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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

ABC Acceptable biological catch

ACCSP Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program

ACL Annual Catch Limits

APA Administrative Procedures Act

ASMFC Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

B A measure of stock biomass in either weight or cdlpgropriate unit

Bumsy The stock biomass expected to exist under equilibrium tonsgiwhen
fishing at sy

Boy The stock biomass expected to exist under equilibrium tonsgiwhen
fishing at oy

Bcurr The current stock biomass

CEA Cumulative Effects Analysis

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality

CFMC Caribbean Fishery Management Council

CPUE Catch per unit effort

CRP Cooperative Research Program

CZMA Coastal Zone Management Act

DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement

EA Environmental Assessment

EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone

EFH Essential Fish Habitat

EFH-HAPC Essential Fish Habitat - Habitat Area oftiealar Concern

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

ESA Endangered Species Act of 1973

F A measure of the instantaneous rate of fishing miyrtali

FsoospPr Fishing mortality that will produce a static SPR = 30%.

Fasowspr Fishing mortality that will produce a static SPR = 45%.

Fcurr The current instantaneous rate of fishing mortality

Fusy The rate of fishing mortality expected to achieve MS¥eurequilibrium
conditions and a corresponding biomass @B

Fovy The rate of fishing mortality expected to achieve OY uedgilibrium
conditions and a corresponding biomass &f B

FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement

FMP Fishery management plan

FMU Fishery management unit

FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact

GFMC Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council

IFQ Individual fishing quota

M Natural mortality rate

MARFIN Marine Fisheries Initiative
MARMAP  Marine Resources Monitoring Assessment and Etiedi Program

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act
MFMT Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold
MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972
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NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
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R Recruitment
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TL Total length

Tmin The length of time in which a stock could rebuild igsBin the absence
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ABSTRACT

At its December 2008 meeting, the South Atlantic Fisiapagement Council
(Council) voted to address several issues associatedheignapper-grouper fishery of
the South Atlantic region. In recent years, it hasen noted that some snapper-grouper
species (blueline tilefish and snowy grouper) are becomorg common in the northern
part of their range. In order to manage snapper-grouperroxguaorth of the North
Carolina/Virginia line, the Council’s area of jurisdani for the snapper-grouper fishery
management unit must be extended to encompass theniydl cd those species. The
Council is also concerned that regulations implemergaéwgral recent snapper-grouper
amendment could increase the incentive to fish faegotilefish, or black sea bass.
Therefore, the Council is proposing management measwewould limit participation
in these two sectors of the snapper-grouper fishery.

Seasonal variations between South Atlantic states tiee potential to give fishermen in
southern states an advantage when fishing for snappapegrepecies during winter
months. As a result, the bulk of recreational alioces and commercial quotas may be
caught by fishermen in southern states while thosesimdinthern part of the region are
unable to fish. To remedy this imbalance, the Cousabnsidering separating the
snowy grouper quota into regions, and separating theatemmal allocation for gag in to
regions.

The South Atlantic wreckfish fishery has been manageter an Individual Transferable
Quota (ITQ) program since March 1992. The Magnuson-Stevern®duaires a periodic
review of all (Limited Access Privilege) LAP programs;luding ITQ programs, and the
establishment of a cost recovery program, both of wiitlibe addressed in Amendment
18. The Council also plans to alter the way shareallreated to current shareholders
given that an annual catch limit (ACL) that will sob@ established for the wreckfsish
fishery.

Actions in Amendment 18 were also developed to adjuggdlten tilefish fishing year
start date in order to allow for a fall harvest by lamglhessels, and to require
improvements to current data reporting requirements. Agiio Amendment 18 would:

» Extend the range of the snapper-grouper FMP north

* Limit participation and effort in the golden tilefistsifiery

» Limit participation and effort in the black sea bass btery

» Separate snowy grouper quota into regions/states

» Separate the gag recreational allocation into regi@tesst

» Change the golden tilefish fishing year

* Improve the accuracy, timing, and quantity of fisheriaisics.
» Update wreckfish ITQ program

» Designate EFH in new northern areas
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This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) hesrbprepared to analyze the
effects of implementing regulations as listed abovem@ents on this DEIS will be

accepted for 45 days from publication of the Notice of kamlity (NOA) in the Federal
Register.
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SUMMARY

The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council is psomp in Amendment 18, to
either alter current management measures or implemegntmanagement measures that
would address several issues, which have arisen withsndggper-grouper fishery of the
South Atlantic region.

Actions proposed in Amendment 18 would:

» Extend the range of the snapper-grouper FMP northward

* Limit participation and effort in the golden tilefistsifiery

» Limit participation and effort in the black sea bass btefry

» Separate snowy grouper quota into regions/states

» Separate the gag recreational allocation into regi@tesst

» Change the golden tilefish fishing year

* Improve the accuracy, timing, and quantity of fisheriaisics
» Update wreckfish ITQ program

» Designate EFH in new areas

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Managekoerequires that United
States fisheries be managed to optimize yield whilentaing sustainability of the
resource.

Alternatives Being Considered

The Council’s current alternatives are listedsaction 2.0and are hereby incorporated
by reference. Alternatives to the proposed action€thencil considered in developing
this amendment but decided not to pursue are descril#gzpbendix A.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Management of the Federal snapper-grouper fishery locHtdwedSouth Atlantic in the
3-200 nautical mile (nm) U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZpnducted under the
Fishery Management Plan for the Snapper-Grouper FigB&dyMC 1983) (Figure 1-1).
The fishery management plan (FMP) and its amendmeatdeaeloped under the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and ManagemeiMagnuson-Stevens Act),
other applicable Federal laws, and executive orders (Ea@dsaffect the management of
73 species (Table 1-1). The purpose of the FMP, as amasdednanage the snapper-
grouper fishery for optimum yield (OY) and to allocatevieat among user groups while
preventing overfishing and conserving marine resources.

© Boundary with Mid-Atlantic Fishery
Management Council

State Waters (0-3 miles)

EEZ (3-200 Miles)

2 83Degrees W Longitude- Boundary-with Gulf of Mexico
mm——— Fishery Management Council p

(green) -—————— State Waters Boundary — T T T T N

(orange) ---—-— EEZ Boundary o 80 160 Nautical Miles
W E

South Atlantic Bight & SAFMC Jurisdictional Boundaries s

*Florida East Coast Including the Keys Prepared by Roger Pugliese, SAFMC (5/9/03)

Figure 1-1. Jurisdictional boundaries of the South AttaRishery Management Council.
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Table 1-1. Species in the snapper-grouper Fishery ManagémigrtEMU).

Almaco jack,Seriola rivoliana

Atlantic spadefishChaetodipterus faber
Banded rudderfistGeriola zonata

Bank sea bas§ientropristis ocyurus
Bar jack,Caranx ruber

Black grouperMycteroperca bonaci
Black margateAnisotremus surinamensis
Black sea bas& entropristis striata
Black snapperApsilus dentatus
Blackfin snapperi_utjanus buccanella
Blue runnerCaranx crysos

Blueline tilefish,Caulolatilus microps
Bluestriped gruntHaemulon sciurus
Coney,Cephalopholis fulva
Cottonwick,Haemulon melanurum
Crevalle jackCaranx hippos

Cubera snappetutjanus cyanopterus
Dog snappet.utjanus jocu

French gruntHaemulon flavolineatum
Gag,Mycteroperca microlepis

Golden tilefish,Lopholatilus
chamaeleonticeps

Goliath grouperEpinephelus itajara
Grass porgyCalamus arctifrons

Gray (mangrove) snappérmtjanus griseus
Gray triggerfishBalistes capriscus
Graysby,Cephalopholis cruentata
Greater amberjacl§eriola dumerili
Hogfish,Lachnolaimus maximus
Jolthead porgyCalamus bajonado
Knobbed porgyCalamus nodosus
Lane snappet,utjanus synagris

Lesser amberjaclgeriola fasciata
Longspine porgystenotomus caprinus
Mahogany snappetutjanus mahogoni
Margate,Haemulon album

Misty grouper Epinephelus mystacinus
Mutton snapperl,.utjanus analis
Nassau groupeEpinephelus striatus
Ocean triggerfishCanthidermis sufflamen
Porkfish,Anisotremus virginicus
Puddingwife,Halichoeres radiatus
Queen snappekEtelis oculatus

Queen triggerfishBalistes vetula

Red grouperEpinephelus morio

Red hind Epinephelus guttatus

Red porgyPagrus pagrus

Red snappet,utjanus campechanus

SOUTH ATLANTIC SNAPPER-GROUPER
AMENDMENT 18

Rock hind,Epinephelus adscensionis
Rock Sea Bas€ entropristis philadelphica
Sailors choiceHaemulon parra

Sand tilefishMalacanthus plumieri
Saucereye porgy;alamus calamus

Scamp Mycteroperca phenax
Schoolmaster, utjanus apodus
Scup,Stenotomus chrysops
Sheepsheadyrchosargus probatocephalus
Silk snapperl_utjanus vivanus

Smallmouth gruntHaemulon chrysargyreum
Snowy grouperEpinephelus niveatus
Spanish gruntdaemulon macrostomum
Speckled hindEpinephelus drummondhayi
Tiger grouperMycteroperca tigris
Tomtate,Haemulon aurolineatum

Yellow jack, Caranx bartholomaei
Yellowedge groupeltpinephelus
flavolimbatus

Yellowfin grouper,Mycteroperca venenosa
Yellowmouth grouperMycteroperca
interstitialis

Yellowtail snapperQcyurus chrysurus
Vermilion snapperRhomboplites aurorubens
Warsaw groupettpinephelus nigritus
White grunt,Haemulon plumieri
Whitebone porgyCalamus leucosteus
Wreckfish,Polyprion americanus
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1.2 Purpose and Need

The need for action through Amendment 18 is due to thencaitiy changing nature of
the fishery, and the need to comply with new Magnudenefs Act requirements.
Species in the fishery management unit (FMU) are assessa routine basis and stock
status may change as new information becomes availab&ddition, changes in
management regulations, fishing techniques, social/ecorstraicture, etc. can result in
shifts in the percentage of harvest between user grogpgioe. As such, the Council
has determined that certain aspects of the current maeagsystem remain
inappropriate and should be restructured. More specifitlge proposed actions
would:

* Extend the range of the snapper-grouper FMP north

* Limit participation and effort in the golden tilefistsifiery

» Limit participation and effort in the black sea bass btefry

» Separate snowy grouper quota into regions/states

» Separate the gag recreational allocation into regi@tesst

» Change the golden tilefish fishing year

* Improve the accuracy, timing, and quantity of fisheriaisics.
» Update wreckfish ITQ program

» Designate EFH in new northern areas

1.2.1 Issues addressed in Amendment 18

Northward expansion of several snapper-grouper species

The Council is concerned about a northward expansiorigti@ry for snapper and
grouper species resulting in large catches of tilefishgaodpers. The Council’s
Snapper-Grouper Advisory Panel (AP) presented informationrdeting increasing
catches of blueline tilefish and snowy grouper off thesto&Virginia. In addition,
Virginia reported state records of recreationally calbdireline tilefish and snowy
grouper in recent years. In response, the Virginia dMdaResources Commission has
since established commercial and recreational limithermarvest and landing of tilefish
and grouper off the coast of Virginia (Table 1-x).

Table 1-x. Commercial and recreational limitationglenharvest and landings of
tilefish and groupers in Virginia.

Groupers Tilefish
Commercial 175 pounds/vessel/day 300 pounds/vessel/day
Recreational 1 fish/person/day 7 fish/person/day

The following species are considered a grouper: black, ohaisty, Nassau, red,
snowy, tiger, warsaw, yellowedge, yellowfin, and yellowmouttuges; gag, coney,
grayshy, red hind, rock hind, scamp, speckled hind, wréckfis
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| The following species are considered a tilefish: bluetjoéden, and sand tilefish. |

The Council is considering extending the range of taper-grouper fishery
management plan for some species northward in ordemgerve and manage these
species. The current boundaries would not be changddhfik sea bass, golden tilefish,
and scup since they are currently considered separate stthsand south of Cape
Hatteras, North Carolina. These three species aeredby Mid-Atlantic Council

fishery management plans. In addition, it has been suggaspgder-grouper species are
becoming more common in the northern part of theigean response to increases in
average water temperature due to global warming (ParkeDiaad, 1998).

Potential for effort increases in the golden tilefishishery

Recent amendments to the Snapper-Grouper FMP have ithpmse restrictive harvest
limitations on snapper-grouper fishermen. In an effofind other species to target,
fishermen could increase participation in the goldenghefishery. An increase in
participation in the golden tilefish fishery would inség the “race to fish” that already
exists in the fishery and result in a shortened sea$ba.fishing seasons in recent years
have already been shortened to such a degree thatGamhna and South Carolina
longline fishermen, who are typically unable to fishiluipril or May due to weather
conditions, and hook and line fishermen, who in soreasatypically do not fish until the
fall, are increasingly unable to participate in thedirsh Current regulations for golden
tilefish establish a 4,000 pound trip limit until 75% of theota is caught, after which, a
300 pound trip limit is imposed. The Council is concernetharease in participation in
this fishery will deteriorate profits for current geldtilefish fishermen and shift the
ability to participate further away from North Carolinade&South Carolina longline and
hook and line golden tilefish fishermen. In additionrenparticipants will make it more
difficult to track the commercial quota and prevent ages.

Potential effort increase in the black sea bass pot fishe

The Council is concerned increased restrictions impdseddh Snapper-Grouper
Amendments 13C and 16 including a commercial quota for bladkassa could increase
the incentive to fish more pots. Currently, thereadimit on the number of tags issued
to fishermen who target black sea bass or the numipstethat can be fished. An
increase in participation in the black sea bass fisiweryd also deteriorate profits for
current participants in that fishery. In December,Gbencil requested NMFS issue a
control date of December 4, 2008. The control date s#asean time the Council could
use to limit participation; anyone entering the black s&s3 Ipot fishery after the
specified date may not be guaranteed continued participalio®.Council is further
concerned about the possibility of fishermen leaving latgabers of traps fishing for
multiple days due to vessel or weather problems, whialdamnecessarily kill many
black sea bass. Fishing large numbers of traps also insith@sehance that traps could
be lost and “ghost fishing” could occur. Furthermordifig large numbers of traps
increases the chance of entanglement of pot lines ighhwhales and other protected
species.
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Unfair fishing advantage for snowy grouper in southern states

The reduction in commercial quota amounts for snowy grong@napper-Grouper
Amendment 13C increased the probability that the quotas beuldet before the start of
the fishing season in some areas of the South Atla@iimcern has been expressed that
fishermen in Southern areas of the Council’s jurisoliccould have an advantage in
filling the quota over fishermen in areas to the northtdugetter weather in winter.
However, the snowy grouper quota has not been met €doeed trip limits and quotas
were implemented in 2006. In addition, harvest restnistia other fisheries could
amplify this effect with increased fishing effort in theepwater fishery.

Unfair fishing advantage for gag in southern states

Amendment 17, which is under review, proposes to estabhsiual Catch Limits

(ACLs) and Annual Catch Targets (ACTs) for gag in thee&itonal sector. Various
alternatives have Accountability Measures (AMs) whichld close the fishery or reduce
the length of the following fishing season in the retto@al sector when an ACL or ACT
is met. The Council is concerned fishermen in soma&sareuld have an advantage and
catch part of the allowable catch sooner than thoséher areas.

Change Golden Tilefish Fishing Year

Current regulations for golden tilefish establish a 4,0Qfhddrip limit until 75% of the
guota is caught, after which, a 300 pound trip limit is impodexhgline vessels
typically fish for golden tilefish at the start oktlyear when the trip limit is 4,000
pounds. Longline boats are typically larger than baeeik vessels and need the larger
trip limit to make a profitable trip. In years past, theta would not be met until late in
the year giving both Florida fishermen, who begin fishmdanuary or February, and
North Carolina and South Carolina fishermen, who Bibicare unable to fish until April
or May due to weather conditions, the opportunity to nsskeral trips before the trip
limit drops to 300 pounds. However, in recent yearsrtelffas increased due to
restrictions in the shark longline fishery and the golilefish quota has been reached in
late summer and the trip limit has dropped even soonbeigear. As a result, fishing
opportunities for South Carolina longline fishermen hiageen significantly reduced. At
the same time hook and line fishermen in Florida hava beable to participate since
the season closes before they enter in September.

Improvement to Fisheries Statistics

Section 303(a)(8) requires that “in the case of a fishegagement plan that, after
January 1, 1991, is submitted to the Secretary for reviel@rsection 304(a) (including
any plan for which an amendment is submitted to theeSmgrfor such review) or is
prepared by the Secretary, assess and specify the naduggtant of scientific data
which is needed for effective implementation of thenpl In addition, the ACL Final
Rule (74 FR 3211:) provides the following guidance on fisheries déi) Fisheries

data In their FMPs, or associated public documents such && 3éports as appropriate,
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Councils must describe general data collection methsdsehas any specific data
collection methods used for all stocks in the fishemg BC species, including: (1)
Sources of fishing mortality (both landed and discardedding

commercial and recreational catch and bycatch in digteries; (2) Description of the
data collection and estimation methods used to quantifiydateh mortality in each
fishery, including information on the management tools (sed logbooks, vessel
monitoring systems, observer programs, landings repgistigjckets, processor reports,
dealer reports, recreational angler surveys, or oth#rads); the frequency with which
data are collected and updated; and the scope of samplinggever each fishery; and
(3) Description of the methods used to compile catchfdata various catch data
collection methods and how those data are used to datetha relationship between
total catch at a given point in time and the ACL foicktband stock complexes that are
part of a fishery.”

The goal of this action is to improve the accuracyingnand quantity of fisheries
statistics collected by the current data collection @ogrfor fisheries managed by the
Council. To accomplish this goal, the Council beliereslifications should be made to
the current data collection programs (Table 1-6). Diataents improved by the action
may include, but are not limited to: Landings; discaedfeyt; biological sampling of
landings and discards; fishery independent information; amwo@sic and social
characterization of the fisheries.
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TABLE 1-x CURRENT DATA COLLECTION PROGRAMS 50 CFR 622.5

Submit Must Submit | Carry Maintain | Must Carry MRFFS
SRD SRD Observers | Electronic | Provide Video Participation
Reporting Reporting if Selected | Logbook | Offloading, | Monitoring | if
Forms if Form for if Selected | Purchase, | System Selected
Selected Each Trip and Sales | if Selected
Records if
Selected
Snapper-Grouper
-commercial Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
-for-hire
-private rec.
Coastgl Migratory Yes
Pelagics
Wreckfish Yes (for each Yes
trip)
Golden Crab Yes
Dolphin Wahoo Yes
Shrimp
- rock Yes
- penaeid
Dealers
-snapper-grouper
-coastal migratory Yes
pelagics (submitted Yes
-wreckfish on a monthly,
-golden crab basis)

- dolphin wahoo
- shrimp

Outdated Wreckfish ITQ Program

The Reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens Act details seegrairements for limited access
privilege (LAP) programs. The wreckfish Individual Tséerable Quota (ITQ) program

is a type of limited access privilege (LAP) program dretefore must adhere to the
requirements set out in the reauthorized Magnuson-Stéetng-or example, the
reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens Act requires Councils deaaiagthodology and the
means to identify and assess the management, datdioalleed analysis, and

enforcement programs that are directly related to asdpport of the ITQ program and

provide a fee paid by limited access privilege holders tilbtover the costs of
management, data collection and analysis, and enfortekrities. The wreckfish

ITQ program does not have a cost recovery program ardrabeurrently adhere to the

requirements laid out in the Reauthorized Magnuson-Ste&en The Council is
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therefore considering changes to the wreckfish ITQ amghat will bring the program
in adherence with the new requirements of the reaatbMagnuson-Stevens Act.

