- I don’t know what the recent landings have been, but if we went
with Appendix 1, the MSY was about a million pounds and the OY is 775,000 pounds,
which was about 75 percent of that, because that’s how we set it, so I think that would be
the rationale I would offer for further reduction.
Mr. Lee:

Okay, just for my clarification, then, with Amendment 9 and the other
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management regulations, we’re not overfishing, and we seem to still have this divide on
whether we’re overfished or not. Where does the committee want to come down on that
final issue?
Dr. Daniel: I’d like to keep it the way you have it.
Mr. Lee: As being not overfished; is that where you would like to go, Louis?
Dr. Daniel: That’s my recommendation.
Mr. Cupka: I could go with that as long as, again, we have the caveat in there that it’s
really close, and we recognize that, and perhaps look at some of the latest data.
Dr. Crabtree: Well, if that’s where you want to go, I think, Gregg, you can pull the
numbers right out of Appendix 1, because they’re all there. And I guess if you want to
go with that as the preferred alternative, you could have another alternative in there to
leave it as overfished.
Dr. Weaver: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Relative to the question -- and I recognize that
we do need to point out all our many successes in the fishery management world in the
South Atlantic, and I think the direction, the trends we’re looking at here is very, very
positive; and were they to continue, I think we can certainly ultimately claim that
success.
Right now, looking at the overall information, I think I would come down on the side of
continuing the overfished status determination for the moment.
And, again, I think everything is looking positive, that we would need to reexamine that
at the first full assessment, and I think at that point it is likely to be verified that we are
no longer overfished.
But the center’s caveat that we seem to be close to MSST is certainly encouraging, but
since the stock was at least at one time clearly in an overfished state, we do have the
obligation to restore it to BMSY. So on that basis, I would prefer the overfished status
continue.
Mr. Lee: Thank you, Jim. Any other comments from the committee?
Mr. Cole: Well, this is one of those “damned if you do, damned if you don’t”, but I look
at it this way, there’s enough benefits in the rest of this amendment to leave it, as Jim just
suggested, in the overfished category, which helps to justify the additional measures.
But at least it doesn’t raise questions with it and hang it up, and that’s my concern. I’d
hate to see this whole document get hung up over this issue and this debate.
I mean, we’re right on the line, and I just would fear that somebody up the line is going
to hang the document up debating whether we’re this side of it or the other side of it.
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Dr. Daniel: Well, I’m going to disagree with you. I think the information that we have,
we’re right on the line with the information through ’97. It says that the ratio was 1.2.
Current biomass to the BMSY is 1.2, and it’s likely lower than that.
Is it 20 percent lower? Okay, 20 percent lower, we’re right at the level in ’97. But we
took some severe actions in ’99 that were in place in ’99, 2000, 2001, 2002. We’ve been
through four spawning season closures that have had significant reductions in harvest.
We’ve had significant reductions in recreational harvest with the two-fish bag limit since
that period of time. Now if we don’t think that we’ve crossed over that little line with all
that positive management approach, then what did we do?
And are we going to wait until we get a new assessment? That could be, I don’t know
how long down the road before we get an assessment that has adequate independent
index information and adequate length-frequency distribution coverage and adequate age
information in it to make that determination.
So I think we’ve got solid ground to say that we’re on the cusp here, and that we’re going
to make that bold move to say that they’re not overfished. They’re right at the line. And,
as David suggested, have that caveat in there that if we’re overfished, but we’re close,
and that we need to maintain the exiting regulations.
And I don’t see why there’s any reason in the world why that should hang up our wanting
to be more precautionary and take our advisor’s recommendation to have a complete
closure during the spawning season to any harvest and possession and sale by anybody.
I think that is clearly within the NMFS guidelines for the precautionary approach, and
there is no reason in the world why we can’t do that for anything that we’re dealing with
if we feel like it’s the right thing to do.
So I don’t think we have to say, well, we’re going to have to have to say that they’re
overfished so that we can put in this additional measure. I don’t believe that that’s the
case here, especially with one that’s that close. So, again, I believe that it should be not
overfished.
If we want to take Roy’s suggestion and have two options that, yes, it is or, no, it’s not,
then I’m fine with that, too. But I’d like for the committee’s preferred alternative or
preferred -- yes, preferred alternative to be, no, that they’re not overfished and, no, that
we’re not overfishing.
Mr. Lee: Are there any other comments from committee members? We have a
recommendation that the preferred be not overfished and not overfishing. Comments on
that recommendation?
Dr. Crabtree: Could we put the two alternatives in there without selecting a preferred at
this point, and then get public comment and deal with it after the fact, because there’s
clearly some disagreement here?
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Dr. Daniel: That’s fine.
Mr. Lee: Okay, let’s do that, Gregg. Let’s put the two alternatives in there and take that
to public hearing for comment. I think that’s appropriate in view of the discussion on
both sides of the table.
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Review of Regulations
Table 24A. Regulations for gag.
Regulation
4" trawl mesh size
Prohibit trawls
Prohibit fish traps, entanglement
nets & longlines within 50 fathoms;
20" size limit and 5 grouper bag
limit; rebuilding timeframe
Oculina Experimental Closed Area
Limited entry program: transferable
permits and 225-pound nontransferable permits
24" size limit and within 5 grouper
bag limit only 2 may be gag or
black. March & April - no harvest
above bag limit & no sale. Vessels
with longlines may only possess
deepwater species

Effective Date
8/31/83
1/12/89

Plan or Amendment
Original FMP
Amendment 1

1/1/92
6/27/94

Amendment 4
Amendment 6

12/98

Amendment 8

2/24/99

Amendment 9

Compliance
Compliance is summarized by sector in Table 24B. See Burton (2002) for the
breakout by region and for numbers of fish measured. Burton (2002) established a
criteria of number of fish measured must be greater than or equal to 15 and percent of
fish below the size limit must be greater than or equal to 15 as the minimum combination
that had to be met in order to return a finding of significant non-compliance.
Table 24B. Compliance with gag grouper size limits; note changes to minimum size
limits as shown in Table 24A. Source: Burton (2002).
Percent Landed
Legal Size Limit
Below
Year
Commercial
Headboat
Private & Charter
1992
2.5
3.6
13.0
1993
1.2
2.8
7.1
1994
2.2
1.1
24.0
1995
0.3
0.4
9.1
1996
0.3
2.1
6.7
1997
0.3
4.0
7.9
1998
0.2
5.2
9.6
1999
1.4
21.0
5.6
2000
2.8
17.8
22.9
2001
3.5
9.0
14.0
Gag are most abundant in the commercial and headboat intercept data, and in most years
the gradient of abundance runs from the Carolinas (most) to south Florida (least). In
246

February 1999 a new 24-inch size limit was enacted. Compliance from the commercial
sector was excellent. Non-compliance was evident for the Carolinas headboat fishery, as
well as for the private recreational sector from the Carolinas and south Florida.
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Action 18. Status Determination Criteria for Gag, Mycteroperca microlepsis;
Information Leve
STATEMENT OF NEED: Specify parameters as required by the Sustainable Act
of 1996.
Alternative 1. Adopt the following information for gag which indicate that gag are
no longer overfished.

Table 25. SFA parameters for gag.
Step
SFA Parameters
1
2
3

4
5

6
7
8

Level
Limit Control Rule
Target Control Rule
Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY)
Optimum Yield (OY)
Natural Mortality Rate (M)
Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT)
F1996/FMSY
Overfishing?
Minimum Stock Size Threshold (MSST)
SSB2001/SSBMSY
SSB2001/MSST
Overfished?
Rebuilding Timeframe (if overfished)
Current Status
Anticipate Meeting Timeframe?
Modify Management?