When the Comprehensive ACL Amendment, currently beingestos implemented, an
ACL will be identified for wreckfish. If this numbes lower than the current 2 million
pound Total Allowable Catch (TAC), the annual coupons (poustisreholders receive
will be decreased. As a result, fishermen would neguitchase additional shares or
coupons (pounds) to harvest the same amount they cyrnantiest. Council meeting
discussions have mentioned the possibility of modifying bbares are allocated to
current shareholders given implementation of ACLEheanComprehensive ACL
Amendment. Council discussions have also includeddhsillity of eliminating the
wreckfish ITQ program given the small number of pgpacits and the lack of transfers
of coupons and quota share occurring over the past deEadexample, no coupons
have been transferred since 1994 and no shares havedesfarred since 1996.
However, the investments people have made in quota sharears past will need to be
considered.

EFH for Snapper-Grouper in Areas Covered by the NorthwardJurisdictional
Expansion

The proposed action to expand the Snapper-Grouper FMwvaod requires new EFH
areas and EFH Habitat Areas of particular Concern (HAPE identified and designated
for consultation purposes. Therefore, the Councibislering designating new
snapper-grouper EFH and EFH HAPCs in the Mid-Atlantic aed England areas.

1.3 History of Management

The snapper-grouper fishery is highly regulated; some cffibeies included in this
amendment have been regulated since 1983. The origiapp&nGrouper Fishery
Management Plan (SAFMC 1983) included size limits for blaeklsmss (8” TL). Trawl
gear, primarily targeting vermilion snapper, was prohibitadiag in January 1989.
Fish traps (not including black sea bass pots) and entangleets were prohibited
starting in January 1992. Bag limits (10 vermilion snappgrp&ipers) and size limits
(10" TL recreational vermilion snapper; 12" TL commers@tmilion snapper; 12" TL
recreational & commercial red porgy) were also impletaé in January 1992. Quotas
and trip limits for snowy grouper and golden tilefish &zeanplemented in July 1994;
tilefish were also added to the 5-grouper aggregate bag Wgbntrolled access
program for the commercial fishery was implemented foélginning in 1999. In
February 1999, red porgy regulations were 14” TL size limdt&fish bag limit and
commercial closure during March and April; black sea basslimit increased to 10” TL
and a 20-fish bag limit was included. All harvest of red pevgg prohibited from
September 8, 1999 until August 28, 2000. Beginning on August 29, 2000rgad p
regulations included a January through April commercialetsl fish bag limit, and 50
pound commercial bycatch allowance May through December.
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Most recently, Snapper-Grouper Amendment 15A (SAFMC 2008ableshed
rebuilding plans and SFA parameters for snowy grouperk Ble& bass, and red porgy.

Snapper-Grouper Amendment 13C (SAFMC 2006) implemented ltbevifog
regulatory actions to end or phase out overfishing ofbeg grouper, golden tilefish,
vermilion snapper, and black sea bass stocks, and to inciaakes of red porgy to a
level consistent with the approved stock rebuilding ptaiederal waters of the South
Atlantic:

Snowy Grouper:  Decrease the annual commercial quotalmeeryears (Year 1 =
2006) from 151,000 pounds gutted weight (Ibs gw) to 84,000 lbs gw
in year 3; decrease the commercial trip limit oveeghyears from
275 Ibs gw to 100 Ibs gw in year 3; and limit possession to 1 per
person per day within the 5-grouper per person per day aggregate
recreational bag.

Golden Tilefish: Reduce the annual commercial quota to 295,80§Ww; reduce the
commercial trip limit to 4,000 Ibs gw, which would decrets800
Ibs gw if 75 percent of the quota were taken by Septembedl; a
limit possession to 1 per person per day within the 5-grqugrer
person per day aggregate recreational bag limit.

Vermilion Snapper: Establish an annual commercial quo1al®0,000 Ibs gw; and
increase the recreational minimum size limit from ddhitotal
length (TL) to 12-inch TL.

Black Sea Bass: Establish and decrease an annual commenata, over three years
from 477,000 Ibs gw to 309,000 Ibs gw in year 3; require the use of
at least 2-inch mesh for the entire back panel of petsove pots
from the water once the commercial quota is met; ghan
commercial and recreational fishing years from thenckde year to
June 1 through May 31; establish a recreational allocatiooh
would decrease over three years from 633,000 lbs gw to 409,000 Ibs
gw in year 3; increase the recreational size liminfrkO-inch TL to
12-inch TL over two years; and reduce the recreaticaglimit
from 20 to 15 per person per day.

Red Porgy: Increase the commercial trip limit during Magptigh December to
120 fish; establish a commercial quota of 127,000 Ibs gw; and
increase the recreational bag limit from 1 to 3 red ppagyperson
per day.

Specific details on these and all the other regulatiopg&mented in the snapper-grouper
fishery are shown below in Table 1-x.
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Table 1-x. History of management.

4
of

Document All Proposed Rule Major Actions. Note that not all details are
Actions Final Rule provided here. Please refer to Proposed and Final
Effective Rules for all impacts of listed documents.
By:
-12” limit — red snapper, yellowtail snapper, red
grouper, Nassau grouper
-8” limit — black sea bass
PR: 48 FR 26843 | -4” trawl mesh size
FMP (1983) 08/31/83 FR: 48 FR 39463 | -Gear limitations — poisons, explosives, fish traps,
trawls
-Designated modified habitats or artificial reefs as
Special Management Zones (SMZs)
Regulatory ) -Prohibited fishing in SMZs except with hand-held
Amendment | 03/27/87 EE 55); ES 33227 hook-and-line and spearfishing gear.
#1 (1986) | -Prohibited harvest of goliath grouper in SMZs.
-Prohibited trawl gear to harvest fish south of Cape
Hatteras, NC and north of Cape Canaveral, FL.
Amendment 01/12/89 PR: 53 FR 42985 | -Directed fishery defined as vessel with trawl gear a
#1 (1988) FR: 54 FR 1720 | >200 Ibs s-g on board.
-Established rebuttable assumption that vessel with
on board had harvested such fish in EEZ.
Regulatory PR: 53 FR 32412 | -Established 2 artificial reefs off Ft. Pierce, FL as
Amendment | 03/30/89 FR- 54 ER 8342 | SMZs
#2 (1988) ) '
Notice of -Anyone entering federal wreckfish fishery in the EB
09/24/90 55 FR 39039 off S. Atlantic states after 09/24/90 was not assured
Control Date AN
future access if limited entry program developed.
Regulatory PR 55 ER 28066 -Established artificial reef at Key Biscayne, FL as
Amendment | 11/02/90 FR'. 55 ER 40394 SMZ. Fish trapping, bottom longlining, spear fishing
#3 (1989) | and harvesting of Goliath grouper prohibited in SMZ.
-Prohibited harvest/possession of goliath grouper in
Amendment 10/30/90 PR: 55 FR 31406 | from the EEZ
#2 (1990) FR: 55 FR 46213 | -Defined overfishing for goliath grouper and other

species

or
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Document

All
Actions
Effective
By:

Proposed Rule
Final Rule

Major Actions. Note that not all details are
provided here. Please refer to Proposed and Final
Rules for all impacts of listed documents.

Emergency
Rule

8/3/90

55 FR 32257

-added wreckfish to the FM

-fishing year beginning 4/16/90

-commercial quota of 2 million pounds
-commercial trip limit of 10,000 pounds per trip

Fishery
Closure
Notice

8/8/90

55 FR 32635

-the fishery was closed because the commercial qu
of 2 million pounds was reached

Dta

Emergency
Rule
Extension

11/1/90

55 FR 40181

rule on 8/3/90

-extended the measures implemented via emergenc

Amendment
#3 (1990)

01/31/91

PR: 55 FR 39023
FR: 56 FR 2443

-Add wreckfish to the FMU,;

-Defined optimum yield and overfishing

-Required permit to fish for, land or sell wreckfish;
-Required catch and effort reports from selected,
permitted vessels;

-Established control date of 03/28/90;

-Established a fishing year for wreckfish startingiAp
16;

-Established a process to set annual quota, with init
guota of 2 million pounds; provisions for closure;
-Established 10,000 pound trip limit;

-Established a spawning season closure for wreckfi
from January 15 to April 15; and

-Provided for annual adjustments of wreckfish
management measures;

al

5h

Notice of
Control Date

07/30/91

56 FR 36052

-Anyone entering federal snapper-grouper fishery
(other than for wreckfish) in the EEZ off S. Atlantic
states after 07/30/91 was not assured of future adce

SS |

limited entry program developed.
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Document

All
Actions
Effective
By:

Proposed Rule
Final Rule

Major Actions. Note that not all details are
provided here. Please refer to Proposed and Final
Rules for all impacts of listed documents.

Amendment
#4 (1991)

01/01/92

PR: 56 FR 29922
FR: 56 FR 56016

-Prohibited gear: fish traps except black sea bass t
north of Cape Canaveral, FL; entanglement nets;
longline gear inside 50 fathoms; bottom longlines to
harvest wreckfish**; powerheads and bangsticks in
designated SMZs off S. Carolina.

-defined overfishing/overfished and established
rebuilding timeframe: red snapper and groupget$
years (year 1 = 1991); other snappers, greater
amberjack, black sea bass, red pardy0 years (year 1
=1991)

-Required permits (commercial & for-hire) and
specified data collection regulations

-Established an assessment group and annual
adjustment procedure (framework)

-Permit, gear, and vessel id requirements specified
black sea bass traps.

-No retention of snapper-grouper spp. caught in oth
fisheries with gear prohibited in snapper-grouper
fishery if captured snapper-grouper had no bag limit

only the bag limit.

-8” limit — lane snapper

-10” limit — vermilion snapper (recreational only)
-12” limit — red porgy, vermilion snapper (commercig
only), gray, yellowtail, mutton, schoolmaster, queen
blackfin, cubera, dog, mahogany, and silk snappers
-20” limit — red snapper, gag, and red, black, scamp
yellowfin, and yellowmouth groupers.

-28” FL limit — greater amberjack (recreational only)
-36” FL or 28” core length — greater amberjack
(commercial only)

-bag limits — 10 vermilion snapper, 3 greater amberj
-aggregate snapper bag limit — 10/person/day,
excluding vermilion snapper and allowing no more
than 2 red snappers

-aggregate grouper bag limit — 5/person/day, exclud
Nassau and goliath grouper, for which no retention
(recreational & commercial) is allowed

-spawning season closure — commercial harvest gre
amberjack > 3 fish bag prohibited in April south of
Cape Canaveral, FL

-spawning season closure — commercial harvest my
shapper >snapper aggregate prohibited during May
June

-charter/headboats and excursion boat possession
extended

aps

for
er

or

harvest was prohibited. If had a bag limit, could retain

i1

ack

ing

rater

tton
and

imits
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Document

All
Actions
Effective
By:

Proposed Rule
Final Rule

Major Actions. Note that not all details are
provided here. Please refer to Proposed and Final
Rules for all impacts of listed documents.

Amendment
#5 (1991)

04/06/92

PR: 56 FR 57302
FR: 57 FR 7886

-Wreckfish: established limited entry system with
ITQs; required dealer to have permit; rescinded 10,
Ib. trip limit; required off-loading between 8 am and
pm; reduced occasions when 24-hour advance noti
offloading required for off-loading; established
procedure for initial distribution of percentage share
of TAC

Emergency
Rule

8/31/92

57 FR 39365

-Black Sea Bass (bsb): modified definition of bsb pq
allowed multi-gear trips for bsb; allowed retention of
incidentally-caught fish on bsb trips

Emergency
Rule
Extension

11/30/92

57 FR 56522

-Black Sea Bass: modified definition of bsb pot;
allowed multi-gear trips for bsb; allowed retention of
incidentally-caught fish on bsb trips

DOO

-

D
ce of

S

Dt;

Regulatory
Amendment
#4 (1992)

07/06/93

FR: 58 FR 36155

-Black Sea Bass: modified definition of bsb pot;
allowed multi-gear trips for bsb; allowed retention of
incidentally-caught fish on bsb trips

Regulatory
Amendment
#5 (1992)

07/31/93

PR: 58 FR 13732
FR: 58 FR 35895

-Established 8 SMZs off S. Carolina, where only hat
held, hook-and-line gear and spearfishing (excludin
powerheads) was allowed.

nd-

L]

Amendment
#6 (1993)

07/27/94

PR: 59 FR 9721
FR: 59 FR 27242

-commercial quotas for snowy grouper, golden tilefis
-commercial trip limits for snowy grouper, golden
tilefish, speckled hind, and warsaw grouper
-include golden tilefish in grouper recreational
aggregate bag limits

-prohibited sale of warsaw grouper and speckled hind

-100% logbook coverage upon renewal of permit
-creation of théculinaExperimental Closed Area
-data collection needs specified for evaluation of
possible future IFQ system

5h

Amendment
#7 (1994)

01/23/95

PR: 59 FR 47833
FR: 59 FR 66270

-12” FL — hodfish

-16” TL — mutton snapper
-required dealer, charter and headboat federal pern
-allowed sale under specified conditions

-specified allowable gear and made allowance for
experimental gear

-allowed multi-gear trips in N. Carolina

-added localized overfishing to list of problems and
objectives

-adjusted bag limit and crew specs. for charter and
head boats

-modified management unit for scup to apply south
Cape Hatteras, NC

-modified framework procedure

its

O
=n

Regulatory
Amendment
#6 (1994)

05/22/95

PR: 60 FR 8620
FR: 60 FR 19683

Established actions which applied only to EEZ off
Atlantic coast of FL: Bag limits — 5
hogfish/person/day (recreational only), 2 cubera
snapper/person/day > 30" TL; 12" TL — gray
triggerfish

Notice of
Control Date

04/23/97

62 FR 22995

-Anyone entering federal bsb pot fishery off S. Atlan
states after 04/23/97 was not assured of future adce

—

SS i

limited entry program developed.
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Document

All
Actions
Effective
By:

Proposed Rule
Final Rule

Major Actions. Note that not all details are
provided here. Please refer to Proposed and Final
Rules for all impacts of listed documents.

Amendment
#8 (1997)

12/14/98

PR: 63 FR 1813
FR: 63 FR 38298

-established program to limit initial eligibility for
shapper-grouper fishery: Must demonstrate landing
any species in SG FMU in 1993, 1994, 1995 or 199
and have held valid SG permit between 02/11/96 ar
02/11/97.

vessel landed 1,000 Ibs. of snapper-grouper spp. if
any of the years

-granted non-transferable permit with 225 Ib. trip lim
to all other vessels

-modified problems, objectives, OY, and overfishing
definitions

-expanded Council’s habitat responsibility

-allowed retention of snapper-grouper spp. in exces
bag limit on permitted vessel with a single bait rret o
cast nets on board

-allowed permitted vessels to possess filleted fish
harvested in the Bahamas under certain conditions.

-granted transferable permit with unlimited landingsii

s of

Aok

d

—

5 of

Regulatory
Amendment
#7 (1998)

01/29/99

PR: 63 FR 43656
FR: 63 FR 71793

-Established 10 SMZs at artificial reefs off South
Carolina.

Interim Rule
Request

1/16/98

-Council requested all Amendment 9 measures exc
black sea bass pot construction changes be
implemented as an interim request under MSA

ppt

Action
Suspended

5/14/98

-NMFS informed the Council that action on the inter
rule request was suspended

m

Emergency
Rule Request

9/24/98

-Council requested Amendment 9 be implemented
emergency rule

a

Request not
Implemented

1/22/99

-NMFS informed the Council that the final rule for
Amendment 9 would be effective 2/24/99; therefore

they did not implement the emergency rule
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Document

All
Actions
Effective
By:

Proposed Rule
Final Rule

Major Actions. Note that not all details are
provided here. Please refer to Proposed and Final
Rules for all impacts of listed documents.

Amendment
#9 (1998)

2/24/99

PR: 63 FR 63276
FR: 64 FR 3624

-Red porgy 14” length (recreational and commercial
5 fish rec. bag limit; no harvest or possession > bag
limit, and no purchase or sale, in March and April.
-Black sea bass10” length (recreational and
commercial); 20 fish rec. bag limit; required escape
vents and escape panels with degradable fasteners
bsb pots

possession > bag limit, and no purchase or sale, du
April; quota = 1,169,931 Ibs; began fishing year May
1; prohibited coring.

-Vermilion snapper 11" length (recreational)

or possession > bag limit, and no purchase or sale,
during March and April
-Black grouper 24" length (recreational and

no purchase or sale, during March and Apiril.
-Gag and Black groupemwithin 5 fish aggregate
grouper bag limit, no more than 2 fish may be gag g
black grouper (individually or in combination)

-All SG without a bag limit aggregate recreational b
limit 20 fish/person/day, excluding tomtate and blue
runners

-Vessels with longline geaboard may only possess

golden, blueline and sand tilefish.

-Greater amberjackl fish rec. bag limit; no harvest ar

snowy, warsaw, yellowedge, and misty grouper, and

in

ring

Gag: 24" length (recreational); no commercial harvest

commercial); no harvest or possession > bag limit, and

=

g

Amendment
#9 (1998)
resubmitted

10/13/00

PR: 63 FR 63276
FR: 65 FR 55203

-Commercial trip limit for greater amberjack

Regulatory
Amendment
#8 (2000)

11/15/00

PR: 65 FR 41041
FR: 65FR 61114

-Established 12 SMZs at artificial reefs off Georgia;
revised boundaries of 7 existing SMZs off Georgia t
meet CG permit specs; restricted fishing in new and
revised SMZs

@)

Emergency
Interim Rule

09/08/99,
expired
08/28/00

64 FR 48324
and
65 FR 10040

-Prohibited harvest or possession of red porgy.

Emergency
Action

9/3/99

64 FR 48326

application process

-Reopened the Snapper-Grouper Amendment 8 permit

Amendment
#10 (1998)

07/14/00

PR: 64 FR 37082
and 64 FR 59152
FR: 65 FR 37292

-ldentified EFH and established HAPCs for species
the SG FMU.

in
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Document All Proposed Rule Major Actions. Note that not all details are

Actions Final Rule provided here. Please refer to Proposed and Final
Effective Rules for all impacts of listed documents.
By:

-MSY proxy: goliath and Nassau grouper = 40% static

SPR; all other species = 30% static SPR

-OY: hermaphroditic groupers = 45% static SPR;
goliath and Nassau grouper = 50% static SPR
all other species = 40% static SPR

-Overfished/overfishing evaluations:

BSB: overfished (MSST=3.72 mp, 1995
biomass=1.33 mp); undergoing overfishing
(MFMT=0.72, F1991-1995=0.95)

Vermilion snapper: overfished (static SPR = 21-
27%).

Red porgy: overfished (static SPR = 14-19%).

Red snapper: overfished (static SPR = 24-32%)

Gag: overfished (static SPR = 27%)

Scamp: no longer overfished (static SPR = 35%)
Amendment 12/02/99 PR: 64 FR 27952 Speckled hind: overfished (static SPR = 8-13%)
#11 (1998d) FR: 64 FR 59126 Warsaw grouper: overfished (static SPR = 6-149%j)

Snowy grouper: overfished (static SPR = 5=15%

White grunt: no longer overfished (static SPR = 2P-
39%)

Golden tilefish: overfished (couldn’t estimate stati
SPR)

Nassau grouper: overfished (couldn’t estimatecstati
SPR)

Goliath grouper: overfished (couldn’t estimateistat
SPR)

-overfishing level: goliath and Nassau grouper =
F>F40% static SPR; all other species: = F>F30% static
SPR

Approved definitions for overfished and overfishing.
MSST = [(1-M) or 0.5 whichever is greater]*Bmsy.
MFMT = Fmsy

-Red porgy: MSY=4.38 mp; OY=45% static SPR;
MFMT=0.43; MSST=7.34 mp; rebuilding

Amendment 09/22/00 PR: 65 FR 35877 | timeframe=18 years (1999=year 1); no sale during Jan-
#12 (2000) FR: 65 FR 51248 | April; 1 fish bag limit; 50 Ib. bycatch comm. trip limit
May-December; modified management options and|list

of possible framework actions.

) -Extended for an indefinite period the regulation

Amendment 04/26/04 PR_‘ 68 FR 66069 prohibiting fishing for and possessing snapper-grouper
#13A (2003) FR: 69 FR 15731 L . X

spp. within theDculinaExperimental Closed Area.

-The Council is considering management measures| to
Notice of 10/14/05 70 ER 60058 f_urther limit participation or effort_ln the commemm
Control Date fishery for snapper-grouper species (excluding
Wreckfish).
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Document

All
Actions
Effective
By:

Proposed Rule
Final Rule

Major Actions. Note that not all details are
provided here. Please refer to Proposed and Final
Rules for all impacts of listed documents.

Amendment
#13C (2006)

10/23/06

PR: 71 FR 28841
FR: 71 FR 55096

- End overfishing of snowy grouper, vermilion snapq
black sea bass, and golden tilefish. Increase allowg
catch of red porgy. Year 1 = 2006.

1. Snowy Grouper Commercidduota (gutted weight)

Ibs gw in year 1, 175 Ibs gw in year 2, and 100 Ibs ¢
in year 3 onwards.

in 5 grouper per person/day aggregate bag limit.

2. Golden Tilefish Commercial: Quota of 295,000 Ib
gw, 4,000 Ibs gw trip limit until 75% of the quota is
taken when the trip limit is reduced to 300 Ibs gw. [
not adjust the trip limit downwards unless 75% is
captured on or before September 1.

Recreational: Limit possession to 1 golden tilefish in
grouper per person/day aggregate bag limit.

3. Vermilion Snapper Commercial: Quota of
1,100,000 Ibs gw.

Recreational: 12" size limit.

4. Black Sea Bass Commercial: Commercial quota
(gutted weight) of 477,000 Ibs gw in year 1, 423,00d
Ibs gw in year 2, and 309,000 Ibs gw in year 3
onwards. Require use of at least 2” mesh for the er
back panel of black sea bass pots effective 6 month
after publication of the final rule. Require black sea
bass pots be removed from the water when the quo
met. Change fishing year from calendar year to Jun
— May 31.
Recreational: Recreational allocation of 633,000 Ibs
in year 1, 560,000 Ibs gw in year 2, and 409,000 Ibg
in year 3 onwards. Increase minimum size limit fron
10" to 11" in year 1 and to 12” in year 2. Reduce
recreational bag limit from 20 to 15 per person per d
Change fishing year from the calendar year to June
through May 31.

5. Red Porgy Commercial and recreational

1. Retain 14" TL size limit and seasonal closure
(retention limited to the bag limit);

2. Specify a commercial quota of 127,000 Ibs gw an
prohibit sale/purchase and prohibit harvest and/or
possession beyond the bag limit when quota is take
and/or during January through April;

3. Increase commercial trip limit from 50 |bs ww to
120 red porgy (210 Ibs gw) during May through
December;

4. Increase recreational bag limit from one to theek
porgy per person per day.

= 151,000 Ibs gw in year 1, 118,000 Ibs gw in year 2
and 84,000 Ibs gw in year 3 onwards. Trip limit = 275

Recreational: Limit possession to one snowy grouper

er,
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Notice of
Control Date

3/8/07

72 FR 60794

-The Council may consider measures to limit
participation in the snapper-grouper for-hire fishery
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Document

All
Actions
Effective
By:

Proposed Rule
Final Rule

Major Actions. Note that not all details are
provided here. Please refer to Proposed and Final
Rules for all impacts of listed documents.

Amendment
#14 (2007)
Sent to NMFS
7/18/07

TBD

PR: 73 FR 32281
TBD

-Establish eight deepwater Type Il marine protected
areas (MPASs) to protect a portion of the population
habitat of long-lived deepwater snapper-grouper
species.

Amendment
#15A (2007)

3/14/08

73 FR 14942

- Establish rebuilding plans and SFA parameters for
snowy grouper, black sea bass, and red porgy.

Amendment
#15B (2008b)

TBD

TBD

- Prohibit the sale of bag-limit caught snapper-group
species.

-Reduce the effects of incidental hooking on sea tur|
and smalltooth sawfish.

- Adjust commercial renewal periods and
transferability requirements.

- Implement plan to monitor and assess bycatch,

- Establish reference points for golden tilefish.

- Establish allocations for snowy grouper (95% com
5% rec) and red porgy (50% com & 50% rec).

and

er

tles

&

Amendment
#16 (SAFMC
2008c)

TBD

TBD

-Specify SFA parameters for gag and vermilion
snapper

-For gag grouper: Specify interim allocations 51%cq
& 49%rec; rec & com spawning closure January
through April; directed com quota=348,440 pounds
gutted weight; reduce 5-grouper aggregate to 3-gro
and 2 gag/black to 1 gag/black and exclude captain
crew from possessing bag limit.

-For vermilion snapper: Specify interim allocations
68%com & 32%rec; directed com quota split Jan-
June=168,501 pounds gutted weight and 155,501
pounds July-Dec; reduce bag limit from 10 to 4 and
rec closed season October through May 15. In
addition, the NMFS RA will set new regulations bas
on new stock assessment.

-Require venting and dehooking tools.

m

Lper
&

D
o

Amendment
#17 (TBD)

TBD

TBD

- Establish annual catch limits and accountability
measures for snapper-grouper species currently
experiencing overfishing.

- Establish a rebuilding plan (rebuilding timeframe
and rebuilding strategy) for red snapper.

- Implement management measures to end overfis
and rebuild red snapper.

- Specify management reference points for red
snapper.

hing

Notice of
Control Date

December
4, 2008

TBD

Establishes a control date for the golden tilefish
fishery of the South Atlantic

Notice of
Control Date

December
4, 2008

TBD

Establishes control date for black sea bass pot fish
of the South Atlantic
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Document

All
Actions
Effective
By:

Proposed Rule
Final Rule

Major Actions. Note that not all details are
provided here. Please refer to Proposed and Final
Rules for all impacts of listed documents.

Amendment
18 (TBD)

TBD

TBD

Extend the range of the snapper-grouper FMP nort
and designate EFH in new areas; limit participation
and effort in the golden tilefish fishery; limit
participation and effort in the black sea bass pot
fishery; separate snowy grouper quota into
regions/states; separate the gag recreational étloc
into regions/states;

change the golden tilefish fishing year; improve the
accuracy, timing, and quantity of fisheries statistics
and update wreckfish ITQ program

o

Comprehensi
ve ACL
Amendment

TBD

TBD

Establish ABC control rules, establish ABCs, ACTs
and AMs for species not undergoing overfishing;
remove some species from South Atlantic FMUSs;
specify allocations among the commercial,
recreational, and for-hire sectors for species not
undergoing overfishing; limit the total mortality for
federally managed species in the South Atlantic to

the

ACTSs, and address spiny lobster issues.

1.4 Management Objectives

The following are the fishery management plan objestfee the snapper-grouper
fishery as specified by the Council. These were lasttadda Snapper-Grouper FMP
Amendment 8 (June 1996).

CoNoOO~WNE

Prevent overfishing.
Collect necessary data.
Promote orderly utilization of the resource.
Provide for a flexible management system.
Minimize habitat damage.
Promote public compliance and enforcement.

Mechanism to vest participants.

Promote stability and facilitate long-run planning.

Create market-driven harvest pace and increase produstuitnt

10 Minimize gear and area conflicts among fishermen.

11.Decrease incentives for overcapitalization.

12.Prevent continual dissipation of returns from fishiigpugh open access.
13.Evaluate and minimize localized depletion.

SOUTH ATLANTIC SNAPPER-GROUPER
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2 Alternatives

Section 2.1loutlines alternatives considered by the Council inahmgndment and
compares their environmental consequences (environmentaleeeres of the
alternatives are described in detaiSection 4.). These alternatives were identified and
developed through multiple processes, including the scopirmggsppublic hearings
and/or comments, interdisciplinary plan team meetings,naeetings of the Council, the
Council’'s Snapper-Grouper Committee, Snapper-Grouper Advizamngl, and Scientific
and Statistical Committee. Alternatives the Couceiisidered but eliminated from
detailed study during the development of this amendmememaibed irAppendix A.

2.1 Description of Alternatives

2.1.1 Extend Snapper-Grouper FMU Northward

Alternative 1 (no action). Do not change the current management boundaries of the
Snapper-Grouper FMU.

Alternative 2. Extend the management boundaries for all species &ripper-
Grouper FMU northward to include the Mid-Atlantic Councjlisisdiction (except for
black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup).

Alternative 3. Extend the management boundaries for all species &ripper-
Grouper FMU northward to include the Mid-Atlantic and Nevglnd Council’s
jurisdiction (except for black sea bass, golden tilefisid scup).

2.1.1.1 Comparison of Alternatives
Insert narrative
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Table 2-x. Summary of effects of Action 1 alternatives under maration.

Alternatives

Alternative 1.
(No Action).

Alternative 2.
Preferred.

Alternative 3.

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

Biological

Economic

Social

Administrati
ve

(+) beneficial; (++) significantly beneficial; (-paerse; (--) significantly adverse;
(+-) some beneficial and some adverse effects
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Alternatve 3,
Extend FMU to alzo

Alternative 2. Extend |
FMU to include
Mid-Atlantic EEX

e

Figure 2-x. FMU alternatives.

2.1.1.2 Council Conclusion
Insert narrative

2.1.2. Limit Participation in the golden tilefish fishery

Alternative 1. No-Action. Do not limit participation and effort in the golden fit
fishery.

Alternative 2. Limit participation and effort in the golden tilefisishery through the
implementation of a LAP program.

SOUTH ATLANTIC SNAPPER-GROUPER 2-3 ALTERNATIVES
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Alternative 3. Distribute golden tilefish gear specific endorsementshapper-grouper
permit holders that qualify under the eligibility recantents stated below. Only snapper-
grouper permit holders with a golden tilefish longline esdment or a golden tilefish
hook and line endorsement associated with their snappepgrpermit will be allowed

to target golden tilefish. The commercial quota wouldlloea@ed as 10% to those
holding golden tilefish hook and line endorsements and 90%os®tholding golden
tilefish longline endorsements. Also, change the dite to August®l Logbooks to
check catch history and trip tickets to verify.

Golden Tilefish Hook and Line Endorsement Eligibility Requirements
Sub-alternative 3A. To receive a golden tilefish hook and line endorsentkat
individual must have a average harvest of 1,000 pounds whémditiglual’'s best
three of five years from 2001-2005 are estimated.

Sub-Alternative 3B. To receive a golden tilefish hook and line endorsentkat,
individual must have a average harvest of 500 pounds whendik&lual’'s best
three of five years from 2001-2005 are estimated.

Golden Tilefish Longline Endorsemétligibility Requirements
Sub-Alternative 3C. To receive a golden tilefish longline endorsemenmt, th
individual must have a total of 2,000 pounds golden tilefish lualbgtween January
2005 and November 2007.

2.1.2.1 Comparison of Alternatives

Insert more narrative

The hook and line endorsement would be limited to thoseidugls/vessels
documenting an average of 500 pounds or more when the beSty@aifs from 2001-
2005 Sub-alternative 3A) or 1,000 pounds or more over the same pe$udb{
alternative 3B). Limiting the number of hook and line vessels to leemvX and Y
makes it possible to more closely monitor the fishergrtsure there is no bycatch of
speckled hind, warsaw grouper, and snowy grouper. The loregloh@rsement would be
limited to those individuals/vessels documenting a wftdal000 pounds of golden
tilefish caught between January 2005 and November 2R@-dlternative 30).

Limiting the number of longline vessels to Z makes &gplole to more closely monitor
the fishery to ensure there is not bycatch of speckled] warsaw grouper, and snowy
grouper.
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Table 2-x. Summary of effects of Action 2 alternatives under maration.

Alternatives

Alternative 1. Alternative 2. | Alternative 3. | Alternative 4 Alternative 5
(No Action). Preferred.

Biological

Economic

Social

Administrati
ve

(+) beneficial; (++) significantly beneficial; (-paerse; (--) significantly adverse;
(+-) some beneficial and some adverse effects

2.1.2.2 Council Conclusion

2.1.3 Limit Participation in the black sea bass pot fisheryAlternatives taken from
Amendment 15 before it was split out)

Alternative 1 (no action). Do not annually limit the number of black sea bass pots
deployed or pot tags issued to holders of Federal snapper-gregset permits.

Alternative 2. Require that each black sea bass pot in the water ea ainsa vessel in
the South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid idesatiion tag issued by NMFS. Limit
the black sea bass pot tags annually to 100 per holder efedfathapper-grouper vessel
permits. NMFS will issue new identification tags eéishing year that will replace the
tags from the previous fishing year.

Alternative 3. Require that each black sea bass pot in the wateseaatn a vessel in

the South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid idesatiion tag issued by NMFS. Limit
the black sea bass pot tags annually to 50 per holdedef&esnapper-grouper vessel

permits. Require that new identification tags be idsach fishing year.

Alternative 4. Require that each black sea bass pot in the water ea ainsa vessel in
the South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid idesatiion tag issued by NMFS. Limit
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the black sea bass pot tags annually to 25 per holdedef&esnapper-grouper vessel
permits. Require that new identification tags be idsach fishing year.

Alternative 5. Require that each black sea bass pot in the water ea ainsa vessel in
the South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid ideatiion tag issued by NMFS. Limit
the black sea bass pot tags annually to 100 per holder efédfathapper-grouper vessel
permits in year 1, 50 in year 2, and 25 in year 3 and onwatdsnodified. Require that
new identification tags be issued each fishing year.

Alternative 6. Require that each black sea bass pot in the wateseaatn a vessel in
the South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid idesatiion tag issued by NMFS. Limit
the black sea bass pot tags annually to 100 per holder efedfathapper-grouper vessel
permits in year 1 and 50 in year 2 and onwards until madifeMFS will issue new
identification tags each fishing year that will replétoe tags from the previous fishing
year.

Alternative 7. Require that each black sea bass pot in the wateseaatn a vessel in
the South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid ideatiion tag issued by NMFS. Limit
the number of black sea bass pots fished annually to 50 per bbléederal snapper-
grouper vessel permits for (a) any fishermen that is etlyrasing an average of less
than 55 pots (based on average number of pots fished ondtipsen 1/1/05 and
12/31/06) and (b) and fishermen entering the fishery afi¢@7/ For any fishermen
currently using an average of 55 or more pots (based oagevaumber of pots fished on
trips between 1/1/05 and 12/31/06), limit the number of blackass pots annually to
their average less as reduced by 10%. Limit the maximumbar of pots allowed per
holder of Federal snapper-grouper vessel permits to 125t thiemmumber of black sea
bass pot tags issued annually each holder of Federal snapppegressel permits to
the number of pots allowed plus 10% for damage and lossverweach permit holder
may only fish the number of pots allowed. The number of fishhed will be determined
from snapper-grouper logbooks that have been submitted €S\ or before 3/8/07.

Alternative 8. Black sea bass pots must be brought back to shtre ebnclusion of
each trip.

2.1.3.1 Comparison of Alternatives

Insert narrative

Table 2-x. Summary of effects of Action 3 alternatiueder consideration.

Alternatives
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Alternative 1. Alternative 2. | Alternative 3. | Alternative 4 Alternative 5
(No Action). Preferred.

Biological

Economic

Social

Administrati
ve

(+) beneficial; (++) significantly beneficial; (-paerse; (--) significantly adverse;
(+-) some beneficial and some adverse effects

2.1.3.2 Council Conclusions

2.1.4 Separate snowy grouper commercial quota into regions/states

Alternative 1. (No-Action). Do not separate snowy grouper commercial quota into
regions/states.

Alternative 2. Separate snowy grouper commercial quota into regions.

Alternative 3. Separate snowy grouper commercial quota by state.

ain?
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2.1.4.1 Comparison of Alternatives

Table 2-x. Summary of effects of Action 4 alternatives under maration.
Alternatives

Alternative 1. Alternative 2. | Alternative 3. | Alternative 4 Alternative 5
(No Action). Preferred.

Biological

Economic

Social

Administrati
ve

(+) beneficial; (++) significantly beneficial; (-paerse; (--) significantly adverse;
(+-) some beneficial and some adverse effects

2.1.4.2 Council Conclusions

2.1.5 Separate gag recreational allocation into regions/states

Alternative 1. No-Action. Do not separate gag recreational allocation into nsgspates.
Alternative 2. Separate gag recreational allocation into regions

Alternative 3. Separate gag recreational allocation into states.

2.1.5.1 Comparison of Alternatives
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Table 2-x. Summary of effects of Action 5 alternatives under maration.

Alternatives

Alternative 1. Alternative 2. | Alternative 3. | Alternative 4 Alternative 5
(No Action). Preferred.

Biological

Economic

Social

Administrati
ve

(+) beneficial; (++) significantly beneficial; (-paerse; (--) significantly adverse;
(+-) some beneficial and some adverse effects

2.1.5.2 Council Conclusions

2.1.6 Adjust Golden Tilefish Fishing Year

Alternative 1 (no action). Retain existing January'start date for the golden tilefish
fishing year.

Alternative 2. Change the start of the golden tilefish fishing yeamfJanuary % to
September L

Alternative 3. Change the start of the golden tilefish fishing yeamfJanuary % to
August £

Alternative 4. Change the start of the golden tilefish fishing yeamfJanuary % to

May 1%
Alternative 5. Remove the 300 Ib. trip limit when 75% of the quota is taken.

2.1.6.1 Comparison of Alternatives

Current commercial regulations for deepwater specieshanen in Table 2-x and
recreational regulations in Table 2-1Alternative 1 (no action) would not change the
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current start date of the golden tilefish fishing yeamfitanuary 1 Alternatives 2-4
would allow a large number of fishermen/vessels to taygleen tilefish after other
guotas have potentially been met and this could resaltliscard/release mortality of

speckled hind, warsaw grouper, and snowy grouper exceeding ffre AC

Table 2-x. Summary of effects of Action 6 alternatives under maration.

Alternatives

Alternative 1.
(No Action).

Alternative 2.
Preferred.

Alternative 3.

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

Biological

Economic

Social

Administrati
ve

(+) beneficial; (++) significantly beneficial; (-paerse; (--) significantly adverse;
(+-) some beneficial and some adverse effects

2.1.6.2 Council Conclusion
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2.1.7 Improvements to Data Reporting

2.1.7.1 Commercial

Note: The Council may choose more than one alternative as their preferre

Alternative 1 (no action). Retain existing data reporting systems for the comalerc
sector. Refer to Table 1-x for a list of current dafzorting programs.

Alternative 2. Require federally permitted snapper-grouper deafess|ectedto report
electronically (computer or fax) through the SAFIS syst8MFS is authorized to
require weekly or daily reporting as required.

Alternative 3. Require all permitted snapper-grouper dealers to reportaeelly
(computer or fax) through the SAFIS system; NMFS is@uzbd to require weekly or

daily reporting as required.

Alternative 4. Require all vessels with a Federal snapper-grouper Cari@aheermit to
have an electronic logbook tied to the vessel's GRf®anml the vessel. (if this is changed

to “if selected” it would be the same alternative a815B)

Alternative 5. Require vessels with a Federal snapper-Grouper Comireecrait, if
selectedto have a NMFS-approved observer onboard while fishingrfapper-grouper
in the South Atlantic EEZ.

2.1.7.1.1 Comparison of Alternatives

Insert Narrative

Table 2-x. Summary of effects of Action 7.1 alternativeder consideration.

Alternatives
Alternative 1. Alternative 2. | Alternative 3. | Alternative 4 Alternative 5
(No Action). Preferred.
Biological
Economic
Social
Administrati
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Lve | | | |

(+) beneficial; (++) significantly beneficial; (-paerse; (--) significantly adverse;
(+-) some beneficial and some adverse effects

2.1.7.1.2 Council Conclusion

2.1.7.2 For-Hire

Note: The Council may choose more than one alternative as their poeferre

Alternative 1 (no action). Retain existing data reporting systems for the forgector.
Refer to Table 1-x for a complete list of current dafzorting requirements.