Values Specified for
Gag

Default
1,000,000
750,000
0.15
M=0.15
0.2/0.18 = 1.11
NO
0.17/0.14 = 1.21
NO

NOT REQUIRED

Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.
Economic Impacts
Defining the status determination criteria does not alter current use of the
resource; it merely establishes a benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from
which to base additional management actions. Since defining these parameters has no
direct effect on resource harvest/use, there would be no direct economic impacts from
this measure. Direct economic effects only accrue to the additional actions that directly
alter use of the resource.
Even though there are no direct effects from this action, these status
determination criteria are linked to other management measures required to rebuild an
overfished stock, and are thus sequentially responsible for economic effects that accrue to
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these measures. Accurately defining these criteria and taking subsequent action to
rebuild/maintain the stock at “optimal” levels will sustain/increase long-term net
economic benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social impacts
upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses in
after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
It is, however, instructive to review what the social impacts were predicted to be for
the fishery when Amendment 9 to the Snapper Grouper FMP were written in 1999 (24” size
limit and within the 5 grouper bag limit only 2 may be gag or black grouper, no harvest or
possession above bag limit in March and April).
Gag is an important commercial and recreational species in the South Atlantic,
primarily in the northern region. This action would disproportionately affect fishermen
in North and South Carolina, reducing commercial landings by over 35% and 26%
respectively for the commercial fisheries in those states (Table 47). Recreational
landings would also be reduced substantially. Again, as with previous actions
fishermen will likely seek substitutions if possible. There may also be substantial effort
increases on gag prior to and after the closure to compensate. Commercial fishermen
will seek replacement of lost income through other fisheries or other means of
compensation; this might entail other types of work or changes in household work
patterns. The availability of work during the closure will become a factor if this
becomes necessary.
Recreational fishermen may not substitute other species if the size limit is
acceptable and the retention rate at that size limit is satisfying. However, it is likely that
fishermen have been accustomed to catching and retaining gag at 20 inches. Therefore,
some species substitution is likely with such a reduction in the recreational catch
through this action.
In addition to this action, recreational fishermen will be limited by the aggregate
bag limit change in Action 8. There will now be a 2 gag grouper bag limit rather than
the five gag allowed previously. Much of the reduction comes from the size limit
change, however, the charter boat sector will likely see an additional reduction of 13%
in numbers of fish with the new bag limit (Table 54).
Commercial fishermen were asked to respond to the Council’s request for
information regarding which months they would choose if a three month closure was
implemented to help reduce fishing mortality in the snapper grouper fishery. Thirty-one
fishermen responded during the public hearing comment period and indicated which
months they would choose to not fish . Although not a random sample of all snapper
grouper fishermen their responses may give an indication of some of the social impacts.
Of those months that this sample of fishermen chose not to fish, March was chosen by
39%. With almost 40% choosing March, fishermen may more readily accept this part of
the closure. April, on the other hand, was chosen by only 7% and may indicate this
month as an important month for harvesting snapper grouper species. How important
gag is during April is not known entirely, except that March and April landings
contributed between 7 and 10 percent to total gag landings in the South Atlantic over
the three year period from 1993-95.
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Again, this action must be viewed in the context of other actions within this
amendment. These restrictions on gag may affect regions and fishermen
disproportionately, depending upon their ability to adjust. As mentioned earlier,
fishermen in North and South Carolina will be impacted more than others simply from
the change in size limits for gag. Adding the closure may increase the impacts to where
some fishermen may have no other choices for shifting their effort or replacing lost
income. Of those fisheries which may see increased effort the mackerel fishery would be
a likely candidate as almost 80% of snapper grouper commercial permit holders have
commercial mackerel permits. With little to no information on fishing communities, it is
impossible to assess the opportunities for those fishermen and/or their households who
may need.

Conclusions
Under the pre-SFA overfishing definition, gag are overfished if the SPR is less
than 30%. The most recent SPR is 30% which means that gag should not be considered
overfished using the current definition.
Using Appendix 1, the ratio of Bcurrent/BMSST is 1.43 which means gag are not
overfished. The ratio of Fcurrent/Fmsy is 1.11 which means that overfishing is
occurring. When the next assessment is completed, we will know whether additional
management action is necessary.
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Alternative 2. No action.
Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.

Economic Impacts
Adoption of biomass based criteria is a mandated requirement and failure to
define these criteria may adversely affect the ability of future management actions to
occur in a timely manner. By not establishing these criteria, it may not be possible to
manage the fishery so as to maximize net economic benefits should the species
become/remain in an overfished condition.
Social Impacts
Not specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social
impacts upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses in
after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions

STAFF RECOMMENDS DELETING ALTERNATIVE 3 BECAUSE IT
DUPLICATES ALTERNATIVE 1.
Alternative 3. Gag are not overfished and overfishing is not occurring. No
additional management measures are required to address overfishing/overfished
status.
Biological Impacts

Economic Impacts
Social Impacts
Conclusions

251

Alternative 3. Gag are overfished but overfishing is not occurring. No additional
management measures are required to address overfishing/overfished status.
Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.

Economic Impacts
Defining the status determination criteria does not alter current use of the
resource; it merely establishes a benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from
which to base additional management actions. Since defining these parameters has no
direct effect on resource harvest/use, there would be no direct economic impacts from
this measure. Direct economic effects only accrue to the additional actions that directly
alter use of the resource.
Even though there are no direct effects from this action, these status
determination criteria are linked to other management measures required to rebuild an
overfished stock, and are thus sequentially responsible for economic effects that accrue to
these measures. Accurately defining these criteria and taking subsequent action to
rebuild/maintain the stock at “optimal” levels will sustain/increase long-term net
economic benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social impacts
upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses in
after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
Generation time is less than 10 years (~8 years). Recovery within 10 years is
possible. The allowable rebuilding period is 10 years. The rebuilding target is Bmsy.
Adopt a Level III control rule.
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V.

RED GROUPER

Landings & Size Trends
The commercial fishery for red grouper shows a possible increase in landings in
the late 1990s (Figure 35). The recreational fisheries appear to have had a few record
years in the 1980s, then very low catches until the mid 1990’s where catches were larger
for a few years. The landings then drop again to low levels. The for-hire fishery had
very low landings in the early and late parts of the time series, with increased landings in
the mid part of the time series. Minimum size limits and gear restrictions may have
caused some of the changes (see Landings Trends appendix).
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Figure 35. Red grouper landings by sector.
Before commercial catches were recorded, the recreational sector dominated the
percent of total landings (Figure 36). As the commercial fishery expanded (or landings
data were recorded), this sector dominated the percent of total landings. The for-hire
sector consistently had the smallest percentage of total landings.
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Figure 36. Red grouper percent landings by sector.
The mean weights of red grouper in the for-hire fishery show a sharp decline from
the early 1970s to the mid 1980s, then a slight increase (Figure 37). The recreational
fishery shows a similar increase in size through the 1990s. The commercial mean
weights may show a slight decrease overall. The increases in mean weights may be
results of a 12” minimum size in 1983 and a 20” minimum size limit in 1992.
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Figure 37. Red grouper mean weight by sector.
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1996

1999

Review of Previous Stock Assessments
The first stock assessment for red grouper was conducted in 1990 ( , 1990)
using data from 1972 through 1988/89. SSR (=SPR) was calculated separately for
recreational and commercial fisheries:
RECREATIONAL
Carolinas = 24%
FL = 11 - 28%

COMMERCIAL
Carolinas = 34%
South Florida Traps = 15%
South Florida Hook & Line = 45%

SSR with 12 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
51 - 62%

SSR with 12 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
37%

A series of stock assessments provided estimates of SSR based on catch curves
( , 1991; , 1992; , 1993). The 1997 updated SPR from Potts, Burton and Manooch
III (1998)
Assessment Year Catch Data From Overall SSR SSR with Minimum Sizes
1991
1988
41%
50%
1992
1990
61%
68%
1993
20 Inch Minimum Size
2001
2000
11 - 16%
>30%
A biomass-based assessment will be completed by the June 2004 Council
meeting. The Review Workshop portion of the SEDAR process will be completed by the
September 2004 Council meeting.
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Stock status: F/FMSY proxy is available, but B cannot be classified even in a qualitative
manner. Appendix 1 indicates that the stock is experiencing overfishing based on a 1996
estimate of fishing mortality. The F/FMSY proxy based on the 1996 estimate is 1.37. If
recent catch (1993-1999) is accepted as a proxy for MSY as done in Appendix 1, to
account for the F/FMSY proxy and the MSY proxy, the spreadsheet estimates B/BMSY to be
0.73, indicating that the stock may be overfished.
To estimate proxies for more recent years, we need some indication of trends in B
and F since 1996. Standardized CPUE indices are available from Murphy et al. (2001)
for the years 1986-2000 for both the recreational and commercial fisheries on the Florida
east coast. The indices, if used as proxies for biomass trends, suggest that biomass has
increased since 1990. The biomass index provided by NMFS in the Control Rules
document also suggest increasing biomass. During the period 1986 to 1996 landings
averaged 763,347 pounds; during 1993-1999 landings averaged 671,043 pounds. This is
a 12% reduction in landings probably a result of more restrictive regulations in recent
years. Since biomass has probably increased, the approach followed in Appendix 1 must
explain the decreased landings as a result of a corresponding decrease in fishing mortality
(catch=Bcurrent x Fcurrent). The estimate of Fcurrent should be reduced to 88% of F1996
resulting in a proxy for Fcurrent of 0.23. Based on this argument, the stock still appears
to be experiencing overfishing. An assessment of stock status is required to determine if
the stock has achieved the rebuilding target of Bmsy. Based on an F/FMSY ratio of 1.21, a
17% reduction in harvest, and F, would be required to eliminate overfishing.
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Council Determination of Stock Status
The following discussion is taken directly from the December 3-5, 2002 minutes
of the Snapper Grouper Committee meeting in New Bern, North Carolina:
Mr. Lee: Okay, we’re going to move next to red grouper.
Mr. Waugh: This is on Page 177, and in the Appendix 4 it’s on 4-21 that has the
information put together by the center.
Mr. Lee: All right, I think we need to have that same type of discussion we have been
having dealing with overfished and overfishing.
Dr. Crabtree: Gregg, the current regulations now are the 20-inch size limit and five-fish
bag and they went into effect in ’92 and that’s what we have; is that correct?
Mr. Waugh: That’s correct.
Dr. Crabtree: And when I looked at red grouper, I didn’t see any evidence that the
regulations in ’92 affected the landings. I think if you look at the graph, Figure 37 in the
amendment, you don’t see a trend in terms of landings there.
I don’t know why that is, but it didn’t appear to affect things. Now, I wouldn’t expect a
five-fish bag limit to affect things very much, because I don’t think very many people can
catch five red grouper. Twenty inch, though, didn’t seem to change things very much,
either.
Mr. Lee: Comments?
Dr. Daniel: Appendix 4-21 is the Science Center’s little treatise on red grouper, and then
in the Potts and Manooch trends analysis it’s Page 10, and it does indicate that the current
F is about 30 percent higher than the F at MSY based on an F at 96 over the F 30 percent
SPR.
The one thing I’m looking at here, though, that does concern me is that’s based on the
Southeast Florida Headboat CPUE. I’m wondering why that wouldn’t have been based
on the entire headboat CPUE, simply because I know that this is a species of importance
in at least South Carolina and North Carolina, and I don’t think that F may be reflective
of the entire population or the entire range.
Mr. Cupka: If I could, Roy, if you look on Appendix 4-21, the graph, it indicates that the
true ratio is probably less than one, but it also indicates that there is some improvement in
those latter years. You don’t think some of that might be coming from those regulations?
Dr. Crabtree: Well, the CPUE series does tend to be increasing over the last five or six
years, but all I was looking at in terms of the regulations is they didn’t change the
harvest.
I mean, they were still catching the same number of fish. I don’t know how to explain it.
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You could have the harvest remain constant, but you could have just fortuitously had
good recruitment so the stock size went up, and that you did constrain the harvest
because it would have gone up had you not done that, but that’s awful hard to say.
Mr. Cupka: Doesn’t this indicate an improvement in biomass?
Dr. Crabtree: Yes, it does.
Dr. Merriner: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think the reason the plot here was for
Southeast Florida and Dry Tortugas is that the historical data, that had been where most
of the fish were caught.
I think of late we’ve seen more fish showing up northward in the Carolinas, if you would,
the catch of red grouper. Now where that’s attributable to -- I can’t say they’ve been
there all along or whatever else that they’re showing up, but at least commentary that was
made by the AP was that they were seeing more fish in the Carolina, and Louis just
alluded to that as well.
The headboat data that is presented track fairly uniformly, really, in terms of a CPUE in
number, and that’s the Carolina through Southeast Florida. But those numbers were only
through 1999 that are shown in your Appendix 2.
But all the comments that were made from the AP that I heard this week so far suggests
that there is an increasing abundance. The increasing CPUE, based upon the figure there
in Page 4-21, suggests an increasing biomass in this stock, and I think that’s pretty solid
in the numbers that I’ve heard, discussions.
Mr. Lee: Thank you, John. I think several AP members indicated that red groupers are
catching larger and more fish.
Dr. Daniel: If I try to look at everything from the regulations to the landings to the
Science Center’s report, I’d put it together this way.
In Appendix 4-21, beginning in 1992, we started to see a fairly stead and progressive
increase in the biomass index, and that may or may not correspond to the shallow water
longline closure.
I don’t know what the level of landings were in the shallow water longline fishery, but
it’s likely -- and I appreciate Mark pointing that out to me -- the shallow water groupers,
red grouper, gag grouper, scamp were probably pretty affected by that, and that could be
the result of that increase in the biomass.
But, on the other hand, I look at the commercial mean weights and the headboat mean
weights, and even though the numbers are relatively small, there were some pretty
substantial mean weights early on in the fishery, particularly back when it was arguably a
virgin fishery, back in the early ‘70s, and that those mean weights are now fairly
depressed while the landings have remained relatively stable, low but relatively stable.
But simply based on that, it certainly appears that we are seeing a positive response, but
those mean weights concern me in terms of an overfished status, and I’m not necessarily
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sure how I would go out on a limb on this one and indicate whether or not they’re
overfished or not or whether overfishing is occurring or not.
Mr. Iarocci: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I can speak for South Florida. You know, Mark
brought up the bottom longlining, but I’m going to bring up the bottom longlining and
the fish trapping.
The main targeted species in our area, they were the red grouper, and they used to load
up on red grouper in the fish traps and on the bottom longlines.
And all I’ve been hearing lately, since the ban of that, everybody is catching more red
grouper a lot, a lot of undersized red grouper everywhere.
I inshore lobster fish and I’ve seen, within every year the increase in grouper in our
lobster traps all through Florida, on both sides, South Atlantic and in Florida Bay.
So there are regulations. I’m seeing it; I’ve heard it from --we’ve all heard it from the
AP. I think the stocks are increasing; and from my point of view, I don’t think they are
overfished right now.
Dr. Weaver: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’m not sure quite yet what I think. I’m trying
to resolve some of the information presented on Page 180 relative to the stock status of
red grouper.
And just quickly reading through the materials there, there is one interpretation that
concludes that it would indicate that the stock may be overfished, and then it goes on to
recognize that there are some clear indications of increasing biomass, however, but then
it proceeds in that discussion by indicating that the evidence would suggest that
overfishing is still occurring.
So, taking that discussion at face value without integrating it with some of the other
materials here, it would appear that we have an overfished stock, possible, with
overfishing still occurring.
Dr. Daniel: If I could ask John a question, simply because I can’t remember, was there
discussion about a red grouper MARMAP index?
I mean, I don’t know about the depth distributions of red grouper, but it would seem like,
from what Tony said at least, that they should be reasonably potted; and if that’s the case
then maybe the MARMAP index would be reasonable if that encompasses their depth
range.
Dr. Merriner: I don’t recall right now what they said about the success of the traps to red
grouper. Based upon Tony’s commentary as them being very trappable, I would think
the probability is that the MARMAP dataset may well be useful as a trend.
Dr. Crabtree: Yes, in the Gulf of Mexico, with the fish trap fishery over there, red
grouper were the main thing, like Tony said. And red grouper, they occur out to 50
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fathoms, but they don’t occur much deeper than that in the Gulf of Mexico.
But I know in the Florida Keys, you go under the bridges or in Florida Bay and catch
small red grouper, anyway. So I think the MARMAP data might be something worth
looking at to get some conclusion with regard to the overfished.
And I guess given that the stock is already considered overfished, I’m not sure I see
enough to change that. What I think we’re faced with here is that we’ve got this
overfishing estimate, and it’s a 1996 F estimate, which is the last year of this CPUE trend
we’re looking at, so even though biomass appeared to be increasing, the last F estimate
we got indicated we were overfishing, and so we’re going to have to give some
consideration to what we want to do to bring down those fishing mortality rates.
And I think that’s independent of whether we think it’s overfished or not. We’ve still got
an overfishing problem we need to address. But based on what I’m looking at and the
fact that we’re overfishing, I would be reluctant at this point to change the determination.
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Now if it had never been determined to be overfished, I’m not sure I would determine
that it is overfished at this point, but given that is where we are, I’m not sure I’ve got
enough basis to cause me to say that’s wrong and we ought to overturn it.
But it looks clear to me that we’re going to need some measures here, some management
measures to bring down the fishing mortality rates. I think this was also a stock that we
did have sufficient data to do some assessment work on. Is this on the work plan
anywhere, Gregg?
Mr. Waugh: No.
Dr. Crabtree: So I think it’s another one that we need to take a look at sometime in the
next several years, five or six years, maybe. It may take us that long to get to it, but
we’re going to need to.
Mr. Lee: Red grouper will show up on that list; and as the briefing that John Merriner
gave yesterday, we do have a lot of data on it, and it does look like it is accessible with
the forward-projection model. When it comes up on the schedule, I don’t know. I think
that we’re going to have to do snowy and those other two species.
Dr. Crabtree: And to follow up in terms of management measures, I think what we ought
to discuss is we’ve got a two-month closure now for black and gags; do we need to look
at including red grouper in that?
And to that extent, do we need to look at the whole shallow water complex in that? I
think that’s probably the discussion that we’re going to need to have.
Mr. Iarocci: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. To John’s point about trapping and red grouper,
they are probably one of the fastest trapping fish that the guys that I know that fish trap
fish for.
They’ll set a line of fish traps and they’ll go right back to the end, and they say a baited
trap is like a baited hook to a red grouper. They’ll go right in it and they’ll just keep
working an area because it doesn’t take time for them to use.
And to Louis’ point about using the traps to get some data on red grouper, I totally agree.
And to go back to South Florida, since the bottom longline ban and the fish trap ban, the
only targeted red grouper fishery is a hook-and-line fishery.
And most of it is out of Stock Island in our area, and they target down to the Western
Tortugas, and it’s a hand line fishery other than the headboats and a few of the
recreational guys that target the fish in our area. And as you move up the coast, it’s
basically the same thing.
Dr. Daniel: But to use the MARMAP survey, we need to get some report from the
fishermen in terms of the depth distributions of that resource and whether or not we run
into the similar problems that we have with red porgy where the larger and older fish tend
to occur outside of the range of that independent index.
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But I would have a hard time arguing with Roy over overfished or not with red grouper,
since they’ve been listed as that, and I don’t see really anything compelling here to
change that.
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Where I do sort of get a little nervous is with the F, the overfishing definition and using
the Southeast Florida headboat CPUE as a proxy for the entire South Atlantic.
That worries me, and particularly knowing the importance of that fish in South Carolina
and North Carolina. And I think that we could perhaps do the same thing with red
grouper as we’ve done with gag.
And I concur with, yes, we’re overfished, but we may want to have another option that
says no for overfishing. And what I would like to have an opportunity to do and what
perhaps some of the other states could do would be to look at the trends in the landings
and the effects of Amendment 8.
I mean, we know in North Carolina that reduced our landings by a million pounds. And
so Amendment 8 implemented in ’99 may have had some impact on red grouper as well.
Since they are particularly easy to catch, that may be disproportionately reduced through
the limited entry program.
And so there are some other things that I think we could look at to make some
determination as to whether or not we’ve taken sufficient action on red grouper; and in
the meantime, look into the shallow water spawning season closures as an alternative in
the even that we haven’t done what we need to do to stop overfishing.
Mr. Lee: Okay, it appears to me we have a consensus that the stock is overfished; and
then with regards to the overfishing, we have some alternatives there, Gregg. Do we
need to do any more work on the table there?
Mr. Waugh: I’m assuming here we’d go with Level 4 and then use the same target
control rule, and we’d pull the MSY out of Appendix 1?
Dr. Crabtree: Well, we’ve got three alternatives in here that have at least a couple of
different MSYs and based on different ways of looking at things, but all of them that I set
up here, I believe, leave the stock as overfishing and overfished.
The level of reduction need, it varies a little bit among them. But in general, based on my
analysis, we need minimally a 25 percent reduction in harvest, and I think some of these
indicated even somewhat more than that.
And that was to get to where you were fishing at the FOY level, not just to get you below
the overfishing, but to get you down to your target level. So, we do have some
alternatives in there.
Whether we would want to go ahead and try and select a preferred, we might want to
wait and see what we can see from the MARMAP data and some of these other things.
But if you want to have an alternative in here that indicates that we’re not overfishing,
then I think you would have to add a new alternative to it, because I don’t believe any of
these in here now do that.
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Mr. Lee: Do we have any preferences or any recommendations on a preferred
alternative? Roy has suggested we may want to look at MARMAP.
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Dr. Daniel: I would say at the present, no, simply because there may be some
information in MARMAP that shows a trend, and, again, some Amendment 8 analysis
that we’ve got a program set up now to look at that fairly nicely and informatively. At
least in North Carolina we can look at that stuff and kind of get some idea. And I just
don’t happen to have -- I’ve got a bunch of species here but I don’t have red grouper, so I
can’t provide you with anything right now.
Mr. Lee: Okay, so I think the consensus is not to have a preferred here, Gregg. Is there
anything else you need there on filling in the table?
Mr. Waugh: No.
Dr. Merriner: Mr. Chairman, if it helps, the data on MARFIN do include the Chevron
trap catch-per-unit effort information from 1990 to 2002. That was in a table that Jack
McGovern provided to me at the data workshop that we had when we went through the
tables.
So there are at least better than a decade’s observations from the MARMAP Chevron trap
that could be looked at for trend. And if I’m not mistaken, I thought Jack McGovern may
have even flashed that slide up when he covered the MARMAP project reports to the
council before, but he covered an awful lot of territory and my memory tape is not
specific to red grouper at this point.
Dr. Crabtree: And to that point, I asked Joe Kimmel if he would call Sedberry and
McGovern, the South Carolina guys, and ask them about it and see if they had some
figures that were already set up and maybe they could fax something over to us.
I don’t know if they will or won’t, but Joe is checking into it now, but it does sound like
something we ought to take a look at.
Mr. Lee: Well, even if we don’t get the information today, it’s something that we can
look at between now and March since we’re not going to have a preferred, anyway. And
that also would give you an opportunity, Louis, to look at your analysis of Amendment 8.
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Review of Regulations
Table 26A. Regulations for red grouper.
Regulation
Effective Date
12" TL minimum size limit and
4" trawl mesh size
8/31/83
Prohibit trawls
1/12/89
Prohibit fish traps, entanglement
nets & longlines within 50 fathoms;
20" size limit and 5 grouper bag
limit; rebuilding timeframe
1/1/92
Oculina Experimental Closed Area
6/27/94
Limited entry program: transferable
permits and 225-pound nontransferable permits
12/98
Vessels with longlines may only
possess deepwater species
2/24/99