Alternative 2. Require all vessels with a Federal For-Hire Peronieport electronically
(computer or fax) through the SAFIS system; NMFS is@uzbd to require weekly or
daily reporting as required.

Alternative 3. Requireselectedressels with a Federal For-Hire Permit to report
electronically (computer or fax) through the SAFIS syst8MFS is authorized to
require weekly or daily reporting as required.

Alternative 4. Require vessels operating with a Federal For-Hire pdéonmitaintain a
logbook for discard characteristics (e.g., size ansoreéor discarding)f selected

2.1.7.2.1 Comparison of Alternatives

Insert narrative

Table 2-x. Summary of effects of Action 7.2 alternatives undersaderation.

Alternatives
Alternative 1. Alternative 2. | Alternative 3. | Alternative 4 Alternative 5
(No Action). Preferred.
Biological
Economic
Social
Administrati
ve
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(+) beneficial; (++) significantly beneficial; (-paerse; (--) significantly adverse;
(+-) some beneficial and some adverse effects

2.1.7.2.2 Council Conclusion

2.1.7.3 Private Recreational

Alternative 1 (no action). Retain existing data reporting systems for the private
recreational sector. Refer to Table 1-x for a conaplist of current data reporting
requirements.

Alternative 2. Require vessels with a state recreational fishingidie¢o have an
electronic logbook tied to the vessel's GPS onboarddhksel, if selected.

Alternative 3. Require vessels with a state recreational fishingndied¢o carry a NMFS-
approved observer when on a trip in the South AtlaBtes this alternative stay??? If so
we need to consult with Science Center Staff to determinag level of coverage is
recommended.

Alternative 4. Implement a voluntary logbook for discard charadtesge.g., size and
reason for discarding) for vessels with a state réores fishing license. Note that we

need to consult with the MRIP coordinators on the sttdsdetails of their future data
gathering plans.

2.1.7.3.1 Comparison of Alternatives

Insert narrative

Table 2-x. Summary of effects of Action 7.3 alternatives undersaderation.

Alternatives
Alternative 1. Alternative 2. | Alternative 3. | Alternative 4 Alternative 5
(No Action). Preferred.
Biological
Economic
Social
Administrati
SOUTH ATLANTIC SNAPPER-GROUPER 2-13 ALTERNATIVES

AMENDMENT 18



Lve | | | |

(+) beneficial; (++) significantly beneficial; (-paerse; (--) significantly adverse;
(+-) some beneficial and some adverse effects

2.1.7.3.2 Council Conclusion

2.1.8 Update Wreckfish ITQ Program

Alternative 1. No-Action. Do not review and make updates as needed to the current
wreckfish ITQ program.

Alternative 2. Eliminate the current wreckfish ITQ program and replaitke alternate
effort limiting criteria for participation.

Alternative 3. Eliminate the current wreckfish ITQ program and do notapit with
any effort or participation limiting criteria.

Alterantive 4. Keep the wreckfish ITQ program, implement a cosbvecy program,
and establish a cap to limit the number of shares or esugo individual shareholder
may obtain.

2.1.8.1 Comparison of Alternatives

Insert narrative

Table 2-x. Summary of effects of Action 8 alternatives under maration.

Alternatives

Alternative 1. Alternative 2. | Alternative 3. | Alternative 4 Alternative 5
(No Action). Preferred.

Biological

Economic

Social

Administrati
ve

(+) beneficial; (++) significantly beneficial; (-paerse; (--) significantly adverse;
(+-) some beneficial and some adverse effects
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2.1.8.2 Council Conclusion

2.1.9 Designate EFH and EFH-CHAPCs for Snapper-Grouper iExtended
Jurisdictional Areas Under Action 1.

Alternative 1. No-Action. Do not designate snapper-grouper EFH EFH-HAPCs in new
jurisdictional areas encompassed in Action 1.

Alternative 2. Designate EFH and EFH-HAPCs for snapper-grouper indhé@ern
areas encompassed in Action 1.

2.9.1.1 Comparison of Alternatives

If the Council choosea&lternative 2 or 3 under Action 1., then Essential Fish Habitat
(EFH) and EFH-Habitat Areas of Particular ConcernHEHFAPCs) would need to be
specified for the areas north of North Carolina. Merslof the IPT responsible for
habitat issues have discussed this and agreed that it weoulddi efficient to consolidate
the EFH review, update, and revision under the Comprehensosy&em-Based
Amendment Il. This maximizes the efficiency of rafip the designations as well as
looking comprehensively at overlaps among species, gapsdddtto be close, etc.
Scoping for the CE-BA II will take place in January/Redyy 2009 and completion is
anticipated by the end of 2009. Therefore this works will thie timing for Snapper-
Grouper Amendment 18 with a target implementation dafawdary 1, 2010. Note:
This needs to be discussed at the Council level. Ittmigihmake sense to have the EFH
action in a separate document.

Table 2-x. Summary of effects of Action 9 alternatiueder consideration.

Alternatives
Alternative 1. Alternative 2. | Alternative 3. | Alternative 4 Alternative 5
(No Action). Preferred.
Biological
Economic
Social
Administrati
ve
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(+) beneficial; (++) significantly beneficial; (-paerse; (--) significantly adverse;
(+-) some beneficial and some adverse effects

2.1.9.2 Council Conclusions
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3 Affected Environment
3.1 Habitat

3.1.1 Inshore/Estuarine Habitat

Many deepwater snapper-grouper species utilize both pelagieatiddhabitats during
several stages of their life histories; larval staafdbese species live in the water column and
feed on plankton. Most juveniles and adults are demanshassociate with hard structures
on the continental shelf that have moderate to tefjefr(e.g., coral reef systems and artificial
reef structures, rocky hard-bottom substrates, ledgksares, sloping soft-bottom areas, and
limestone outcroppings). Juvenile stages of some snapp@pagrspecies also utilize inshore
seagrass beds, mangrove estuaries, lagoons, oysteramdembayment systems. In many
species, various combinations of these habitats may edtduring diurnal feeding
migrations or seasonal shifts in cross-shelf distrdmsti More detail on these habitat types is
found in Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 of the Council’'s Habiiat PPAFMC 1998e).

3.1.2 Offshore Habitat

Predominant snapper-grouper offshore fishing areas aredooatee bottom and shelf-edge
habitats, where water temperatures range from 11° to 252°@o(81° F) due to the

proximity of the Gulf Stream, with lower shelf habiteamperatures varying from 11° to 14° C
(52°to 57 F). Water depths range from 16 to 27 meters (54 to 90degteater for live-
bottom habitats, 55 to 110 meters (180 to 360 feet) for theesthgd habitat, and from 110 to
183 meters (360 to 600 feet) for lower-shelf habitat areas.

The exact extent and distribution of productive snapper-grdwgietat on the continental
shelf north of Cape Canaveral is unknown. Current siaggest from 3 to 30 percent of the
shelf is suitable habitat for these species. Theseblbttom habitats may include low relief
areas, supporting sparse to moderate growth of sessiléebrages, moderate relief reefs
from 0.5 to 2 meters (1.6 to 6.6 feet), or high relief ridatesr near the shelf break consisting
of outcrops of rock that are heavily encrusted witlsissmvertebrates such as sponges and
sea fan species. Live-bottom habitat is scatteredutarly over most of the shelf north of
Cape Canaveral, Florida, but is most abundant offshone northeastern Florida. South of
Cape Canaveral, the continental shelf narrows from 36 talometers (35 to 10 miles) wide,
thence reducing off the southeast coast of Florida anBlthiela Keys. The lack of a large
shelf area, presence of extensive, rugged living fossil ceefd, and dominance of a tropical
Caribbean fauna are distinctive benthic charactesisti this area.

Rock outcroppings occur throughout the continental shatif Cape Hatteras, North Carolina
to Key West, Florida (MaclIntyre and Milliman 1970; Millend Richards 1979; Parket al
1983), which are principally composed of limestone and catbaamdstone (Newtaat al
1971), and exhibit vertical relief ranging from less th&nt6.over 10 meters (33 feet). Ledge
systems formed by rock outcrops and piles of irregulsidgd boulders are also common.
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Parkeret al (1983) estimated that 24% (9,443%mof the area between the 27 and 101 meters
(89 and 331 feet) isobaths from Cape Hatteras, NC to Capav€ral, FL is reef habitat.
Although the benthic communities found in water depths &etw00 and 300 meters (328

and 984 feet) from Cape Hatteras, NC to Key West, relagively small compared to the
whole shelf, this area, based upon landing informatidisloérs, constitutes prime reef fish
habitat and probably significantly contributes to theltataount of reef habitat in this region.

Man-made artificial reef structures are also utilimedttract fish and increase fish harvests;
however, research on man-made reefs is limited andomsiiffer as to whether or not these
structures promote an increase of ecological biomasgrely concentrate fishes by
attracting them from nearby, natural un-vegetated areléiie@br no relief.

The distribution of coral and live hard bottom habitapeesented in the SEAMAP Bottom
Mapping Project is a proxy for the distribution of thesps within the snapper-grouper
complex. The method used to determine hard bottom hadlieed on the identification of
reef obligate species including members of the snapper-groapgriex. The Florida Fish
and Wildlife Research Institute (FWRI), using the besilable information on the
distribution of hard bottom habitat in the south Atiamegion, prepared ArcView maps for
the four-state project. These maps, which consolilate/n distribution of coral, hard/live
bottom, and artificial reefs as hard bottom, areuidetl in Appendix E of the Habitat Plan
(SAFMC 1998e). These maps are also available on theéttatr the Council’s following
Internet Mapping System websitéttp://ocean.floridamarine.org/efh_coral/ims/viewer.htm

The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources\AIBiogeographic
Characterization Branch, and the South Atlantic FisManagement Council cooperatively
generated additional information on managed specieSfusishore fish habitat. Plots of
the spatial distribution of offshore species were geeerfrom the Marine Resources
Monitoring, Assessment, and Prediction Program (MARM@A&h (Figures 35-41) in the
Habitat Plan (SAFMC 1998e). The plots should be considerpdiasconfirmation of the
presence of each species within the scope of the sampéiggapn. These plots, in
combination with the hard bottom habitat distributions gmésd in Appendix E of the Habitat
Plan (SAFMC 1998e), can be employed as proxies for ofissimapper-grouper complex
distributions in the south Atlantic region. Maps lué distribution of snapper-grouper species
by gear type based on MARMAP data can be generated thtbe@ouncil’s Internet
Mapping System at the following web address:
http://ocean.floridamarine.org/efh_coral/ims/viewer.htm
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3.1.3 Essential Fish Habitat

Essential fish habitat (EFH) is defined in the Magnus@w&ts Fishery Conservation and
Management Act as “those waters and substrates aegesdish for spawning, breeding,
feeding, or growth to maturity” (16 U.S. C. 1802(10)). Specétegories of EFH identified
in the South Atlantic Bight, which are utilized by fedgrananaged fish and invertebrate
species, include both estuarine/inshore and marine/offdreas. Specifically,
estuarine/inshore EFH includes: Estuarine emergent angroae wetlands, submerged
aquatic vegetation, oyster reefs and shell banks, iaaéflats, palustrine emergent and
forested systems, aquatic beds, and estuarine waterrcolddditionally, marine/offshore
EFH includes: Live/hard bottom habitats, coral and ceedls; artificial and manmade reefs,
Sargassunspecies, and marine water column.

EFH utilized by snapper-grouper species in this region iesledral reefs, live/hard bottom,
submerged aquatic vegetation, artificial reefs and mecdumgh profile outcroppings on and
around the shelf break zone from shore to at least 183 $r{é00 feet (but to at least 2,000
feet for wreckfish)] where the annual water temperatange is sufficiently warm to maintain
adult populations of members of this largely tropical éemplex. EFH includes the
spawning area in the water column above the adult halnitathe additional pelagic
environment, includingargassumrequired for survival of larvae and growth up to and
including settlement. In addition, the Gulf Stream i® &#&H because it provides a
mechanism to disperse snapper-grouper larvae.

For specific life stages of estuarine dependent and heae snapper-grouper species, EFH
includes areas inshore of the 30 meters (100-foot) contour asuattached macroalgae;
submerged rooted vascular plants (seagrasses); estuarigeeivwegetated wetlands
(saltmarshes, brackish marsh); tidal creeks; estuacind/shrub (mangrove fringe); oyster
reefs and shell banks; unconsolidated bottom (soft setneartificial reefs; and coral reefs
and live/hard bottom habitats.

3.1.3.1 Habitat Areas of Particular Concern

Areas which meet the criteria for essential fish tathabitat areas of particular concern
(EFH-HAPCSs) for species in the snapper-groupe rmanagaménihclude medium to high
profile offshore hard bottoms where spawning normallyossdocalities of known or likely
periodic spawning aggregations; near shore hard bottom atea®,0int, The Ten Fathom
Ledge, and Big Rock (North Carolina); The Charleston B(@guth Carolina); mangrove
habitat; seagrass habitat; oyster/shell habitat; altabiaets; all state-designated nursery
habitats of particular importance to snapper-groupergnary and Secondary Nursery
Areas designated in North Carolina); pelagic and be&aigassumHoyt Hills for
wreckfish; theOculinaBank Habitat Area of Particular Concern; all hermatyoral habitats
and reefs; manganese outcroppings on the Blake Platea@pandil-designated Artificial
Reef Special Management Zones (SMZs).

Areas that meet the criteria for designating essefigiahabitat-habitat areas of particular
concern include habitats required during each life stage (ingwdyg, larval, postlarval,
juvenile, and adult stages).
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In addition to protecting habitat from fishing related degiadahough FMP regulations, the
Council, in cooperation with NOAA Fisheries, activetynments on non-fishing projects or
policies that may impact essential fish habitat. Thar@il adopted a habitat policy and
procedure document that established a four-state Habitas@&gwanel and adopted a
comment and policy development process. With guidamce fthe Advisory Panel, the
Council has developed and approved habitat policies on:yeegpipration, development,
transportation and hydropower re-licensing; beach dredgiddilling and large-scale coastal
engineering; protection and enhancement of submerged aqugeiaten; and alterations to
riverine, estuarine and near shore flows (Appendix Badfitat Plan; SAFMC 1998e).

3.2 Biological/Ecological Environment
3.2.1 Species Most Impacted By This FMP Amendment

3.2.1.1 Gag, Mycteroperca microlepis

Gag occur in the Western Atlantic from North Carolinghe Yucatan Peninsula, and
throughout the Gulf of Mexico. Juveniles are sometinseved as far north as
Massachusetts (Heemstra and Randall 1993). Gag commanlyaialepths of 39-152 m
(131-498 ft) (Heemstra and Randall 1993) and prefer inshoreundeshelf-break habitats
(Hood and Schlieder 1992). Bullock and Smith (1991) indicated gduply do not move
seasonally between reefs in the Gulf of Mexico, bowsa gradual shift toward deeper water
with age. McGoveret al.(2005) reported extensive movement of gag along the Sxsiithe
United States. In a tagging study, 23% of the 435 recaptureti@agd distances greater that
185 km (100 nautical miles). Most of these individuals wegged off South Carolina and
were recaptured off Georgia, Florida, and in the GLMexico (McGoverret al. 2005).

Gag are probably estuarine dependent (Keenhal. 1988; Ross and Moser 1995; Koenig and
Coleman 1998; Strelcheelt al. 2003). Juveniles (age 0) occur in shallow grass beds along
Florida’s east coast during the late spring and summédlo(Band Smith 1991). Sea grass is
also an important nursery habitat for juvenile gag inthN@arolina (Ross and Moser 1995).
Post-larval gag enter South Carolina estuaries whematleel3 mm (0.5 inches) TL and 40
days old during April and May each year (Keeeteal. 1988), and utilize oyster shell rubble
as nursery habitat. Juveniles remain in estuarine sviiteyughout the summer and move
offshore as water temperatures cool during September aotedc Adults are often seen in
shallow water 5-15 m (16-49 ft) above the reef (Bullock amit{51991) and as far as 40-70
km (22-38 nautical miles) offshore.

Huntsmaret al. (1999) indicated gag are vulnerable to overfishing since tigelpag-lived,
late to mature, change sex, and aggregate to spawn. Trhatesdtnatural mortality rate is
0.14 (SEDAR 10 2007). Maximum reported size for gag is 145 cm (&Gh&s) TL and 36.5
kg (81 pounds) (Heemstra and Randall 1993), and maximum repgdesl 26 years (Harris
and Collins 2000). Gag is a sequential hermaphrodite, cltaagx from female to male with
increased size and age (Coleneaiial. 1996; McGoverret al. 1998; Colemaret al. 2000).

All individuals less than 87.5 cm (34.7 inches) TL are femal&t 105.0 cm (41.6 inches) TL,
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50% of fishes are males. Almost all gag are maleged greater than 120.0 cm (47.5 inches)
TL (McGovernet al. 1998).

Along the southeastern United States (1994-1995), sizestarfaturity is 50.8 cm (20.2
inches) TL, and 50% of gag females are sexually mature 2ac62(24.7 inches) (McGovern
et al. 1998). According to Harris and Collins (2000), age-at-firstunitgtis 2 years, and 50%
of gag are mature at 3 years. For data collected during 19781382 southeastern United
States, McGoverat al. (1998) reported the smallest mature females were 58.0 cm (22.9
inches) TL and 3 years old. Hood and Schlieder (1992) indicadstl females reach sexual
maturity at ages 5-7 in the Gulf of Mexico. Off the $maistern United States, gag spawn
from December through May, with a peak in March and ApdGovernet al. 1998).
Duration of planktonic larvae is about 42 days (Keened. 1988; Koenig and Coleman
1998; Lindemaret al. 2000). McGoverret al.(1998) reported the percentage of male gag
landed by commercial fishermen decreased from 20% during 1979-168d daring 1995-
1996. This coincided with a decrease in the mean lendtbhdanded. A similar decrease in
the percentage of males was reported in the Gulf ofiddgHood and Schleider 1992;
Colemaret al. 1996).

Adults are sometimes solitary, and can occur in groupsof0 individuals. They feed
primarily on fishes, crabs, shrimp, and cephalopodsrftdga and Randall 1993), and often
forage in small groups far from the reef ledge (Bulloo#t §mith 1991). Juveniles feed
primarily on crustaceans, and begin to consume fishes wWiey reach about 25 mm (1 inch)
in length (Bullock and Smith 1991; Mullaney 1994).

3.2.1.2 Snowy Grouper, Epinephelus niveatus

Snowy grouper occur in the Eastern Pacific and the West#antic from Massachusetts to
southeastern Brazil, including the northern Gulf of MexiRobins and Ray 1986). Itis
found at depths of 30-525 m (98-1,722 ft). Adults occur offshuee rocky bottom habitat.
Juveniles are often observed inshore and occasionalsguares (Heemstra and Randall
1993).

The snowy grouper is a protogynous species. The smathestgest male examined by
Wyanskiet al. (2000) was 72.7 cm (28.8 in) TL and age 8. The median sizegeraf anowy
grouper was 91.9 cm (34.5 in) and age 16. The largest spedisenved was 122 cm (48 in)
TL and 30 kg (66 Ibs), and 27 years old (Heemstra and Randall 19B8)maximum age
reported by Wyanslet al. (2000) is 29 years for fish collected off of North Caraland

South Carolina. Radiocarbon techniques indicate tloay gmouper may live for as long as
40 years (Harris, South Carolina Department of NatueabBrces, personal communication).
Wyanskiet al. (2000) reported that 50% of the females are mature acs#(21.3 in) TL and
5 years of age. The smallest mature female was 46.2&®i0) TL, and the largest
immature female was 57.5 cm (22.6 in) TL.

Females in spawning condition have been captured off meSkerida during May, June, and
August (Bullock and Smith 1991). In the Florida Keys, ripevididials have been observed
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from April to July (Moore and Labinsky 1984). Spawning seasepsrted by other
researchers are as follows: South Atlantic (noftGape Canaveral), April through
September (Wyansket al. 2000) and April through July (Parker and Mays 1998); and South
Atlantic (south of Cape Canaveral), May through Julafégloch 1984). Wyanskt al.