Plan or Amendment

Original FMP
Amendment 1

Amendment 4
Amendment 6
Amendment 8
Amendment 9

Compliance
Compliance is summarized by sector in Table 26B. See Burton (2002) for the
breakout by region and for numbers of fish measured. Burton (2002) established a
criteria of number of fish measured must be greater than or equal to 15 and percent of
fish below the size limit must be greater than or equal to 15 as the minimum combination
that had to be met in order to return a finding of significant non-compliance.
Table 26B. Compliance with red grouper size limits; note changes to minimum size
limits as shown in Table 26A. Source: Burton (2002).
Percent Landed
Legal Size Limit
Below
Year
Commercial
Headboat
Private & Charter
1992
14.1
8.4
29.2
1993
10.4
16.2
24.4
1994
13.7
16.0
37.8
1995
3.1
10.9
36.0
1996
6.7
12.9
24.4
1997
8.6
17.4
17.5
1998
8.2
15.9
19.6
1999
8.9
9.4
15.6
2000
5.3
13.8
23.5
2001
9.2
10.6
28.2
Significant non-compliance with minimum size limits is found only in the Georgia-North
Florida commercial fishery and in the south Florida priviate recreational fishery. While
the majority of undersize fish were within one inch of the legal size limit, the graph
shows some were as many as four inches below the legal size. The trend in increasing
numbers of fish measured by the commercial survey of the Carolinas did not continue.
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Action 19. Status Determination Criteria for Red Grouper, Epinephelus morio;
Information Leve
NOTE: Add MARMAP trap data for red grouper trend over time.
Incorporate analysis of reductions from Amendment 8.
STATEMENT OF NEED: Specify parameters as required by the Sustainable Act
of 1996.
Preferred Alternative.

Adopt the following information for red grouper.

Table 27. SFA parameters for red grouper.
Step
SFA Parameters
1
2
3

4
5

6
7
8

Level
Limit Control Rule
Target Control Rule
Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY)
Optimum Yield (OY)
Natural Mortality Rate (M)
Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT)
F2001/FMSY
Overfishing?
Minimum Stock Size Threshold (MSST)
SSB2001/SSBMSY
SSB2001/MSST
Overfished?
Rebuilding Timeframe (if overfished)
Current Status
Anticipate Meeting Timeframe?
Modify Management?

Values Specified for
Red Grouper

IV
Default
Alternative 2
0.2
0.19
.26/.19
YES/NO??????Another alt?
<1
<1
YES

YES

Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.
Economic Impacts
Defining the status determination criteria does not alter current use of the
resource; it merely establishes a benchmark for fishery and resource evaluation from
which to base additional management actions. Since defining these parameters has no
direct effect on resource harvest/use, there would be no direct economic impacts from
this measure. Direct economic effects only accrue to the additional actions that directly
alter use of the resource.
Even though there are no direct effects from this action, these status
determination criteria are linked to other management measures required to rebuild an
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overfished stock, and are thus sequentially responsible for economic effects that accrue to
these measures. Accurately defining these criteria and taking subsequent action to
rebuild/maintain the stock at “optimal” levels will sustain/increase long-term net
economic benefits to society.
Social Impacts
Specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social impacts
upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses in
after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
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Other Possible Alternatives:
Alternative 1. No Action.
(include discussion about spawning closure and aggregate bag limit changes)
Biological Impacts
Specifying the SFA parameters provides the framework within which the Council
must manage a species. The Council’s Optimum Yield (OY) cannot exceed Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The Control Rule will target keeping annual harvest rates (as
reflected by the fishing mortality rate - F) below the Maximum Fishing Mortality
Threshold (MFMT) and the spawning stock biomass above the Minimum Stock Size
Threshold (MSST). The management measures necessary to maintain this balance will
ensure the maximum sustainable harvest and provide the necessary biological protection.

Economic Impacts
Adoption of biomass based criteria is a mandated requirement and failure to
define these criteria may adversely affect the ability of future management actions to
occur in a timely manner. By not establishing these criteria, it may not be possible to
manage the fishery so as to maximize net economic benefits should the species
become/remain in an overfished condition.
Social Impacts
Not specifying the Status Determination Criteria will not directly have social
impacts upon any sector or community in the fishery. Any potential impacts (negative or
positive) will only be derived from the management measures that the Council chooses in
after determining the fishery’s status and condition.
Conclusions
This would not meet the mandates of the Magnuson-Stevens act as amended in
1996.
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NOTE: GREGG/ROY TO DETERMINE WHERE THIS MATERIAL IS USED.
SDC Alternative 1: Status determination criteria (SDC) are as follow based on recent
catch over period 1993-1999 (Appendix 1).
Landings x 1000 lbs
MSY Dynamic Static Recent Bmsy
Bcurr
MSST Bcurr MFMT F1996
OY
OY
catch
MSST
Bmsy
Fmsy
674
369
506
674 3,547
0.91
2,838
0.73
0.19
1.37

ABC for years 1-3 of rebuilding plan is 369,000 pounds (Foy x Bcurrent). Stock
assessment scheduled for completion in year 3 of rebuilding plan or sooner. ABC to be
adjusted according to a constant-F rebuilding strategy at 3-year intervals. Stocks
assessments to be completed at 3-year intervals until the rebuilding target is achieved.
Recent catches
1999 - 772,942 lbs
1998 - 725,015 lbs
1997 - 542,621 lbs
1996 - 625,314 lbs

Needed reduction
41%
32%
49%
52%

SDC Alternative 2: Status determination criteria are as follow based on recent catch
over period 1993-1999.
Landings x 1000 lbs
MSY Dynamic Static Recent Bmsy
Bcurr
MSST Bcurr MFMT Fcurrent
OY
OY
catch
MSST
Bmsy
Fmsy
674
418
506
674 3,547
1.03
2,838
0.83
0.19
1.21

ABC for years 1-3 of rebuilding plan is 418,000 pounds (Foy x Bcurrent). Stock
assessment scheduled for completion in year 3 of rebuilding plan or sooner. ABC to be
adjusted according to a constant-F rebuilding strategy at 3-year intervals. Stocks
assessments to be completed at 3-year intervals until the rebuilding target is achieved.
Recent catches
1999 - 772,942 lbs
1998 - 725,015 lbs
1997 - 542,621 lbs
1996 - 625,314 lbs

Needed reduction
33%
42%
23%
33%
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SDC Alternative 3: Status determination criteria are as follow based on recent catch
over period 1986-1996.
Landings x 1000 lbs
MSY Dynamic Static Recent Bmsy
Bcurr
MSST Bcurr MFMT Fcurrent
OY
OY
catch
MSST
Bmsy
Fmsy
763
418
572
763 4,016
0.91
3,213
0.73
0.19
1.37

ABC for years 1-3 of rebuilding plan is 418,000 pounds (Foy x Bcurrent). Stock
assessment scheduled for completion in year 3 of rebuilding plan or sooner. ABC to be
adjusted according to a constant-F rebuilding strategy at 3-year intervals. Stocks
assessments to be completed at 3-year intervals until the rebuilding target is achieved.
Recent catches
1999 - 772,942 lbs
1998 - 725,015 lbs
1997 - 542,621 lbs
1996 - 625,314 lbs

Needed reduction
33%
42%
23%
33%
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Action 20. Modifications to management measures for red grouper.
STATEMENT OF NEED: Modify regulations to reduce harvest and fishing
mortality to further increase spawning potential.
Alternative 1. No Action.
Biological Impacts
Red grouper are overfished and overfishing is taking place. Therefore, the
Council must take action to address these problems. Taking no action would result in the
stock becoming more overfished.

Economic Impacts

Social Impacts
Taking no action would in the short-term have the most positive benefits for all
fishermen as it would not require immediate changes in fishing behavior.
Conclusions
This would retain the 20 inch total length minimum size limit and a grouper
aggregate bag limit of 5 fish per person per day, and allowing no more than two gag or
black grouper.
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Alternative 2. Establish a quota and allocate between recreational and
commercial fishermen based on the historical landings from 19__-20__.
Prohibit any harvest or possession after the quota has been met or projected
to be met. Apply to both recreational and commercial sectors?
Biological Impacts
Red grouper are overfished and overfishing is taking place. Therefore, the
Council must take action to address these problems.

Economic Impacts
If the commercial quota is binding and restrictive measures are taken to curtail
harvest once the total quota has been met, net revenue to the commercial harvesting
sector would decrease in the short-term. Similarly, net consumer surplus would decrease
in the recreational sector from a quota closure. If for-hire trips are canceled after the
season closes then there would be added loss of revenue to this sector. The initial
allocation will determine the extent of these losses.
One of the undesirable consequences of quota management is the phenomenon of
derby fishing as observed in the red snapper fishery in the Gulf of Mexico. Fishermen
make more frequent trips and harvest rates increase in an effort to maximize production
and the related revenues prior to closure. Market gluts are common and price declines in
the directed fishery and other fisheries result in reduced net economic benefits as
products are not landed at “optimal” times. Other measures such as trip limits would
avoid some of the effects of this “derby” fishing. An individual quota program is another
option to limit fishing mortality and avoid these problems.
In the long-term, once the stock rebuilds and the Council relaxes restrictive
measure(s) net benefits would increase. As discussed previously, recreational and
commercial groups that bear the cost (reduced benefits) during the rebuilding period may
not be recipients of increased benefits when the stock rebuilds. In addition, non-use
benefits (consumer surplus) would increase as the biomass of red grouper increases.
There is no data to quantify the magnitude of this economic non-market benefit.
Social Impacts
Establishing a quota to be divided between recreational and commercial
fishermen will most likely be met with dissatisfaction on both sides. Will the
recreational sector be composed of private/rental, headboat and charter effort or will each
sector receive separate subquotas? How will the landings be tracked for the recreational
sector without implementing some sort of reporting scheme for at least a portion of the
sector? It is expected that this proposed measure will be met by great skepticism and
reluctance among anglers and commercial fishermen both.
Conclusions
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Alternative 3. Adopt management measures to reduce the harvest by 25%.
Biological Impacts
Red grouper are overfished and overfishing is taking place. Therefore, the
Council must take action to address these problems.