(2000) reported that snowy grouper spawn at depths from 176 to Z327rto(761 ft) off

South Carolina. Adults feed on fishes, gastropods, cejpbds$, and crustaceans (Heemstra
and Randall 1993).

3.2.1.3 Golden Tilefish, Lophalilus chamael eonticeps

Golden tilefish are distributed throughout the Westetlaric, occurring as far north as Nova
Scotia, to southern Florida, and in the eastern Guaf{ico (Robins and Ray 1986) (Table
3-1). According to Dooley (1978), golden tilefish occurs atliepf 80-540 meters (263-
1,772 feet). Robins and Ray (1986) report a depth range of 82-27%5 ({2:@-900 feet) for
golden tilefish. It is most commonly found at about 200ense(656 feet), usually over mud
or sand bottom but, occasionally, over rough bottono(®01978).

Maximum reported size is 125 centimeters (50”) total length3® kilograms (66 Ibs)
(Dooley 1978; Robins and Ray 1986). Maximum reported age is 40(y&arsset al. 2001).
Radiocarbon aging indicate golden tilefish may livedbleast 50 years (Harris, South
Carolina Department of Natural Resources, personal cancation). A recent SEDAR
assessment estimate natural mortality (M) at 0.08 GED 2004). Golden tilefish spawn
off the southeast coast of the U.S. from March thrdagghJuly, with a peak in April (Table
3-1; Harriset al 2001). Grimeet al. (1988) indicate peak spawning occurs from May
through September in waters north of Cape Canavermate@ tilefish primarily prey upon
shrimp and crabs, but also eat fishes, squid, bivalvedy@athurians (Dooley 1978).
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3.2.1.4 Black Sea BassCentropristis striata

Black sea bass occur in the Western Atlantic, fromngléd southeastern Florida, and in the
eastern Gulf of Mexico (McGovemt al. 2002) (Table 3-1). Separate populations were
reported to exist to the north and south of Cape Hatt®a) Carolina (Wennest al. 1986).
However, genetic similarities suggest this is one sthtdGovernet al. 2002). This species

is common around rock jetties and on rocky bottoms itiesthhavater (Robins and Ray 1986)
at depths from 2-120 meters (7-394 feet). Most adults @taepths from 20-60 meters (66-
197 feet) (Vaughast al. 1995).

Maximum reported size is 66.0 centimeters (26.1") total leagth3.6 kilograms (7.9 Ibs)
(McGovernet al. 2002). Maximum reported age is 10 years (McGoetiad. 2002);

however, ages as great as 20 years have been recordedMitAtlantic region (Lavenda
1949; Froese and Pauly 2003). Natural mortality is estartatee 0.30 (SEDAR 2 2003b).
The minimum size and age of maturity for females rguboff the southeastern U.S. coast is
10.0 centimeters (3.6”) standard length and age 0. All fenaatemature by 18.0 centimeters
(7.1”) standard length and age 3 (McGovetal.2002; Table 3-1). Wennet al.(1986)

report peak spawning occurs from March through May in thehSatlantic Bight.

McGovernet al. (2002) indicate black sea bass females are in spawningiooraliring
March-July, with a peak during March through May (McGowetral. 2002). Some spawning
also occurs during September and November. Spawning takesrpthe evening. Black
sea bass change sex from female to male (protogyny). [€d@minate the first 5 year
classes and individuals over the age of 5 are more cofymmles. The size at maturity and
the size at transition of black sea bass was smaltbe 1990s than during the early 1980s off
the southeast U.S. Black sea bass appear to compeasiite ibss of larger males by
changing sex at smaller sizes and younger ages (McGewvalr2002).

The diet of black sea bass is generally composed of ghcirab, and fish (Sedberry 1988).
Smaller black sea bass eat small crustaceans and itadygduals feed on decapods and
fishes.

3.2.2 Science Underlying the Management of Snapper-grouper Spesi®&lost Impacted
By This FMP Amendment

The status of gag, black sea bass, golden tilefish, andysgrouper has been recently
assessed through the Southeast Data, Assessment,\aewt RREDAR) process. .

The SEDAR process consists of a series of workshopsdaat ensuring that each assessment
is based on the best available scientific informatibimst, representatives from NOAA
Fisheries Service, state agencies, and the Southtidt@ouncil, as well as experts from non-
governmental organizations and academia, participateateaworkshop. The purpose of a
data workshop is to assemble and review available fisthepgndent and fishery-independent
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data and information on a stock, and to develop consehsus$ ahat constitutes the best
available scientific information on the stock, howttinformation should be used in an
assessment, and what type of stock assessment rhodél e employed.

Second, assessment biologists from these agenciesgamzations participate in a stock
assessment workshop, where data from the data workshoypatrénto one or more stock
assessment models (e.g., production, age-structured, léngttued, etc.) to generate
estimates of stock status and fishery status. Genenallyiple runs of each model are
conducted: base runs and a number of additional runs tarexaensitivity of results to
various assumptions (e.g., different natural mortalitygadifferent data sets/catch periods,
etc.).

Finally, a stock assessment review workshop is convenaavale representatives from the
Center for Independent Experts the opportunity to peer retewesults of the stock
assessment workshop. Representatives from NOAA Fisheeiice, the South Atlantic
Council, and constituent groups may attend and observe\tigswbut the actual review is
conducted by the Center for Independent Experts. The eubcientific and Statistical
Committee (SSC) then reviews the report of the steskssment review workshop.

The review portion of the SEDAR process has helped ingptioer acceptance of stock
assessments. However, continued lack of basic fisteeyhas resulted in uncertainty in the
assessment results. Each SEDAR Review Panel hagi@esignificant shortcomings in
data and research (see Section 4.3 for a detailed hes@&rch and data needs). In addition,
not all of the reviews have been completed with 100%estsss.

3.2.2.1 Gag assessment and stock status

SEDAR assessment

The stock of gag off the United States South Atlantis assessed during a SEDAR
assessment workshop, held at the Wyndham Grand Bay, INo&ehi, Florida, on May 1-5,
2006. The workshop’s objectives were to complete the SEDRBenchmark assessment of
gag and to conduct stock projections. Participants ibéhehmark assessment included
state, federal, and university scientists, as well am@ibmembers and staff, and various
observers. All decisions regarding stock assessmeahbdwand acceptable data were made
by consensus (SEDAR 10 2007).

Available data on the stock included abundance indicestded landings, and samples of
annual size compositions and age compositions from fishegggndent sources. Three
fishery—dependent abundance indices were developed by theatéhop: one from the
NOAA Fisheries Service headboat survey, one from dmencercial logbook program, and
one from the MRFSS survey. There were no usable fisinetependent abundance data for
this stock of gag. Landings data were available fromealleational and commercial
fisheries. The assessment included data through 2004.
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A forward projecting statistical model of catch at ageswsed as the primary assessment
model. In addition, an age-aggregated production model wddwsgvestigate results under
a different set of model assumptions. The assessnwkshop developed two base runs: one
assuming a time-varying catch-ability and one assumingamnsatch-ability for the fishery
dependent indices. Each base run of the catch-at-adel mas used for estimation of
benchmarks and stock status.

Stock projections were evaluated under five scenariosngtan 2008. Each scenario applied
the current fishing mortality rate (F) in years 2005-2007rtiBgain 2008, the five projection
scenarios included: (1) current F, (2jsF, (3) 85% of sy, (4) 75% of ksy, and (5) 65% of

Fuvsy.

Status
The gag stock in the Atlantic is undergomyerfishing as of 2004 (last year of data in the stock
assessment). This means fish are being removed maidygnan the stock can replace them
such that the maximum sustainable yield (MSY) cannot bewaed. The Council compares the
current fishing mortality rate (F) to the level of fisgimortality that would result in overfishing
(maximum fishing mortality threshold or MFMT) and if therrent F is greater than the MFMT,
overfishing is occurring. For gag the most recent estimathe fishing mortality rate (F) is from
2004 and was = 0.310. The Council is using the fishing mortatieythat would produce the
maximum sustainable yield gy = 0.237) as the maximum fishing mortality threshold.
Comparing these two numbers:

b FZOOL{MFMT = 0.310/0.237 = 1.309
This comparison is referred to as theerfishing ratio. If the ratio is greater than 1, then
overfishing is occurring.

The gag stock in the Atlantic was rterfished as of the start of 2005. This means that the
spawning stock biomass (pounds of spawning fish in the waterndideen reduced below the
level that could produce the maximum sustainable yield. Cchencil compares the current
spawning stock biomass (SSB) to the level of spawning stookasis that could be rebuilt to the
level to produce the MSY in 10 years. This is referredgtin@ minimum spawning stock
biomass or MSST. For gag, the estimated level of spavetiro biomass in 2005 was
7,470,000 pounds gutted weight (gw). The Minimum stock siashimd (MSST) = 6,816,000
pounds gw. Comparing these two numbers:

* SSBdMSST =7,470,000/6,816,000 = 1.096
This comparison is referred to as theerfished ratio. If the ratio is less than 1, then the
stock is overfished.

3.2.2.2 Black sea bass assessment and stock status

SEDAR assessment

Black Sea Bass was assessed at the second SEDAR (SER@F3b). Data for the SEDAR
assessment were assembled and reviewed at a data workihdprimg the week of October
7, 2002 in Charleston, South Carolina. The assessrikzrgdicommercial and recreational
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landings, as well as abundance indices and life histdmymation from fishery-independent
and fishery-dependent sources. Six abundance indicesdseeloped by the data workshop.
Two CPUE indices were used from the NMFS headboat syih8%#8-2001) and the MRFSS
recreational survey (1992-1998). Four indices were derived@BUE observed by the
South Carolina MARMAP fishery-independent monitoring progrédfto(ida” trap index,
1981-1987; blackfish trap index, 1981-1987; hook and line index, 1981-1987; amdrchev
trap index, 1990-2001) (SEDAR 2 2003b).

Age-structured and age-aggregated production models were dppdiedilable data at the
assessment workshop. The age-structured model was cedsiderprimary model, as
recommended by participants in the data workshop. The asselssment indicated black sea
bass was overfished and overfishing was occurring.

At the request of the South Atlantic Council, the SEDganel convened to update the 2003
black sea bass stock assessment, using data through 20aB8canduct stock projections
based on possible management scenarios (SEDAR Update #1 Z0@5)pdate indicated the
stock was still overfished and overfishing was still odagrbut results showed the stock was
much more productive that previously indicated. The stoalddoe rebuilt to the biomass
level capable of producing the maximum sustainable yiefdywars if all fishing mortality
were eliminated; previously this was estimated to take aisy&SEDAR 2 2003b).

Stock Status
The black sea bass stock in the Atlantic is undergowegfishing and isoverfished as of
2004 (last year of data in the stock assessment updaieplack sea bass the most recent
estimate of the fishing mortality rate is from 2003 and w&.64 and frsy = 0.429 as the
maximum fishing mortality threshold. Comparing these twmbers:

i FZOQJMFMT =0.729/0.355 =6.15
This comparison is referred to as theerfishing ratio. If the ratio is greater than 1, then
overfishing is occurring.

The black sea bass stock in the Atlantiousrfished For black sea bass, the estimated level of
spawning stock biomass in 2005 was 4,099,884 pounds whole weighMifliheim stock size
threshold (MSST) = 10,511,633 pounds whole weight. Compdreggttwo numbers:

* SSBdMSST =4,099,884/10,511,633 = 0.39
If the ratio is less than 1, then the stock is osldd.

3.2.2.3 Snowy grouper assessment and stock status

SEDAR assessment

The data workshop convened in Charleston, SC during tek @feNovember 3, 2003 to
examine data from eight deep-water species for assespmgonses (SEDAR 4 2004). The
group determined that data were adequate to conduct assesemsnbwy grouper and
tilefish. Four indices were available for snowy groupeluding a logbook index, headboat
index, MARMAP trap index, and MARMAP short longline indekhe assessment workshop
chose not to use the logbook index for snowy groupee shis species forms aggregations
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and has been known to be taken in large numbers oeeksir Commercial and recreational
landings as well as life history information from fispémdependent and fishery-dependent
sources were used in the assessment.

Estimates were made of several time series of managemerest. These include annual
exploitation rate, fishing mortality rate, total langsn number of recruits, mature biomass,
and total biomass. Results show a population beginningliaelas early as 1966, reaching
its lowest levels in the most recent years. Immirepexploitation of snowy grouper begins at
about the same time as the population decline, whichidemavith an increase in the
reported landings of snowy grouper.

Stock Status
The snowy grouper stock in the Atlantic is undergamgrfishing and isoverfished as of
2004 (last year of data in the stock assessment). nBarysgrouper the most recent estimate
of the fishing mortality rate is from 2002 and was = 0.154Fr¢ = 0.05 as the maximum
fishing mortality threshold. Comparing these two numbers:

L onoz/MFMT = 0.154/0.05 = 3.08
This comparison is referred to as theerfishing ratio. If the ratio is greater than 1, then
overfishing is occurring.

The snowy grouper stock in the Atlanticogerfished For snowy grouper, the estimated level of
spawning stock biomass in 2003 was 869,503 pounds whole weighMifinaum stock size
threshold (MSST) = 3,498,735 pounds whole weight. Compé#nege two numbers:

*  SSBdMSST =869,503/3,498,735 = 0.25
If the ratio is less than 1, then the stock is osbdd. In the absence of fishing it was
determined that it would take 13 years to rebuild the stoBlg$9. The maximum
recommended rebuilding time is 34 years based on the farfuk (13 years) + one
generation time (21 years).

The estimated stock status for snowy grouper in 2002 is tpwit, median of 18% for
SSB(2002)/SSRksy. This corresponds to a stock status in 2002 relativeet@itgin stock

size [SSB(2002)/SSBvirgin] of about 5%. The input dataHerassessment model do not
include a consistent abundance index that covers thiewhee period of the model. The
headboat CPUE and length composition data extends ba& & but changes in the fishery
make interpretation of the observed trends in this inbieult. The headboat fishery moved
inshore during the data period and consequently selectivibgifishery changed. In the age-
structured modeling, this was accommodated by dividing thebbaathdex into three time
periods: with constant selectivity in 1972—-1976, a possiblyréiffeconstant selectivity in
1992-2002, and selectivity varying between them in 1977-1991. The otimelasce indices
do not start until 1990 or later. Therefore, the model malgton data sources other than
abundance indices for determining stock status.

Other data that provide information on stock statuster@verage weight and length from the
fisheries landings as well as the observed age and leogtposition data. The 2002 average
weights and lengths from the commercial fisheries suggegpopulation is at very low

levels. The average weight and length in 2002 from thdlime fishery suggests the

SOUTH ATLANTIC SNAPPER-GROUPER AFFECTED ENVIRONME
AMENDMENT 18
3-11



population is near 11% and 3% of S&B respectively. The average weight and length in
2002 from the longline fishery suggests the population is4%%rand 28% of SSRBy,
respectively. The length composition data from the mesgnt years (2000-2002) also
suggests a depleted population of snowy grouper. The obdddength distributions are
skewed toward smaller fish compared to an equilibriungjrvistate length composition.

3.2.2.4 Golden tilefish assessment and stock status

There two indices of abundance available for the golden tilsf@tk assessment. A fishery-
independent index was developed from MARMAP horizontal longlinE®R 4 2004). A
fishery-dependent index was developed from commercial logbookldetey the data workshop.
Commercial and recreational landings as well as life hisidoymation from fishery-independent
and fishery-dependent sources were used in the assessmeatist& sk catch-at-age model and a
production model were used to assess the golden tilefish population.

Exploitation status in 2002 was analyzed relative to the maximumdishortality threshold
(MEMT; limit reference point irfF). The MFMT was assumed equal tesk or Rysy, depending
on the measure of exploitation. Stock status in 2002 was estimatécerelsSSBisy and to
maximum spawning size threshold (MSST). The MSST was computed asanfcauft SSBusy.
Restrepeet al.(1998) recommend a default definition for that fractiocrmax(1 - M,1/2), where
M is the natural mortality rate. However, this definition doesacobunt for age-dependét as
was used in this assessment. Hence to accommodate the defaulbdefratonstaril was
computed that would correspond to an age-depemdgey providing the same proportion of
survivors at the maximum observed alje -log(P)/A whereP is the proportion survivors at
maximum observed ag§. This value of constaml was computed uniquely for each of the
MCB runs.

Overfishing of golden tilefish (F>MFMT) began in the early 1980’s ardcleatinued in most
years since then. The population responded to the fishing witla@yspopulation decline to
levels near SSisy starting in the mid-1980’s. The median value of E(200&y¥kEs 1.55, with a
10nto 90-percentile range of [0.77,3.25]. The median value of F(20Q2)/B 1.53, with a range
of [0.72,3.31]. The median value of SSB(2002)/888s 0.95, with a range of [0.61,1.53]. The
median value of SSB(2002)/MSST is 1.02, with a range of [0.65,1.67].

It appears likely that overfishing was occurring in 2002; howevetétss clear whether the stock
was overfished in 2002. The data do not include an abundance index that lvewstire
assessment period. To determine stock status, therefore, the asgessm

must rely in part on other data sources, such as average weightgthdrem landings as well as
the observed age and length composition data. This was exploredotidiveng way: Assuming
an equilibrium age-structure, the predicted average weight of largtefiidm commercial
fisheries is portrayed as a function of stock status. The averadget we202 from the handline
fishery suggests that the population is near 52% ofS8Bhe average weight in 2002 from the
longline fishery suggests that the population is near 100.1% ofsSSH aken together, these
results are consistent with those from the assessment thatthe stock is on the border between
overfished and not overfished, and that the variability around the ggiintate of stock status
includes both possibilities. The length composition data fr@mtost recent years (2000 to
2002) also suggests that golden tilefish SSB is neamSSBObserved length distributions are
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skewed toward smaller fish as compared to an equilibrium vieggth composition, but
correspond to the predicted length composition ats8BUnderF=0, the median projection
depicts a tilefish stock that recovers to $SBwithin one year.

3.2.3 Other Affected Council-Managed Species

Gag and vermilion snapper are targeted by fishermen amdm@only taken on trips
together. Red grouper, scamp, blueline tilefish, red snagger triggerfish, greater
amberjack, white grunt, and others are also targeted by emiahfishermen and are taken
on trips with gag and vermilion snapper. Gag and vermdimapper are commonly taken on
trips by recreational fishermen with white grunt, black sass, red snapper, gray triggerfish,
and red porgy. A detailed description of the life histdrihese species is provided in the
snapper-grouper SAFE report (NMFS 2005).

3.2.4 Protected Species

There are 31 different species of marine mammals tagtaocur in the EEZ of the South
Atlantic region. All 31 species are protected under théP¥A and six are also listed as
endangered under the ESA (i.e., sperm, sei, fin, bluepback, and North Atlantic right
whales). There are no known interactions between tbheh2dlantic snapper-grouper fishery
and marine mammals. Other species protected under th@&siing in the South Atlantic
include five species of sea turtle (green, hawksbill, Kemley, leatherback, and
loggerhead); the smalltooth sawfish; and #aoporacoral species (elkhori\cropora
palmatd and staghornA. cervicorni$). A discussion of these species is included below.
Designated critical habitat for the northern rightakehalso occurs within the South Atlantic
region.

The impacts of the South Atlantic snapper-grouper fisharigSA-listed species were
evaluated in a biological opinion on the continued authtian of snapper-grouper fishing
under the South Atlantic Snapper-Grouper Fishery Managet@mtand Amendment 13C
(NMFES 2006). The opinion stated the fishery was not likelgdversely affect Northern right
whale critical habitat, seabirds, or marine mammalks KfdFS 2006 for discussion on these
species). However, the opinion did state that the snappeaper fishery would adversely
affect sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish. A discussfdhese species is included below.