Economic Impacts
The short-term effect of this measure would be a loss of 25% of the income from
red grouper to the commercial sector and a loss of recreational net benefits from this
harvest reduction. However, once the stock rebuilds and the Council relaxes restrictive
measure(s), net benefits to these sectors would increase. As discussed previously,
commercial, for-hire, and private recreational groups who bear the cost (reduced
benefits) during the rebuilding period may not be recipients of increased benefits when
the stock rebuilds. In addition, non-use benefits (consumer surplus) would increase as the
biomass of red grouper increases. There is no data to quantify the magnitude of this
economic non-market benefit.
Social Impacts
It is impossible to determine what social impacts would occur from non-specified
measures intended to reduce the harvest of red grouper by 25%. This alternative is too
general to afford analysis.
Conclusions
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Alternative 4. Reduce the red grouper bag limit from up to 5 under the aggregate
bag limit to 4 or 3 or 2 or 1.
Biological Impacts
To the extent harvest is reduced there would be biological benefits and the stocks
would rebuild more quickly.

Economic Impacts
Reductions in the aggregate bag limit would reduce the value of recreational
fishing trips on which the chosen bag limit is a constraint. However, once the stock
rebuilds and the Council relaxes these restrictive measure(s) net benefits to all sectors
would increase. As discussed previously, for hire, and private recreational groups who
bear the cost (reduced benefits) during the rebuilding period may not be recipients of
increased benefits when the stock rebuilds. In addition, non-use benefits (consumer
surplus) would increase as the biomass of the grouper species increases. There is no data
to quantify the magnitude of this economic non-market benefit.
Social Impacts
Reducing the bag limit for recreationally caught grouper will meet with some
amount of resistance, especially in light of other proposed management actions in this
amendment and in Amendment 14.
It appears that much of the resistance to or success of bag limits among the
recreational fisheries is linked to how the fishermen perceive the health of the resource.
The reduction of the bag limit by one fish may seem to some fishermen as unlikely to
help the resource in any meaningful way. They may feel that the bag limit is currently
too low and may be more likely to ignore if possible, the new limit.
Severely restricting the bag limit (to three fish or less) will certainly be
controversial and will have the greatest impacts on all recreational sectors – private, forhire, and headboat. There is hypothesized to be a limit at which the angler deems it no
longer worthwhile to leave the dock to fish, considering factors such as cost and
psychological satisfaction from the fishing trip. The biggest impact may be on the
headboats and charter boats who may lose more potential customers who do not feel a
fishing trip to catch low limits of fish is worth their time. However, there are also times
when anglers believe that the stock is in need of serious management action and are
willing to support a very restrictive bag limit and sometimes other measures.
An in-depth literature review needs to be performed and interviews with anglers
should be conducted to determine the potential social impacts of such management
actions.
Conclusions
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VI.

BLACK GROUPER

Landings & Size Trends
Landings of black grouper in all sectors peaked in the late 1980s from 1 to 2
million pounds, then remain consistently low through the rest of the time series (Figure
38). The low catches may be partially due to the 20” minimum size limit, gear
restrictions, a bag limit instituted in 1992, and a 24” minimum size limit in 1999.
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Figure 38. Black grouper landings by sector.
The for-hire sector takes the smallest percent of the total landings, while the
commercial sector usually takes the highest percent of total landings (Figure 39). In
some peak recreational years, that sector takes the majority of the black grouper landings.
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Figure 39. Black grouper percent landings by sector.
Except for a few high and low peaks in all three sectors, the mean weights of
black grouper tend to be fairly constant throughout the time series, possibly showing a
slight increase in the later years (Figure 40).
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Figure 40. Black grouper mean weight by sector.
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Review of Previous Stock Assessments
The first stock assessment for black grouper was conducted in 1990 ( , 1990)
using data from 1972 through 1988/89. SSR (=SPR) was calculated separately for
recreational and commercial fisheries:
RECREATIONAL
South Florida = 40%

COMMERCIAL
North Florida = 45%

SSR with 20 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
43%

SSR with 20 inch
Minimum Size Limit:
50%

A series of stock assessments provided estimates of SSR based on catch curves
( , 1991; , 1992; , 1993). The 1997 updated SPR from Potts, Burton and Manooch
III (1998)
Assessment Year Catch Data From Overall SSR SSR with Minimum Sizes
1991
1988
37%
42%
1992
1990
43%
47%
1993
24 Inch Minimum Size
2001
2000
10 - 15%
>30%
1996 from Vaughan, Collins, Zhao, and Meister (1996)
A biomass-based assessment will be conducted by the State of Florida during
2004 or 2005.
Stock status: F/FMSY proxy is available. No quantitative biomass estimate exists, but B
can be classified as above Bmsy, between Bmsy and MSST, or below MSST. Appendix
1 indicates that the stock is experiencing overfishing based on a 1996 estimate of fishing
mortality. The F/FMSY proxy based on the 1996 estimate is 1.94. Stock biomass appears
to be below MSST.
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Council Determination of Stock Status
The following discussion is taken directly from the December 3-5, 2002 minutes
of the Snapper Grouper Committee meeting in New Bern, North Carolina:
Mr. Lee: So that brings us up, Gregg, we’re going to start with black grouper.
Mr. Waugh: Starting with black grouper, this is on Page 184. That shows the table and
some of the options that we’ve laid out so far. And in terms of the material in Appendix
2, towards the back, Page 9 has the updated information there; in Appendix 2, the very
back where we have the updated information, Page 9 of that information.
Dr. Crabtree: Do we have anything that gives more recent landings than 1999?
Mr. Waugh: Yes, Page 9 at the back of Appendix 2, that shows catch information. We
don’t have the headboat for 2001, but it shows through 2001 for commercial, charter
boat, other recreational.
Dr. Crabtree: Where are you looking?
Mr. Waugh: Appendix 2. If you go to the back of Appendix 2, we’ve got some material
that was added. Look at Page 2-44, then the next page says “Landing Trends Appendix,”
Page 9 of that material; and then within Appendix 4, it’s 4-14.
Dr. Daniel: I’ll start if off in the spirit of getting the ball rolling. That supplemental data
there is sure not very much sampling done on these things. I don’t know what happened
in ’95 with 833 pounds on either side of 140,000 and 71,000. Something is screwy there.
Clearly, the landings have dropped off; I would almost use the word precipitously. The
current biomass is below BMSY. Your current fishing mortality rate is about two times
your FMSY, so you’re a pretty good shot from your target fishing mortality rate.
The graphics, the shaded portion is right in the perfect spot where you don’t want it to be.
I would say the data quality is pretty poor, but would go out on limb here and say that
they’re overfished and overfishing is occurring.
They are included in that gag grouper spawning season closure in March and April, and
there’s a two-fish bag limit. There have been a lot of actions taken since 1999, but I
don’t see any evidence here to suggest that really had that significant an impact on the
landings except for it did drop off a little bit between ’98 and ’99, which was ’99 was the
first implementation and you went from 80,000 pounds to 63,000 pounds.
Mean size hasn’t really changed all that much, but the sample sizes are really small. You
know, whether there is something else that needs to be done aside from no harvest and
possession or sale during March and April, whether any more needs to be done other than
that, I’d probably defer to Florida for that.
Mr. Iarocci: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I definitely agree with everything Louis said,
they are overfished. I think overfishing is occurring. I’m not seeing any; I’m not hearing
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about people catching any. I also think that the no sale between March and April would
be something to consider.
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Dr. Crabtree: One problem I think we have with a lot of the landings in the time series,
when you look at it, you see that the landings in the late 1980s, early ‘90s were real high
and then they came down.
I suspect there’s a lot of misidentification between gag and black grouper in those early
years. I know when you look at the landings time series on the Gulf side, it’s the same
thing.
It was very high in ’86 for the first four or five years, and then it came down a lot. Most
of that was because gag were being reported as black grouper and the landings got mixed
up.
And when they’ve done the gag assessments on the Gulf side, they had to try and tease
those things out. I think a lot of what looks like a drop in landings really is just
improvements in identification.
But I agree. I think the stock appears to be overfished and overfishing, and I’m hearing a
lot from anecdotal information from people that there’s problems with it.
I guess what I would want to see is some sort of analysis to show me would we get much
of a reduction by eliminating the two fish during the two-month closed season, because I
suspect it isn’t going to really have that big of an effect.
And so my suspicion is we’re going to have to do something above and beyond that in
order to feel like we’re addressing the overfishing.
Mr. Lee: There was a letter written down at the Gulf Council to Wayne Swingle by a
commercial fisherman, and in that letter he said that they started targeting black grouper
back in, I guess, the late ‘70s, early ‘80s, with what they call the gear known as “Cuban
longline down there.”
And he said in his letter to Wayne Swingle, we caught all the black grouper because that
fishery apparently started and developed very rapidly, and it was very intense for several
years.
Then all of a sudden the stocks kind of collapsed. I don’t know what point in time that
occurred as far as these graphs go, whether that was historically before that or not, but
that’s an indication that there has been some heavy fishing on black grouper.
Mr. Cupka: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I agree with everything that has been said. I
think we do have an overfished stock and it’s undergoing overfishing.
I notice one of the alternatives would be to reduce the black grouper allowance within the
aggregate bag limit from two to one. I mean, it’s moving in the right direction, but I
don’t know if even that would get us there, but it would certainly be a start.
Mr. Lee: I think we also heard -- didn’t we hear from the AP regarding that
recommendation? Didn’t they recommend that the black grouper bag be reduced by one
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fish in that total? It seems like I remember some discussion with that regard.
Mr. Iarocci: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to repeat what I said about red grouper
with black grouper. And Wayne Swingle’s letter, there were some heavy fishing for both
red and black grouper. They primarily caught a lot of red grouper, but they did catch a
bunch of black grouper.
But they did, they pretty much fished the area out for grouper with the Cuban longline –
it’s like a drift rig -- the fish traps, and the basic bottom longlines and the hand lining to
where you could go to an area and you didn’t see any.
Some of the places there now, along the edge of the reef, the hook-and-line guys are
catching a few and they’re saying it is because of the ban on longlines. There are a few
coming back, but it’s a slow process.
Dr. Daniel: I can’t speak to the black grouper fishery. I just was going to make a
comment that I think that, certainly, what I see appears to support moving black grouper
from a Level 3 to a Level 4.
Mr. Lee: It appears to me we kind of have consensus that we’re overfished and that
we’re overfishing. Now I think the determination is what actions we need to take with
regards to where we go.
David suggested potentially reducing the bag from two to one in that five-fish grouper
bag, and Roy wanted some analysis on what would happen if we prevented no harvest
and no possession; is that what it was for the two fish?
Dr. Crabtree: Yes, during the two-month closure. But the other thing, if you look at
Figure 40, recreational landings popped up a little bit at the end of the time series, but
most of the landings for the last, at least for ’96 though 2001, most of the landings are
commercial, so we’re not going to solve this just through the bag limit.
We’re going to have to come up with something on both sectors. I would like to see us
try to achieve equal reductions on both sectors.
I don’t know if we want to look at a potential for a trip limit or if we want to extend the
closed season for black grouper beyond two months or what, because it’s hard for me to
judge right now without some more information on what the impacts would be from
doing those sorts of things.
Dr. Daniel: Well, with the stock in this type of condition a lot of times what -- I mean, I
think what Florida could probably do is do an analysis similar to what we did with red
drum and look at your catch for trip information.
If that information could become available, we might get an idea of what would be a
reasonable bycatch allowance in this fishery.
And it doesn’t look like, at least with the condition that it’s in right now, that you really
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with -- and the landings as low as they are, that it can really afford much of a directed
fishery at this particular point in time.
But it would be interesting to see the catch-per-trip trends just to kind of get some handle
on whether or not problems could be adequately resolved and fairly distributed amongst
the user groups with a reduction in bag limit and some type of reasonable trip limit.
Mr. Lee: Is this a directed fishery now or is it a bycatch fishery, or do we know?
Dr. Crabtree: Well, they catch black grouper -- I mean, I’m more familiar with the Gulf
side and the landings over there are a lot higher. And you see black grouper coming in
on the longline boats that pick up red grouper, and they get black grouper on the vertical
line bandit fishery down there, so it’s just part of a mixed grouper fishery. But down in
the Florida Keys and the end of South Florida, there is also a lot of recreational pressure
on them as well.
Mr. Iarocci: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Yes, I’m confused over the commercial landing
going up, and I know we’re not getting a lot of commercial landing in our area. I talked
to Mark about your question about a directed fishery.
And I’m just questioning, not in a bad way, the science here between gag and black.
Could there be maybe some of the gag are going into the black column here, because I
don’t see all these black grouper being caught and neither does Mark.
I’m just curious about the numbers here. I don’t see that many fish being caught, and I’m
asking people who is catching them and they say nobody is catching them.
Dr. Crabtree: Well, Tony, I think if you look in those early years ’85, ’86, ’89, when the
landings were real high, yes, I think there’s a lot of reporting problems in there, but I
want to say that I think in the last four or five years there’s probably a lot less of it.
But, you know, we in Florida sent out the letter out asking people -- we sent them the
“here’s what the trip ticket show you have landed, take a look at it and let us know if this
matches up”.
Well, I haven’t seen anything official, but we had at least one guy respond that it was
showing a lot of black grouper landed and it was all in fact gag. So there may still be
some of that going on, and I don’t know how we tease it out of this at this point. It would
be difficult.
Dr. Merriner: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Relative to the mix of gag and black grouper
in landings, that was commented upon during the data workshop when we went through
the list of ten; those being the data handlers who were there, and the perception was that
indeed it did occur earlier.
It may be occurring to some extent yet today, and it’s more a determination at the fish
house kind of an issue than it is logbooks or scientific sampling, so it may still exist to
some degree.
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Mr. Lee: Okay, I think we’ve agreed on overfished and overfishing. We’ve got the
alternatives in here now. You might want to just take a quick look at those. These are
alternatives that Roy developed.
I guess the question would be and the question that Louis brought up a while ago is if you
need to reduce commercial landings, how do you do it.
Dr. Crabtree: Mr. Chairman, one thing we could consider, the Gulf Council raised the
minimum size limit on these guys a few years ago and the commercial size limit is 24
inches now in the Gulf and the recreational size limit is 22 inches. That’s true for both
gag and black grouper.
I sometimes feel like we’ve pushed these size limits about as far as we ought to, but this
is, I think, probably one stock that runs continuously through the Florida Keys, so I don’t
think that -- I think we’re dealing with a small piece of a much bigger stock in terms of
management. But that would be another option we could consider.
Mr. Lee: We’re at 24 inches now.
Dr. Crabtree: Are we at 24? Oh, okay, well, I guess we don’t need to consider that one.
Mr. Lee: So are we comfortable then with regards to the alternatives that we have in the
document?
Mr. Cupka: I thought one of the things Louis suggested was looking at the Florida trip
ticket data to see if we could do something on the commercial sector. I think we
definitely need to do it across the board, if we can, or we’ve got an alternative in there
that kind of addresses the recreational situation.
And I was thinking, too, about some of the comments we got from Roland down there
about the increase in the number of people going out fishing recreationally with reels and
things like that; and if you look at the data we’ve got, there has definitely been an
increase in the last three years or so in the recreational catch of this species.
This Alternative 2 may have a little bit more of an impact maybe than it would have a
couple years ago if indeed that is happening. This was Alternative 2, just to reduce the
aggregate bag limit.
I guess what I’m saying is if Gregg can pull some of that information together, we may,
at the next council meeting, want to consider another alternative once we’ve had an
opportunity to look at that. I don’t think we’re locking ourselves out of anything at this
point.
Mr. Waugh: Well, are we going to fill in the table with -- I pulled values from the
information from the center, but then we’ve got some other alternatives that Roy has put
together in here.
Dr. Crabtree: Well, based on what I’m hearing from people, I think the one that’s SDC,
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Alternative 1, which is basically straight out of Appendix 1, is the one we seem to be
heading to because in the other two I’ve tried to juggle the landings and things, and in a
way it comes out not overfished or overfishing.
But I think it comes out that way because when you pull in those very high landings and
then assume you’ve got reductions from that, the problem goes away, but I think those
very high landings were not black grouper, so I don’t think that’s valid. I would think
for the status, then, that SDC Alternative 1 would be where we want to go.
And, again, the only thing I would like to add in here for an alternative would be a look
on the commercial side at a trip limit or something like that. I think we can come at it
from a bag limit reduction, but I think we need to take a look.
I don’t have an explanation as to why the commercial landings are as high as they are,
but that’s the numbers we have so I think we’ve got to take a look at both sides.
Mr. Waugh: And the target reductions that we would be looking at from alternatives and
bag limits and catch per trip is from both sectors to get somewhere on the order of 50 to
60 percent reductions based on the information on the bottom of Page 187.
Dr. Crabtree: Well, that’s to get you to your FOY/OY target. To stop overfishing would
be probably 25 percent less than that, because you remember we said OY.
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So to end the overfishing, we would need to get a 25 percent reduction. But I think
before we choose how much of a reduction, we ought to get some sort of a feel for what
we would have to do in order to get that, to evaluate it and then go with the rebuilding
plan from there. But this is clearly a stock that we need to look towards getting an
assessment in the short term and not the long term.
Mr. Lee: That was going to be looked at in your work plan in 2003?
Dr. Crabtree: Well, yes, I’m going to encourage the FMRI to consider putting it on their
work plan next year, but my leverage in doing that may be diminished in the next few
months, but I am certainly am willing to do what I can do.
I think they usually take up the work plan round about February-March. And then it’s a
part of the commission agenda typically in May, but normally the commission will go
with whatever the staff recommendations are in terms of assessments.
And I think whether they can do it or not is going to come down to a time issue, and part
of that is going to come down to how much time we’re using them for SEDARs and other
kinds of things now.
So, hopefully, by March we might be able to have a pretty good idea as to whether they
can do this or not; and if they cannot do it, then I think we’re going to have to look at
trying to get it on our plan and get NMFS to work on it.
But I think we’re going to need to do one in the next few years. I’ll agree that it’s a
lesser priority probably than snowy and a few other things, but I think we need to look at
it.
Mr. Lee: I think that might be in the work plan from the Gulf. Did the Gulf include
black grouper in their request for 2003, John?
Dr. Merriner: I believe they included scamp, if I’m not mistaken, or was it black? They
had Goliath.
Mr. Lee: They had Goliath. There were three and I thought, for some reason I was
thinking -Dr. Merriner: I have it in my folder back at the other end or upstairs.
MR. Lee: Well, that’s all right. But I just mention that because if that is one of their
species forthcoming, that would even add to the -Dr. Crabtree: It would, and I think what we need here, as the case with yellowtail, is one
assessment that would be an assessment that would be used by both councils and would
go through one council or the other’s review process.
And then I think both councils need to agree to similar management measures so that
Florida doesn’t get stuck with one set of regs on one side of the Keys and a different set
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on the other side.
So I think this and yellowtail are both fisheries where we’re dealing with a single South
Florida stock. We ought to do a single South Florida assessment, and then these two
councils just need to get together with the state of Florida and we need to come up with
one solution in terms of management, if we can, to put in place about now. I think this is
at least an issue that has been discussed on the Gulf side. That might be another way we
can get this done.
Mr. Lee: Well, our SEDAR process and our data review is doing just precisely what you
said. In other words, it’s going to be a single assessment done in Florida to include both
the Gulf and the Atlantic.
Dr. Crabtree: Yes, for yellowtail.
Mr. Lee: No, I’m talking about for black grouper. That’s what came out of our data
workshop. Black grouper would be under the same scenario as yellowtail. It would be
done in Florida to include both Councils.
I think that’s in the report that John gave us the other day. The only point I was trying to
make about the Gulf Council, if that was on their list of species, then all I’m saying is
that might put it in there. It may not be, I don’t know. For some reason, I was thinking it
was but I had that written down somewhere but -- okay, John.
Dr. Merriner: The discussions at the data workshop on black grouper did indicate that
Dr. Crabtree would be requesting FMRI to do an assessment ’04 and that it be done range
wide, not in sub-areas; i.e., Atlantic and Gulf.
That was the suggestion of the data workshop. That, of course, is just a suggestion. It
has all the authority of any suggestion or recommendation.
Mr. Lee: I understand that, John. That’s why I was hoping that it was on the Gulf’s list,
but whether it is or not, at least we’ve moving.
Dr. Crabtree: Well, I’ll do what I can do to try and get FMRI to work on this one in
2004. And if we can’t do that, then we’ll regroup and go from there, but, hopefully, we
can do that.
Dr. Merriner: Mr. Chairman, if I could make one comment, and it’s just to reiterate the
statement that as we’ve gone through these, these were all species on the list of ten that
were identified as being overfished.
The critical point, as we go forward, is to try to establish --we, the council, NMFS, staff
and full council -- the lists of needs by the individual councils to come up with a ranking
or a priority that we can proceed through each and all of the council’s needs, to meet
them as efficiently as we possibly can over the next several years.
So as we’ve gone through this, it seems like each time we’ve talked of one, it’s a very
important species. Amen, each of them are. But the task of this SEDAR Steering
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Committee will be to take the wishes of the councils forward and place them on the table
and come to an agreement among the group as to what would be the sequence of species
and an approximate schedule for their completion.
I agree, I’d love to think we had the resources -- we, the center; we, the council; we, the
states had the resources available to do them all tomorrow, but it just doesn’t happen that
way.
Mr. Lee: Thank you, John. Do you need any more on black grouper, Gregg? Okay, I
think we’ve done what we can on that so if we could, we’ll move to the next species.
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Review of Regulations
Table 28A. Regulations for black grouper.
Regulation
Effective Date
4" trawl mesh size
8/31/83
Prohibit trawls
1/12/89
Prohibit fish traps, entanglement
nets & longlines within 50 fathoms;
20" size limit and 5 grouper bag
limit; rebuilding timeframe
1/1/92
Oculina Experimental Closed Area
6/27/94
Limited entry program: transferable
permits and 225-pound nontransferable permits
12/98
24" size limit and within 5 grouper
bag limit only 2 may be gag or
black. March & April - no harvest
above bag limit & no sale. Vessels
with longlines may only possess
deepwater species
2/24/99