NOAA Fisheries Service conducted an informal Sectionnsgibation on July 9, 2007,
evaluating the impacts of the South Atlantic snappewggofishery on ESA-listedcropora
species. The consultation concluded that the continpexhtion of the snapper-grouper
fishery was not likely to adversely affect newly Ig#croporaspecies. On November 26,
2008, a final rule designatim&croporacritical habitat was published in thederal Register
A memo dated December 2, 2008, evaluated the effects obtiimued authorization of the
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South Atlantic snapper-grouper fisheryAcroporacritical habitat pursuant to Secti@nThe
evaluation concluded the proposed actions are not likedgversely affecicroporacritical
habitat.

3.2.4.1 ESA-Listed Sea Turtles

Green, hawksbill, Kemp’s ridley, leatherback, and loggadhsea turtles are all highly
migratory and travel widely throughout the South Atlanfihe following sections are a brief
overview of the general life history characteristicshef sea turtles found in the South
Atlantic region. Several volumes exist that cover biology and ecology of these species
more thoroughly (i.e., Lutz and Musick (eds.) 1997, laital. (eds.) 2002).

Green sea turtle hatchlings are thought to occupy pelagic afdas open ocean and are
often associated witBargassunnafts (Carr 1987, Walker 1994). Pelagic stage green sea
turtles are thought to be carnivorous. Stomach saroplbese animals found ctenophores
and pelagic snails (Frick 1976, Hughes 1974). At approximately 2B ton carapace length,
juveniles migrate from pelagic habitats to benthic forggireas (Bjorndal 1997). As
juveniles move into benthic foraging areas a diet sbnftards herbivory occurs. They
consume primarily seagrasses and algae, but are alsot&rmmusume jellyfish, salps, and
sponges (Bjorndal 1980, 1997; Paredes 1969; Mortimer 1981, 1982). The @nitmesanf

all sea turtles species vary by their life stages. magimum diving range of green sea turtles
is estimated at 110 m (360 ft) (Frick 1976), but they are megué&ntly making dives of less
than 20 m (65 ft.) (Walker 1994). The time of these dil&s @aries by life stage. The
maximum dive length is estimated at 66 minutes with mastsdasting from 9 to 23 minutes
(Walker 1994).

Thehawksbill's pelagic stage lasts from the time they leave théngekeach as hatchlings
until they are approximately 22-25 cm in straight carapagghe(Meylan 1988, Meylan and
Donnelly 1999). The pelagic stage is followed by residemdevelopmental habitats
(foraging areas where juveniles reside and grow) istebavaters. Little is known about the
diet of pelagic stage hawksbills. Adult foraging typigalccurs over coral reefs, although
other hard-bottom communities and mangrove-fringed areascaupied occasionally.
Hawksbills show fidelity to their foraging areas overesavyears (van Dam and Diéz 1998).
The hawksbill's diet is highly specialized and consistsarily of sponges (Meylan 1988).
Gravid females have been noted ingesting coralline stbgiveeylan 1984) and calcareous
algae (Anderes Alvarez and Uchida 1994), which are believeel possible sources of
calcium to aid in eggshell production. The maximum diving liept these animals are not
known, but the maximum length of dives is estimated at mh&Gtes. More routinely, dives
last about 56 minutes (Hughes 1974).

Kemp’s ridley hatchlings are also pelagic during the early stageseddititl feed in surface
waters (Carr 1987, Ogren 1989). Once the juveniles reacbhxapaitely 20 cm carapace
length they move to relatively shallow (less thambBenthic foraging habitat over
unconsolidated substrates (Marquez-M. 1994). They havédedsoobserved transiting long
distances between foraging habitats (Ogren 1989). Kendgpeysifeeding in these nearshore
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areas primarily prey on crabs, though they are also krnioungest mollusks, fish, marine
vegetation, and shrimp (Shaver 1991). The fish and shrimmplseridleys ingest are not
thought to be a primary prey item but instead may beescgad opportunistically from
bycatch discards or from discarded bait (Shaver 199NMenGheir predilection for shallower
water, Kemp'’s ridleys most routinely make dives of 50mess (Soma 1985, Byles 1988).
Their maximum diving range is unknown. Depending onitbestage a Kemp’s ridleys may
be able to stay submerged anywhere from 167 minutes to 300 mihotegh dives of 12.7
minutes to 16.7 minutes are much more common (Soma 1985, Mendoa Pritchard 1986,
Byles 1988). Kemp’s ridleys may also spend as much as 9@88¢éiotime underwater (Soma
1985, Byles 1988).

Leatherbacksare the most pelagic of all ESA-listed sea turtlesspmhd most of their time

in the open ocean. Although they will enter coastlens and are seen over the continental
shelf on a seasonal basis to feed in areas wheyggklare concentrated. Leatherbacks feed
primarily on cnidarians (medusae, siphonophores) and tesicéinlike other sea turtles,
leatherbacks’ diets do not shift during their life cycl®ecause leatherbacks’ ability to
capture and eat jellyfish is not constrained by sizeger they continue to feed on these
species regardless of life stage (Bjorndal 1997). Leathksbare the deepest diving of all sea
turtles. It is estimated that these species can dieedess of 1000 m (Eckest al. 1989) but
more frequently dive to depths of 50 m to 84 m (Eckerl. 1986). Dive times range from a
maximum of 37 minutes to more routines dives of 4 to 14.5 ein{8tandorat al. 1984,
Eckertet al. 1986, Eckeret al. 1989, Keinath and Musick 1993). Leatherbacks may spend
74% to 91% of their time submerged (Standetral. 1984).

Loggerheadhatchlings forage in the open ocean and are often agsgevithSargassum

rafts (Hughes 1974, Carr 1987, Walker 1994, Bolten and Balazs 19B&)pelagic stage of
these sea turtles are known to eat a wide range of timclgsling salps, jellyfish, amphipods,
crabs, syngnathid fish, squid, and pelagic snails (Brongel®72). Stranding records
indicate that when pelagic immature loggerheads reach 46:&fraight-line carapace length
they begin to live in coastal inshore and nearshatens of the continental shelf throughout
the U.S. Atlantic (Witzell 2002). Here they forage okard- and soft-bottom habitats (Carr
1986). Benthic foraging loggerheads eat a variety of inveates with crabs and mollusks
being an important prey source (Burdeal. 1993). Estimates of the maximum diving depths
of loggerheads range from 211 m to 233 m (692-764+ft.) (Thetya 1984, Limpus and
Nichols 1988). The lengths of loggerhead dives are frequbatlyeen 17 and 30 minutes
(Thayeret al. 1984, Limpus and Nichols 1988, Limpus and Nichols 1994, Laalyah 1989)
and they may spend anywhere from 80 to 94% of their time exgiaal (Limpus and Nichols
1994, Lanyaret al. 1989).

3.2.4.2 ESA-Listed Marine Fish

Historically thesmalltooth sawfishin the U.S. ranged from New York to the Mexico border.
Their current range is poorly understood but believed to taveacted from these historical
areas. Inthe South Atlantic region, they are mmostmonly found in Florida, primarily off
the Florida Keys (Simpfendorfer and Wiley 2004). Only samalltooth sawfish have been
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recorded north of Florida since 1963 [the first was captofielorth Carolina in 1999
(Schwartz 2003) and the other off Georgia 2002 (Burgess unpubdishted. Historical
accounts and recent encounter data suggest that immatiwiduals are most common in
shallow coastal waters less than 25 m (Bigelow and Sdardé53, Adams and Wilson
1995), while mature animals occur in waters in excess of Hd@rsn(Simpfendorfer pers.
comm. 2006). Smalltooth sawfish feed primarily on fiskullet, jacks, and ladyfish are
believed to be their primary food resources (Simpfend@3@1). Smalltooth sawfish also
prey on crustaceans (mostly shrimp and crabs) by distuboittgm sediment with their saw
(Norman and Fraser 1938, Bigelow and Schroeder 1953).

3.2.4.3 ESA-Listed Marine Invertebrates

Elkhorn (Acropora palmatapnd staghorn/. cervicorni coral were listed as threatened
under the ESA on May 9, 2006. The AtlamiicroporaStatus ReviewAcroporaBiological
Review Team 2005) presents a summary of published literatdrether currently available
scientific information regarding the biology and stattisaih these species.

Elkhorn andstaghorn corals are two of the major reef-building corals in tlidewCaribbean.

In the South Atlantic region, they are found most comignm the Florida Keys; staghorn coral
occurs the furthest north with colonies documented difi Beach, Florida (26°3'N). The depth
range for these species ranges from <1 mto 60 m. Theadptepth range for elkhorn is
considered to be 1 to 5 m depth (Goreau and Wells 1967), wdmgleasn corals are found
slightly deeper, 5 to 15 m (Goreau and Goreau 1973).

All Atlantic Acroporaspecies (including elkhorn and staghorn coral) are caeside be
environmentally sensitive, requiring relatively clear)lweeculated water (Jaagt al. 1989).
Optimal water temperatures for elkhorn and staghorr camge from 25° to 29°C (Ghiold
and Smith 1990, Williams and Bunkley-Williams 1990). Botlcsgseare almost entirely
dependent upon sunlight for nourishment, contrasting theiveasoulder-shaped species in the
region (Porter 1976, Lewis 1977) that are more depenterwoplankton. Thus, Atlantic
Acroporaspecies are much more susceptible to increases intwdtielity than some other

coral species.

Fertilization and development of elkhorn and staghoralsas exclusively external.
Embryonic development culminates with the developmeptastktonic larvae called
planulae (Balet al. 1977, Sammarco 1980, Rylaarsdam 1983). Unlike most other coral
larvae, elkhorn and staghorn planulae appear to peefattle on upper, exposed surfaces,
rather than in dark or cryptic ones (Szmant and MA@06), at least in a laboratory setting.
Studies of elkhorn and staghorn corals indicated thgedacolonies of both species had
higher fertility rates than smaller colonies (Soong lazwg 1992).

3.2.4.4 South Atlantic Snapper-Grouper Fishery Interactions with ESA-
Listed Species
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Sea turtlesare vulnerable to capture by bottom longline and vertioak-and-line gear. The
magnitude of the interactions between sea tuathesthe South Atlantic snapper-grouper
fishery was evaluated in NMFS (2006) using data from the Sappitary Discard Data
Program (SDDP). Three loggerheads and three unidergé@durtles were caught on
vertical lines; one leatherback and one loggerhead vegight on bottom longlines, all were
released alive (Table 3-1). The effort reported programesented between approximately
5% and 14% of all South Atlantic snapper-groupe rfishing effbhese data were
extrapolated in NMFS (2006) to better estimate the numbeteractions between the entire
snapper-grouper fishery and ESA-listed sea turtles. Thepetated estimate was used to
project future interactions (Table 3-2).

The SDDP does not provide data on recreational fishing attens with ESA-listed sea
turtle species. However, anecdotal information ineégahat recreational fishermen
occasionally take sea turtles with hook-and-line gede Hiological opinion also used the
extrapolated data from the SDDP to estimate the magnifugereational fishing on sea
turtles (Table 3-2).

Smalltooth sawfishare also considered vulnerable to capture by bottontitnengnd vertical
hook-and-line gear based on their capture in other soutis@sties using such gear
(Poulakis and Seitz 2004; Simpfendorfer and Wiley 2004). S@d&® does not include any
reports of smalltooth sawfish being caught in the Sotikdn#ic commercial snapper-grouper
fishery. There are no other documented interactiotvgeasn smalltooth sawfish and the
South Atlantic commercial snapper-grouper fishery. Hmwethe potential for interaction,
led NOAA Fisheries Service to estimate future interastiogtween smalltooth sawfish and
the snapper-grouper fishery in the 2006 biological opinion €Tai1).
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Table 3-1. Sea turtle incidental take data from the suppltary discard data program
(SDDP) for the Southeast U.S. Atlantic.

Reporting Periog  Month Logbook Species Caugh| Number | Discard Condition
Statistical Grid Caught
Vertical Hook-and-Line Sea Turtle Catch Data
8/1/01-7/31/02 April 2482 Unidentified 1 Alive
8/1/01-7/31/02 | Novembe 3377 Loggerheap 1 Alive
8/1/02-7/31/03 February 2780 Loggerheaf 1 Alive
8/1/02-7/31/03 | Novembe 3474 Loggerheaf 1 Alive
8/1/02-7/31/03 | Novembe 3476 Unknown 1 Alive
8/1/02-7/31/03 December 3476 Unknown 1 Alive
Bottom Longline Sea Turtle Catch Data

8/1/01-7/31/02 August 3674 Leatherback 1 Alive
8/1/03-7/31/04 January 3575 Loggerhead 1 Unknown

Source: SEFSC Supplementary Discard Data Program

Table 3-2. Three year South Atlantic anticipated také&sS#\-Listed species for snapper-

grouper gear.

Species Amount of Take Total
Green Total Take 39
Lethal Take 14
Hawksbill Total Take 4
Lethal Take 3
Kemp'’s ridley Total Take 19
Lethal Take 8
Leatherback Total Take 25
Lethal Take 15
Loggerhead Total Take 202
Lethal Take 67
Smalltooth sawfish Total Take 8
Lethal Take 0

Source: NMFS 2006
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3.3 Administrative Environment
3.3.1 The Fishery Management Process and Applicable Laws

3.3.1.1 Federal Fishery Management

Federal fishery management is conducted under the authbtity Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Sté&an$16 U.S.C. 1801 et
seq.), originally enacted in 1976 as the Fishery Conservatid Management Act. The
Magnuson-Stevens Act claims sovereign rights and axeldishery management authority
over most fishery resources within the U.S. Exclug&genomic Zone (EEZ), an area
extending 200 nautical miles from the seaward boundaryobf @fethe coastal states, and
authority over U.S. anadromous species and continerghilreBources that occur beyond the
U.S. EEZ.

Responsibility for Federal fishery management decisiaking is divided between the U.S.
Secretary of Commerce and eight regional fishery mamagecouncils that represent the
expertise and interests of constituent states. Relbdmuincils are responsible for preparing,
monitoring, and revising management plans for fisheries ngedanagement within their
jurisdiction. The Secretary of Commerce (Secretsry@sponsible for collecting and
providing the data necessary for the councils to prepsrerfy management plans and for
promulgating regulations to implement proposed plans amhdments after ensuring that
management measures are consistent with the M-Magi&tsorns Act and with other
applicable laws summarized in Section 7.0. In mosts¢alse Secretary has delegated this
authority to NOAA Fisheries Service.

The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council is rasfide for conservation and
management of fishery resources in Federal watefeddtS. South Atlantic. These waters
extend from 3 to 200 miles offshore from the seaward boyrafahe States of North
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and east Florideetp\Kest. The Council has thirteen
voting members: one from NOAA Fisheries Service; awhdrom the state fishery agencies
of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Floradal eight public members appointed
by the Secretary. On the South Atlantic Council,ehae two public members from each of
the four South Atlantic States. Non-voting memberkighe representatives of the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, U.S. Coast Guard, State Departnaan Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission (ASMFC). The South Atlantau@cil has adopted procedures
whereby the non-voting members serving on the Council Atiess have full voting rights

at the Committee level but not at the full Counciele Council members serve three-year
terms and are recommended by State Governors and appoirtexl®gcretary of Commerce
from lists of nominees submitted by State governors. Mgk members may serve a
maximum of three consecutive terms.

Public interests also are involved in the fishery mamesge process through participation on
Advisory Panels and through council meetings, which, feithexceptions for discussing
personnel matters, are open to the public. The Coused a Scientific and Statistical
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Committee to review the data and science being used issassets and fishery management
plans/amendments. In addition, the regulatory prosessaiccordance with the
Administrative Procedures Act, in the form of “notmed comment” rulemaking.

3.3.1.2 State Fishery Management

The state governments of North Carolina, South @aepGeorgia, and Florida have the
authority to manage fisheries that occur in waters extgrthree nautical miles from their
respective shorelines. North Carolina’s marine fiskesie managed by the Marine Fisheries
Division of the North Carolina Department of Environmantl Natural Resources. The
Marine Resources Division of the South Carolina Depamtrof Natural Resources regulates
South Carolina’s marine fisheries. Georgia’s marisieefries are managed by the Coastal
Resources Division of the Department of Natural Ressurdée Marine Fisheries Division
of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commuassis responsible for managing
Florida’s marine fisheries. Each state fishery managemgency has a designated seat on
the South Atlantic Council. The purpose of state regmtagion at the Council level is to
ensure state participation in Federal fishery managedesmion-making and to promote the
development of compatible regulations in state and Fedeitals.

The South Atlantic States are also involved throughAttantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission (ASMFC) in management of marine fisherilsis commission was created to
coordinate state regulations and develop management plantefstate fisheries. It has
significant authority, through the Atlantic Striped B&mservation Act and the Atlantic
Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act, to coadmgition of consistent state
regulations to conserve coastal species. The ASFMOsatepresented at the Council level,
but does not have voting authority at the Council level.

NOAA Fisheries Service’ State-Federal Fisheries Doviss responsible for building
cooperative partnerships to strengthen marine fisherieageanent and conservation at the
state, inter-regional, and national levels. This evismplements and oversees the
distribution of grants for two national (Inter-juristdanal Fisheries Act and Anadromous Fish
Conservation Act) and two regional (Atlantic Coastiaheries Cooperative Management Act
and Atlantic Striped Bass Conservation Act) programdditfonally, it works with the

ASMFC to develop and implement cooperative State-Fedshalrfes regulations.
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3.3.2 Enforcement

Both the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra{ffi®AA) Fisheries Office for
Enforcement (NOAA/OLE) and the United States Coast G(la&LG) have the authority
and the responsibility to enforce South Atlantic Coureglulations. NOAA/OLE agents,
who specialize in living marine resource violations, piteviisheries expertise and
investigative support for the overall fisheries missighe USCG is a multi-mission agency,
which provides at sea patrol services for the fisherissiom.

Neither NOAA/OLE nor the USCG can provide a continulausenforcement presence in all
areas due to the limited resources of NOAA/OLE and tlwipritasking of the USCG. To
supplement at sea and dockside inspections of fishing veN&§®a) entered into
Cooperative Enforcement Agreements with all but onbd@ftates in the Southeast Region
(North Carolina), which granted authority to State offiderenforce the laws for which
NOAA/OLE has jurisdiction. In recent years, thedeof involvement by the States has
increased through Joint Enforcement Agreements, wheralbysSTonduct patrols that focus
on Federal priorities and, in some circumstances, pubs@esultant violators through the
State when a state violation has occurred.

NOAA General Counsel issued a revised Southeast Regagmbdon-Stevens Act Penalty
Schedule in June 2003, which addresses all Magnuson-Stsstevislations in the Southeast
Region. In general, this Penalty Schedule increasearttount of civil administrative
penalties that a violator may be subject to up to the mustatutory maximum of $120,000
per violation.
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3.4 Human Environment

3.4.1 Description of the Fishery

A more detailed description of the snapper-grouper fishagngained in previous
amendments [Amendment 13C (SAFMC 2006), Amendment 15A (SAEROD7),
Amendment 15B (SAFMC 2008), and Amendment 16 (SAFMC 2008)] andasporated
herein by reference. The following sections summadmezgeinformation relevant to this
amendment.

3.4.1.1 Commercial Fishery

3.4.1.1.1 Gear and Fishing Behavior

The commercial snapper-grouper fishery utilizes vertinak| longlines, black sea bass
pots/traps, spears, and powerheads (i.e., spears with-gpadeg firearms). Vertical lines
are used from the North Carolina/Virginia border to thiamiic side of Key West, Florida.
The majority of hook and line fishermen use either ateotrhydraulic reels (bandit gear) and
generally have 2-4 bandit reels per boat. The majofitile bandit fleet fishes year round for
snapper-grouper with the only seasonal differences in eadiated with the regulatory
spawning season closures in March and April for gag. Madiugtions in fishing effort in

this fishery are a result of the weather. Tripsloafimited during hurricane season and also
during the winter months from December through Marchme&tishermen stop bandit fishing
to target king mackerel when they are running.