Plan or Amendment
Original FMP
Amendment 1

Amendment 4
Amendment 6
Amendment 8

Amendment 9

Compliance
Compliance is summarized by sector in Table 28B. See Burton (2002) for the
breakout by region and for numbers of fish measured. Burton (2002) established a
criteria of number of fish measured must be greater than or equal to 15 and percent of
fish below the size limit must be greater than or equal to 15 as the minimum combination
that had to be met in order to return a finding of significant non-compliance.
Table 28B. Compliance with black sea bass size limits; note changes to minimum size
limits as shown in Table 28A. Source: Burton (2002).
Percent Landed
Legal Size Limit
Below
Year
Commercial
Headboat
Private & Charter
1992
10.5
14.3
18.2
1993
8.3
0
25.9
1994
1.9
0
4.2
1995
13.8
28.6
0
1996
9.1
4.3
12.5
1997
0.0
0
16.7
1998
1.1
0
5.4
1999
14.0
9.1
6.9
2000
10.5
14.3
19.7
2001
8.1
11.1
16.1
A new size limit of 24 inches total length was enacted in February of 1999. Overall,
compliance with the new regulation was good. The only instance of non-compliance as
290

judged by the 15-15 criterion was in the south Florida MRFSS data. Note: Only 53 fish
were measured from the commercial fishery in 1997. No fish were measured in the
private/charter sector in 1995.
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