The Council allows the use of bottom longlines noftBto Lucie Inlet, Florida, in depths
greater than 50 fathoms. Bottom longline gear is useat¢ett snowy grouper and golden
tilefish. Longline boats are typically bigger than babdats, their trips are longer, and they
cost more to operate because they operate fartheoddtsiA longline spool generally holds
about 15 miles of cable. Longlines are fished from daylio dark because sea lice eat the
flesh of hooked fish at night. The fishery is operatearyong with little or no seasonal
fluctuation barring hurricane disruption.

Spears or powerheads are most commonly used off Florilaranllegal for killing snapper-
grouper species in South Carolina and in Special Managefneses.

Black sea bass pots are used exclusively to target blaclasgalough bycatch of other
snapper-grouper species is allowed. The pots have meshaizgial, and construction
restrictions to facilitate bycatch reduction. All $®ess pots must have a valid identification
tag attached and more than 87% of tags in April 2003 weneeksels with homeports in
North Carolina. Fishing practices vary by buoy practicetsing/pulling strategies, number of
pots set, and length of set, with seasonal variatiohg. Sbuth Carolina pot fishery is mainly
a winter fishery with short soak times (in someesagbout an hour) and relatively few pots
per boat. Most trips are day trips with pots beingeeétd before heading to port. The North
Carolina pot fishery also is primarily a winter fishevigh some fishermen continuing to pot

SOUTH ATLANTIC SNAPPER-GROUPER AFFECTED ENVIRONME
AMENDMENT 18
3-22



through the summer. North Carolina fishermen tend tonge pots than those in South
Carolina. Although most North Carolina trips with seashaots last one day, more pots are
left to soak for several days than in South Carolik@any participants in the black sea bass
fishery are active in other fisheries, including teereational charter fishery during the
summer months. Many snapper-grouper permit holders mapaaendorsements but are
not active in the pot fishery.

3.4.1.1.2Landings, Ex-vessel Value, Price, and Effort

Landings of all species in the snapper-grouper managemenveragad 6.4 million pounds
from 2003 through 2007, with an average annual dockside value of $ill&@ m current
year dollars and $13.8 million in 2007 dollars (Table 3-5%ince 1993, landings of snapper-
grouper have exhibited a downward trend with year-to-yeaatiar ( Figure 3-1).

Figure 3.1 Commercial landings of snapper-grofipen South Atlantic watel
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Figure 3.1 Commercial landings of snapper-grouper fromrSatlantic waters.

The shallow water groupers and mid-shelf snappers atargjest species groups by volume
and value within the snapper-grouper fishery. Vermilion snapgée mid-shelf snapper
group is the largest volume species in the fishery, acdumts for 13% of total landings and
16% of dockside revenues on trips with at least one pousiaapper-grouper species. Gag is
the largest volume shallow water grouper, and accoun®&/oof total landings and 11% of

! Fishermen are required to report their landings by spbgig$p to NOAA Fisheries Service Southeast
Fisheries Science Center logbook program. However,db@wt report prices or revenues on their logbook
sheets. Therefore, trip revenues were approximatezpaged landings from individual logbook reports
multiplied by average monthly prices for each specieslaslated from the NOAA Fisheries Service
Accumulated Landings System (ALS). To obtain values in 200&rdothe BLS Consumer Price Index for
urban dwellers was used to adjust for the effects ovaiaé pflation in the U.S. economy at the consumer
level.
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dockside revenues on trips that landed at least one powsndjmber-grouper species.
Fishermen also landed an average of 1.9 million poundsretnapper-grouper species worth
$2.3 million in 2007 dollars on trips that landed at least pound of species in the snapper-
grouper management unit. These trips included trips thgteat species in the snapper-
grouper management unit and trips that landed snapper-groupesssphkite targeting non-
snapper-grouper species.

Table 3-3. Annual landings and dockside (ex-vessel) reveaues| f
trips with at least one pound of species in the snappepgr

fishery management unit in the South Atlantic, 2003-2007.
Item 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006| 2007| Average
Trips with at least one pound of snapper grouper

Landings of snapper
grouper, thousand
pounds, whole wt 6,471 6,698 6,365 6,112 6,928 %543

Dockside revenue from
shapper grouper,
thousand current $ $12,214 $12,165 $12,316 $13/06915,435 $13,038

Dockside revenue from
shapper grouper,
thousand 2007 $ $13,762 $13,340 $13,078 $13/431 ,4%64 $13,807

Price/lb (whole wt) for
snapper grouper $1.89 $1.82 $1.93 $2.14 $2.36 $2.03

BLS Producer price
index for #2 diesel fuel,
index=100 for 2007 43 54 80 PR 140 67

Landings of other

species, same trips,
thousand pounds 2,092 1,651 1,751 2,116 2,122 1,946

Dockside revenue from
other species, same trips,
thousand 2007 $ $2,14p $2,001 $2,225 $2,894 $2[738$2,301

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fise@i@ence Center logbook database as of
September 22, 2008, and Accumulated Landings Sydéambase as of September 17, 2008. The
BLS Consumer Price Index for all Urban Consumers used to adjust dockside revenues and
average annual prices for inflation.

Landings and dockside revenues varied between 2003 and 2007 fes sp¢lbe snapper-
grouper management unit (Table 3-3). While lower in 2007 thaA0B, the numbers for
trips, days away from port and vessels varied during 2003-2006 @-dblePart of the
variation in snapper-grouper landings overall appears tttidaugable to landings of
vermilion snapper, which experienced a significant dechir20D3 due to unusually cold
water temperatures in the summer and fall of 2003. Landihgsrmilion snapper recovered
in 2004 and 2005, declined in 2006, and recovered in 2007 (Table VS-I Etexy.
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Table 3-4. Fishing effort and distribution of landingstfges with
at least one pound of species in the snapper-groupenfishe

management unit in the South Atlantic, 2003-2007.

Item

2003 |

2004 |

2005

2006 |

2007

Avera

Trips with at least one pound of snapper grouper

Number of trips

16,5459

15,04

D

13,75

6

13,2

R4

14

,153 14,665

Days away from port

27,55

b

24,83

0

22,7

P4

23,1

60

2181,

26,296

Number of vessels
landing snapper grouper

931

905

857

869

88

89

Number of vessels
landing 101-1,000 Ibs of
snapper grouper

245

225

242

258

261

24

Number of vessels
landing 1001-5000 Ibs of
shapper grouper

27

26

N

25

Number of vessels
landing 5,001-10,000 Ibs
of snapper grouper

10

86

Number of vessels

landing 10,001-50,000 Ibs

of snapper grouper

b

152

133

123

127

134

13

Number of vessels
landing more than 50,000
Ibs of snapper grouper

TN

R8

Number of permitted
vessels

1059

100

90|

81

[7

Number of vessels with
transferable permits*

828

782

721

697

718

749

[0

45

B7

27

ha

Number of vessels with
non-transferable permits

23|

L

21

9

1

88

171

4

159

95

Number of dealer permitg

27

L

26

9

2

b8

2

bl

65

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fise@i@ence Center logbook database as of
September 22, 2008 and NOAA Fisheries Service,f8ast Regional Office permits database.
*Because of possible problems in estimation for&00Be number of vessels with transferable perm

seems low (697).

its

The number of boats with snapper-grouper permits has exhdmeostly downward trend
since 1999 (1,251 permits). There were 1,059 permits in 2003 and 80@7r{Table 3-6).
Two types of permits were created with the limited asgrogram for the snapper-grouper
fishery that was implemented in 1998. The number otfeaable permits that allow an
unlimited harvest per trip was 828 in 2003 and 718 in 2007 compare@3ftim 1999. The
number of vessels with non-transferable permits wRB%pound trip limit declined year-by-
year from 313 in 1999 to 213 in 2003 and 159 in 2007. The numbensfarable permits
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declined, in part, because new entrants into the fisheist buy two permits and retire one as
the condition for entry into the fishery. Furthermoit is likely that the number of vessels in
the snapper-grouper fishery declined for economic readémsexample, fuel prices doubled
between 2003 and 2005 and continued to increase through mid-2008ontByst, average
annual prices for species in the snapper-grouper managaniewere relatively flat (Table
3-3, average annual prices represented by the ratio of asomalercial revenues to landings
in current year dollars). The number of fish dealgth permits to operate in the snapper-
grouper fishery reached a maximum in 2003 (271) and has declined!sémc(Table 3-4,

data through 2006).

From 2003 through 2007, an average of 890 boats averaged 14,665 tgiparp@n which at
least one pound of snapper-grouper species was landed (Tabl€8-4yerage, 246 boats
landed 101 — 1,000 pounds of snapper-grouper species annually; 24ahoatis1,001 - 5,000
pounds; 87 boats landed 5,001 - 10,000 pounds; 134 boats landed 10,001 — 5ha680gmal 27
boats landed at least 50,000 pounds of snapper-grouper species.

3.4.1.1.3Snapper-Grouper Landings, Northeast States

As shown in Tables 3-5 through 3-7, average annual landirgggapper-grouper in Northeast
Atlantic coastal states amounted to approximately 14 mipiounds in 2003-2007, mostly
black sea bass, scups and porgies, and tilefish. Landiogjsen snapper-grouper species
averaged one thousand pounds out of 6.0 million pounds inEXeVand, one thousand
pounds out of 6.7 million pound in the Middle Atlantic, 10usand pounds out of 889
thousand pounds in the Chesapeake.
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Table 3-5. Landings of snapper-grouper species, by regiecies, and year, New

England (Maine, Connecticut, New Hampshire and Rhoded}!

Species 2004 20041 200|5 20(})6 20b7 Average

Thousand pounds, round weight

SEA BASS, BLACK 806 843 827 88 809 832

SCUP 5,295 5,295

SCUPS OR PORGIES 5,008 4,457 4,890 5,030 4,845

TILEFISH 19 464 38 159 1§ 14p

TILEFISH, BLUELINE 2 2

TILEFISH, SAND 0

TILEFISHES 254 155 20%
SUBTOTAL 6,082 5,921 5,75 6,069 6,124 5,989

AMBERJACK 0 0

GROUPER, YELLOWEDGE

GROUPERS 3 0 q 1

RUNNER, BLUE 0 0

SHEEPSHEAD 0

SNAPPER, RED 0

SNAPPERS 0 . ]
SUBTOTAL 0 3 0 0

Total 6,082 5,925 5,75 6,070 6,126 5,991

NMFS, Fisheries Statistics Division (personal camination), Silver Spring, MD, 110ct08.

Table 3-6. Landings of snapper-grouper species, by regiecies, and year, Middle
Atlantic (New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delayare
Species 2004 20041 200|5 ZO(LG 20b7 Average
Thousand pounds, round weight
SEA BASS, BLACK 1,000 1,044 862 894 823 924
SCUPS OR PORGIES 4,156 3,826 4,1p6 3,309 3,900 33,96
TILEFISH 2,212 2,056 1,464 1,836 1,613 1,837
TILEFISH, BLUELINE 5 3 4
TILEFISH, SAND 0 1 2 1
TILEFISHES 1 2 0 0
SUBTOTAL 7,374 6,927 6,45 6,541 6,337 6,727
AMBERJACK 0 1 0
GROUPER, SNOWY 0
GROUPER, YELLOWEDGE (
GRUNTS 0
JACK, CREVALLE 0 0 0 0
RUNNER, BLUE 0 0 0 0 0
SHEEPSHEAD 0 0 0 (
SNAPPER, RED 0 (
SNAPPERS 2 3 3
SUBTOTAL 0 3 0 1 3
Total 7,376 6,930 6,458 6,540 6,342 6,729
NMFS, Fisheries Statistics Division (personal camination), Silver Spring, MD, 110ct08.
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Table 3-7. Landings of snapper-grouperspecies, by regpecies, and year,
Chesapeake (Maryland and Virginia).
Species 2,004 2,00*1 2,0d5 2,04)6 2,d07 Average
Thousand pounds, round weight

SEA BASS, BLACK 820 498 804 678 190 598
PORGY, RED 0 0 0
SCUPS OR PORGIES 558 449 289 80 344
TILEFISH 1 3 0 1 1
TILEFISH, BLUELINE 2 1 1 15 5
TILEFISHES 2 1 1 1

SUBTOTAL 1,383 947 1,10¢ 760 206 879
AMBERJACK 0 0 1 0 1 0
HOGFISH 0
JACK, CREVALLE 0 0 0
RUNNER, BLUE 0
SHEEPSHEAD 10 5 4 4 27 1P
SNAPPER, RED [t

SUBTOTAL 10 5 5 4 28 1G
Total 1,393 952 1,104 76% 233 889
NMFS, Fisheries Statistics Division (personal camination), Silver Spring, MD, 110ct08.

3.4.1.1.4The South Atlantic Snapper-Grouper Fishery By State

The following discussion provides annual averages from 2003 ta Z0®waintain the
confidentiality of individual reporting units, summaries @rovided for regions defined as North
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia and northeast Flaoaabined, and central and south Florida
combined. The northeast Florida region consists jos teinded in Nassau, Duval, and St. Johns
Counties, and the central and south Florida region stsnsf trips landed from Flagler through
Miami-Dade Counties and trips from Atlantic waterstb# Florida Keys and landed in Monroe
County.

The average annual quantities of snapper-grouper species adrivest 2003-2007 included

1.82 million pounds worth $3.74 million (in 2007 dollars) per yeaforth Carolina, 1.60 million
pounds worth $3.80 million in South Carolina, 0.73 million ptgiworth $1.65 million in

Georgia and northeast Florida, and 0.79 million pounds vi&ir#Bil million in central and south
Florida, and 1.50 million pounds worth $3.0 million in therkela Keys (Table 3-8). Snapper-
grouper landings by state were not proportional to total fistysd in each state. Boats in central
and south Florida, and the Florida Keys made 73% ofipethat landed species in the snapper-
grouper management unit and accounted for 35% of the tofglamgrouper harvest.
Conversely, boats in other states accounted for relgti@rger portions of the total snapper-
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grouper harvest. Boats in North Carolina made 18% ofifhee and landed 28% of the snapper-
grouper harvest. Boats in South Carolina made 6% dfigseeand landed 25% of the harvest. In
addition, boats in Georgia and northeast Florida madef3¥e trips and landed 12% of the
snapper-grouper harvest. Boats in South Carolina and @eog northeast Florida took fewer
but longer trips than their counterparts in North Caeobr central and south Florida and the
Florida Keys.

Table 3-8 (SG-3). Average annual landings and docksiéaues for trips with at least one pound
of species in the snapper-grouper fishery, averages for 2003H268ate.

Georgia
and Central
North South Northeast | and South Florida South
Item Carolina Carolina Florida Florida Keys Atlantic

Trips with at least one pound of snapper grouper

Snapper-grouper landings,

thousand pounds, whole wt 1,816 1,591 734 79( 1,504 6,434
Percentage of South Atlantic

shapper-grouper landings, by state 28% 26% 11% 12% 23% 100%
Dockside revenue, snapper grouper,

thousand 2007 $ $3,738 $3,795 $1,651 $1,615 $3,008 $13,807
Landings of other species, same

trips, thousand |bs 286 125 54 1,293 188 1,946
Dockside revenue, other species,

same trips, thousand 2007 $ $389 $182 $123 $1,406 $202 $2,301
Number of boats* 175 64 46 34p 294 9p1
Number of trips 2,607 914 486 4,691 5,964 14,665
Percent of trips 189 69 3% 32% 416 100%
Number of days 4,727 4,70p 1,946 5,413 7,661 24,509
Trips per boat 14.9 14.2 106 13|17 20.3 15.9
Days per trip 1.8 5.1 4. 1.p 13 17

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fise@i@ence Center logbook database as of Septerap20@8, and
Accumulated Landings System data base as of Septetiith2008. The BLS Consumer Price Index fotJaltlan
Consumers was used to adjust dockside revenuesvenaige annual prices for inflation. *Some boatsllin more than
one area.

Gag and other shallow water groupers and vermilion snappestaer mid-shelf snappers tend to
be landed in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Geamypbnortheast Florida, while jacks and
shallow water snappers tend to be landed in central and Brida (Tables 3-9 and 3-10). The
species groups that accounted for more than 10% of totah¢endnd revenues in North Carolina
include shallow water groupers with nearly 24% of total pouemised and nearly 34% of total
revenues on trips with at least one pound of snapper-greppeies; black sea bass with 17% of
total landings and 19% of total revenues; and mid-shelf snapjitéré8% of total landings and
23% of total revenues. In South Carolina, the shallotemgroupers accounted for 32% of total
pounds and 46% of total revenues, and the mid-shelf snappetstat for 21% of total pounds
and 23% of total revenues. In Georgia and northeast&lanid-shelf snappers accounted for
44% of total pounds and 51% of total revenues; shallow watapgre accounted for 19% of
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total pounds and 21% of total revenues; and jacks accounted%oofltotal pounds and 7% of
total revenues. In central and south Florida, copsialyics accounted for 49% of total pounds
and 38% of total revenues, and jacks accounted for 12% bptatads and 7% of total revenues,
while tilefish accounted for 11% of total pounds and 17% @i tetvenue on trips with at least
one pound of snapper-grouper species. Fishermen in cemdrabath Florida, especially in the
Keys, tend to catch larger quantities of non-snapper-grapgesies such as mackerels.
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Table 3-9 (SG-4). Average annual landings (in thousangewfds, whole weights) on trips that landed at least one
pound of snapper-grouper species: averages for 2003-2007, hyrstagpecies group.
Georgia and
Northeast Central and South
Item North Carolina South Carolina Florida Florida Florida Keys South Atlantic
1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Ibs col % Ibs col % Ibs col % 1000 Ibs col%| Ibs col % Ibs col %
Shallow water
groupers 504 24% 555 32% 157 19% 107 56 100 6% 1,418 17%
Deep water
groupers 84 4% 79 5% ) 1% 28 100 59 3% 454 3%
Tilefish 78 4% 112 6% 1 09 22y 11% 12 1% 480 b%
Shallow water
snappers 10 09 2 1% 21 3 128 6% §87 52% 1)065 13%
Mid-shelf
snappers 3754 18% 366 21% 347 44% 33 R% 15 1% 1,13614%
Triggerfish /
Spadefish 131 69 77 4% 56 % 5 0% 2 % 271 3%
Jacks 111 5% 159 9% 132 170 240 12% 406 24% 1]047 2% 1
Grunts / porgies 127 6% 9p 5% 14 2% L6 1% 24 1% R74 3%
Sea basses 396 19 133 8% 6 1% 6 0% 0 0% 540 6%
Snapper
grouper 1,816 86% 1,591 93% 734 93% 790 38% 1,504 89% 6)43477%
Coastal pelagicg 216 109 92 3 B4 4% 1,016.50 49% 1|8 5% 1,399 17%
Sharks 9 0% 19 19 [ 1% 195 9P 7 5% 306 4%
Tunas 22 1% 2 09 1 0% L 0% 0 0Pe P5 %
Other 39 2% 54 3% 13 2% 8L 4% 30 2% 207 B%
All species 2,102 1009 1,71y 100P% 787 100% 2,083 0%0 1,692 100% 8,38( 100%0
Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fise@i@ence Center logbook database as of Septerdp20Q@8.



Table 3-10 (SG-5). Average annual dockside revenues in thousa2@97 dollars for trips that landed at least of

pound of snapper-grouper species: averages for 2003-2007 bynstageaies group.

Georgia and Central and

Item North Carolina South Carolina| Northeast Florida| Southeast Florida Florida Keys South Atlantic

$1,000, $1,000, $1,000, $1,000, $1,000, $1,000,

2007% col %| 2007$% col %| 2007$% col %| 2007$% col %| 2007$% col %| 2007$% col %
Shallow
water
groupers $1,404 34% $1,847 460 $475 2% $838 11% 72%2 8% $4,336]  27%
Deep water
groupers $216 59 $219 5% $13 1% $r7 B% $156 5% $6804%
Tilefish $100 2% $203 59 $2 0% $518 17% $15 D% $838 5%
Shallow
water
snappers $23 19 $5p 1% $51 3% $330 11% $2/112 66% 2,56B| 16%
Mid-shelf
shappers $964 23% $933 23% $909  51% $100 3% $37 192,947 18%
Triggerfish /
Spadefish $109 3% $62 2% $44§ 3% $4 0% $2 % $225
Jacks $106 3% $161 4% $126 % $2p3 V% $896 12%  1$1,0 6%
Grunts /
porgies $122 3% $9 2% $18 1% $16 1% $20 1% $p66
Sea basses $689 17 $2p9 6% $10 1% $10 0% $0 0% 7 |$936%
Snapper-
grouper $3,738| 91% $3,795 95% $1,651 93% $1,6815 5B3% $3/0084% $13,807] 86%
Coastal
pelagics $299 7% $100 3% $66 4p6 $1,139  3B% $1104 3%%$1,708 11%
Sharks $4 0% $1] 0% $p 0% $18 3% $23 1% $118
Tunas $44 1% $4 0% $I 0% $2 ope 0] % $50
Other specieg $42 1% $67 206 $55 3% $187 6% $75 2% 425% 3%

100 100 100 100 100 100

All species $4,127 % $3,977 % $1,775 % $3,020 % $3,210 % $16,108 %

ne

1%

2%

1%
0%

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fise@i@ence Center logbook database as of Septerap20@8, and Accumulated Landings
System data base as of September 17, 2008. The&CBhSumer Price Index for all Urban Consumers vezsldo adjust dockside revenues and

average annual prices for inflation.

3.4.1.1.5The Snapper-Grouper Fishery by Gear

The following discussion provides annual averages from 2003 ta Z0®waintain the

confidentiality of individual reporting units, summaries @rovided for vertical lines, longlines,
black sea bass pots, and all other gears combined. Tdthedtgear category includes trolling
lines, diving gear, nets, and other gears.
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Most of the snapper-grouper harvest, including vermilion snagmkgag, is taken by some type
of vertical hook-and-line gear. The exceptions includekdaa bass, which is harvested
primarily with black sea bass pots and golden tilefish atidwedge grouper, which are
harvested primarily with bottom longlines. Some sge@each as snowy grouper, are harvested
by both vertical lines and longlines. Longlines alsoumed in the shark fishery and may catch
species in the snapper-grouper management unit as secepdaigs.

The average quantities of snapper-grouper species harvestedd3-2007 included 5.18
million pounds worth $11.31 million (in 2007 dollars) per ye@&hwertical lines, 0.41 million
pounds worth $0.90 million with longlines, 0.53 million poundstiv $0.83 million with black
sea bass pots, and 0.12 million pounds worth $0.17 millionatfiter gears (Table 3-11). Trips
with vertical lines accounted for 81% of all trips thatdled species in the snapper-grouper
management unit and 82% of the total snapper-grouper harvgss. with longlines tend to be
longer than trips with other gears. Longline tripsoarted for 2% of the trips and 6% of the
snapper-grouper harvest. Trips with black sea bass pots

Table 3-11 (SG-6). Annual landings and dockside revenudsds with at least one pound of specie
in the snapper-grouper fishery by primary gear, 2003-2007

Item Diving | Hook&Line| Longline | Traps | Othergear| ofal

°2

Trips with at least one pound of snapper grouper

Landings of snapper
grouper, thousand pounds

whole weight 219 5,185 408 116 506 6,484
Percentage of landings 3% 81po 6% 2% 8% 100%
Revenue, snapper groupet,

thousand 2007 $ $571 $11,314 $894 $168 $861  $13,807
Percentage of 2007 $ 4% 826 6% 1% 6% 100%

Landings of other species,
same trips, thousand

pounds 49 674 265 941 11 1,946
Percentage of landings,
other 3% 35% 14% 48% 1% 100%

Revenue from other
species, same trips,
thousand 2007 $

$191 $958 $153 $98 $1p $2,301
Percentage of total 8% 42% 7% 43% 1% 100%
Number of boats* 65 723 27 50 245 1,110
Number of trips 648 11,40% 246 690 1,676 14,665
Percent of trips 4% 78% 2% 5% 11P6 10Q%
Number of days 920 19,91p 924 944 1,811 24,509
Trips per boat 10.0 15.8 9.p 13|8 6.8 13.2
Days per trip 1.4 1.7 3.8 14 1)1 1{7

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fise@i@ence Center logbook database as of Septerap20@8, and
Accumulated Landings System data base as of Septetiithb2008. The BLS Consumer Price Index fotJatlan Consumers was
used to adjust dockside revenues and average gomees for inflation. *Some boats employ morerttuame gear.
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represented 5% of the trips and accounted for 2% ofahest, while trips with other gears
represented 11% of the trips and 8% of the harvest.

3.4.1.1.6The commercial fishery for gag

Logbook data provide information about commercial lanslilog gag from 1993 through
2006. Between 1993 and 2006, commercial landings of gag ranged fighn of 0.85
million pounds (whole weight) worth approximately $2.03 miilin 1996 to a low of 0.50
million pounds worth $1.32 million in 2000 (Figure 3-2). DataZ606 indicate that landings
of gag were approximately 0.50 million pounds worth $1.46 milli@ockside revenues and
pounds landed fluctuate in the same direction, which sugthestex-vessel demand is price
elastic. The policy implication is that regulatidhat reduce industry landings in the short-
term are expected to reduce dockside revenues in thetehart Conversely, dockside
revenues are expected to increase over time if regalatiocessfully increases biomass and
landings.

Figure 3-2. Annual landings and dockside revenues for gag, 1993-2006.

Annual Landings and Dockside Revenues for Gag
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H
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L
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—e— Gag pounds, whole wgt —a— Dockside revenues, current year

—a— Constant 2005 dollars

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temnce Center logbook database as of October 10, 2007,
and NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fisheries &ei€@enter Accumulated Landings System as of October
5, 2007.

The time series for gag is defined by regulatory periods, lamdings between 1993 and
1999 usually exceeding landings between 2000 and 2006. Between 1992 aritlel 998,
fishery for gag was regulated with a 20-inch minimum Bmé&. Beginning in 1999, the size
limit was increased to 24 inches and the fishery wasedian March and April to protect the
spawning stock. Prior to 1998, average monthly landings wehedtign May and lowest in
August (Figure 3-3). After the closure and larger sizet hmeire implemented, average
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monthly landings increased in May, but otherwise declingle remaining open months
when compared to the 1993-1998 period, especially in September.

Figure 3-3. Average monthly landings of gag for the 1993-1998 and 2001p2064@s.

Average Monthly Landings of Gag
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Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temnce Center logbook database as of October 10, 2007.

On average from 2001-2006, there were 2,417 trips that landemsaitbne pound of gag, and
totaled an annual average of 0.54 million pounds of gag worli2 $illion in current year
dollars and $1.58 million in constant 2005 dollars (Table 3-Ir2addition, these trips
annually produced an average of 2.13 million pounds of other speoith $3.98 million in
current year dollars.
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Table 3-12 (GAG-1). Annual landings, dockside revenuedisinidg effort, trips and boats with landing
of at least one pound of gag, 2003-2007.

Item 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | Averag
Trips and boats with at least one pound of gag

[+

Number of trips with at least one pound of gag 248 2,182 2,200 2,087 2,487 2,286
Landings of gag, thousand pounds, whole weight 598 532 541 496 605 554
Dockside revenue from gag, thousand current {5 $1/63 $1,521 $1,651 $1,617 $2,140 $1,713
Dockside revenue from gag, thousand 2007 $ $1)844 1,668 $1,751 $1,661 $2,136 $1,812
Dockside price, current $ / pound $2.73 $2/86 $3.05 $3.26 $3.53 $3.09
Landings of all species, same trips, thousand

pounds 2,576 2,509 2,584 2,368 2,819 2,570
Dockside revenue, all species, same trips,

thousand 2007 $ $5,898 $5,482 $5,84% $5,629 $7,154 $6,001
Dockside revenue, all species, all trips, same

boats, thousand 2007 $ $9,923 $9,5938 $10,857 $9,23812,137 $10,239
Number of boats that landed gag 3p2 292 302 P59 305 292
Number of boats landing 1-100 Ibs per year of

gag 99 100 100 90 92 94

Number of boats landing 101-1,000 Ibs per yed
of gag 89 92 103 74 100 97

=

Number of boats landing 1,001-5,000 Ibs per
year of gag 76 68 64 61 72| 68

Number of boats landing 5,001-10,000 Ibs per
year of gag 25 19 22 21 30 23

Number of boats landing 10,000-50,000 Ibs pe
year of gag 13 13 13 13 11 13

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish@@ence Center logbook database as of Septerap20@8, and Accumulated
Landings System data base as of September 17, ZUG8BLS Consumer Price Index for all Urban Constsmwas used to adjust
dockside revenues and average annual prices fatiarf.

Gag was the primary source of trip revenue on an averiab©62 trips per year and a lesser
source of revenue on 1,355 trips per year (Table 3-13). Dhnergfag was the primary source
of trip revenue on 44% of the total number of trips onclwhihey were landed. However,
these trips accounted for approximately 67% of the totahoential harvest of gag. Trips on
which gag was the primary source of revenue accountead fanrzual average of 0.36 million
pounds of gag worth $1.03 million in current dollars and 0.4Bomipounds of other species,
including other groupers, snappers, jacks, grunts, porgies arghapper-grouper species,
worth $0.78 million. Trips on which gag was a lesser@@off revenue accounted for an
annual average of 0.17 million pounds of gag worth $0.49 miliauirent dollars and 1.70
million pounds of other species worth $3.20 million. Gagsewcaught as a lesser source of
revenue on trips for vermilion snapper, scamp, red grojgods, and other species.
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Table 3-13 (GAG-2). Annual landings and dockside revenméss with gag as the top source gf
trip revenue, 2003-2007.

Item 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | Averag
Trips with gag as the top source of trip revenue

[+

Trips 1,183 1,011 1,044 904 1,070 1,042
Boats 184 193 188 169 204 18B
Landings of gag on trips with gag as the top

source of revenue, thousand pounds 415 B85 372 341 440 391
Dockside revenue for gag on trips with red as

the top source of revenue, thousand 2007 $ $1/282 1,213 $1,213 $1,144 $1,567 $1,284
Landings of other species, same trips 505 482 U32 18 |4 512 470

Dockside revenue for other species, same tr|ps,
thousand 2007 $ $1,01p $935 $877 $461 $1,142 $966
Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fise@i@ence Center logbook database as of Septerap20@8, and
Accumulated Landings System data base as of Septeliilp2008. The BLS Consumer Price Index fotJatlan Consumerg
was used to adjust dockside revenues and averagelaprices for inflation.

The number of boats that reported landing at leaspouoad of gag varied little from 302 in
2003 to 305 in 2007, and averaged 292 boats per year (Table 3-1J)eet heas not
uniformly productive in the fishery for gag, which is cotesis with the observation that gag
was the primary source of trip revenue on some trips deskar source of revenues on other
trips. On average for 2001-2006, the top 20 boats for gag produetide 20% of the trips
that landed gag and recorded 44% of the total commercialdtarfvgag (Figure 3-4). The
top 50 producing boats made 46% of the trips and recorded 7&% taftal harvest, while the
top 100 producing boats made 72% of the trips and landed 91i¥% tuftal harvest. On
average, 92 boats landed 101 - 1,000 pounds of gag per year, 6Bboats1,001 - 5,000
pounds per year, 23 boats landed 5,001 — 10,000 pounds per year, aats18roed 10,001
— 50,000 pounds of gag per year (Table 3-12). Approximately 82% o$ dmgdied with
vertical lines, and most of the remainder is landed diith gear (Table 3-15).
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Figure 3-4. Distribution of trips and landings per boatyear, based on trips that reported at
least one pound of gag (averages for 2001-2006).
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Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temnce Center logbook database as of October 10, 2007.

Table 3-14. Annual landings and dockside revenues on trihggag as a lesser

source of trip revenue, 2003-2007.

ltem 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Averdge
Trips with gag as a lesser source of trip revenue

Trips 1,298 1,171 1,156 1,178 1,417 1,244

Boats 263 247 253 225 262 250

Landings of gag on trips with gag ag

a lesser source of revenue, thousand

pounds 184 147 169 155 166 164

Dockside revenues for gag on trips

with gag as a lesser source of

revenue, thousand 2007 $ $562 $456 $53¢ $51p $569 $527

Landings of other species, same tr|ps 1,472 11496 1,611 1,449 1,701 1,546

Dockside revenue for other species|

same trips, thousand 2007 $ $3,039 $2,878 $3,217 $3,107 $3,876  $3,224

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temnce Center logbook database as of

September 22, 2008, and Accumulated Landings System datashais8eptember 17, 2008. The

BLS Consumer Price Index for all Urban Consumers was tasadjust dockside revenues and

average annual prices for inflation.
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Table 3-15. Annual landings of gag for trips with at least pound of gag,
by region and primary gear, 2003-2007.

2003‘ 2004‘ 200.% 200% ZOdY Average

Trips with at least one pound of gag

Gag caught off North Carolina, thousand
pounds 141 143 17p 154 141 151
Gag caught off South Carolina,
thousand pounds 234 233 216 204 241 P26
Gag caught off Georgia and northeast
Florida, thousand pounds 100 38 90 71 117 93
Gag caught off central and southeast
Florida, thousand pounds 120 66 58 66 101 82
Gag caught off Florida Keys, thousang
pounds 3 2 1 1 4 p
Gag caught with vertical lines, thousand
pounds 455 450 46f 410 462 447
Gag caught with dive gear, thousand
pounds 131 76 67 8l 133 98
Gag caught with other gear, thousand
pounds 13 7 6 5 11 8
Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temce Center logbook database|as
of September 22, 2008.
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3.4.1.1.7Commercial Fisheries for Golden Tilefish

Table 3-26. Annual landings, dockside revenues and fishing,gfips and boats with
landings of at least one pound of golden tilefish, 2003-2007.

ltem 2003 | 2004 | 2005| 2006] 2007 Average
Trips or boats with at least one pound of golden tilefish

Number of trips with at least one pound

of golden tilefish 391 336 359 331 598 402

Landings of golden tilefish, thousand

pounds, whole weight 344 212 307 410 320 830

Dockside revenue from golden tilefish,

thousand current $ $658 $511 $664 $827 $748 $682

Dockside revenue from golden tilefish,

thousand 2007 $ $741  $561 $702 $849 $753 $721

Dockside price, current $ / pound $1.92 $1(88 $2.17 $p.02 $2.34 $2.06

Landings of all species, same trips,

thousand pounds 686 504 497 691 408 b57

Dockside revenue, all species, same

trips, thousand 2007 $ $1,287 $930 $1,068  $1,336 $905 $1,105

Dockside revenue, all species, all trips,

same boats, thousand 2007 $ $2,668  $2/264  $2,627 $2,801 $2,578 [$2,588

Number of boats that landed golden

tilefish 63 65 65 60 64 64

Number of boats landing 1-100 Ibs per

year of golden tilefish 23 20 16 25 18 0

Number of boats landing 101-1000 Ibs

per year of golden tilefish 21 21 25 16 19 20

Number of boats landing 1,001-5,00(Q

Ibs per year of golden tilefish 3 13 16 9 18 12

Number of boats landing more than

5,000 Ibs per year of golden tilefish 15 1 8 10 10 11

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temnce Center logbook database as of September 22,

2008, and Accumulated Landings System data base as of SeptemB008. The BLS Consumer Price Index

for all Urban Consumers was used to adjust dockside reseamd average annual prices for inflation.
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Table 3-27. Annual landings and dockside revenues on tripggwiden tilefish as the top
source of trip revenue, 2003-2007.

ltem 2003 | 2004 | 2005| 2006 2007  Avera

ge

Trips with golden tilefish as the top source of triparwe

Trips 240 233 247 216 481 283
Boats 40 43 45 33 47 42
Landings of golden tilefish, thousand pounds 307 243 276 378 312 303
Dockside revenue for golden tilefish, thousand 2007

$ $671 $505 | $639 | $786 $735 $667

Landings of other species on trips where golden
tilefish is the top source of trip revenue, thousand
pounds 140 81 40 78 27 73

1%

Dockside revenue for other species on trips wher
golden tilefish is the top source of trip revenue,
thousand 2007 $ $188 $116 $64 | $123 $40 $106

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temnce Center logbook database as of September 22, 2
and Accumulated Landings System data base as of Sept&mt#08. The BLS Consumer Price Index for all

008,

Urban Consumers was used to adjust dockside revenues aagdeaaanual prices for inflation.
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Table 3-28. Annual landings and dockside revenues on tripggeiden tilefish as
a lesser source of trip revenue, 2003-2007.
3| 2003] 2004 2005 200 2007 Average
Trips with golden tilefish as a lesser source ofre\enue
Trips 151 103 117 115 112 119
Boats 50 45 44 45 3P 45
Landings of golden tilefish on trips
with golden tilefish as a lesser
source of revenue, thousand pounds 36 30 30 32 i 27
Dockside revenues for golden
tilefish on trips with golden tilefish
as a lesser source of revenue,
thousand 2007 $ $70 $56 $63 $63 $18 $54
Landings of other fish on trips with
golden tilefish as a lesser source| of
revenue, thousand poungs 203 150 150 203 61 1583
Dockside revenues for other fish on
trips with golden tilefish as a lesser
source of revenue, thousand 2007 $ $357 $253 $301 $366 $112 $278
Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temce Center logbook database as of
September 22, 2008, and Accumulated Landings System datashais8eptember 17, 2008. The
BLS Consumer Price Index for all Urban Consumers was tasadjust dockside revenues and
average annual prices for inflation.
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Table 3-29. Annual landings of golden tilefish for tripshnat least one
pound of golden tilefish, by region and primary gear, 2003-2007.

2003 2004 2005 2006 ‘ 2007 ‘Average

Trips with at least one pound of golden tilefish

Golden tilefish caught off
North Carolina, thousand
pounds 17 40 1 2 2 12

Golden tilefish caught off
South Carolina,
thousand pounds 128 105 62 122 27 89

Golden tilefish caught off
Georgia and northeast
Florida, thousand
pounds 0 0 0

Golden tilefish caught off
central and southeast
Florida, thousand
pounds 191 126 240 283 289 226

Golden tilefish caught off
Florida Keys, thousand
pounds 8 1 4 2 1 3

Golden tilefish caught
with vertical lines,
thousand pounds 18 25 38 35 44 32

Golden tilefish caught
with dive gear, thousand
pounds 0 0 0 0

Golden tilefish caught
with other gear,
thousand pounds 325 248 269 374 296 302

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temce Center logbook database as
of September 22, 2008.
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3.4.1.1.8Commercial Fisheries for Showy Grouper

Table 3-30. Annual landings, dockside revenues and fishing,gfips and boats with

landings of at least one pound of snowy grouper, 2003-2007.

Item

2003 | 2004| 2005]

2006

ZOOJ}7 Averdge

Trips and boats with at least one pound of snowy groupef

Number of trips with at least one pound

of snowy grouper 1,342 | 1,060 979 820 | 1,084 1,057
Landings of snowy grouper, thousand

pounds, whole weight 284 240 248 258 123 230
Dockside revenue from snowy grouper,

thousand current $ $642 $577 $605 $703 $373 $580
Dockside revenue from snowy grouper,

thousand 2007 $ $723 $634 $643 $721 $373 $619
Dockside price, current $ / pound $2.p6 $2(41 $2.44 $2.73 $3.03 $2.52
Landings of all species, same trips,

thousand pounds 1683 | 1,398 | 1,348 | 1,324 | 1,216 1,394
Dockside revenue, all species, same

trips, thousand 2007 $ $3,209 $2,820 $2,837 $2|857 $2,894  $2,923
Dockside revenue, all species, all trips,

same boats, thousand 2007 $ $8,8399 $8/359 $8§,575 7903 $8,841  $8,415
Number of boats that landed snowy

grouper 189 167 163 132 147 160
Number of boats landing 1-100 Ibs per

year of snowy grouper 61 52 54 39 58 53
Number of boats landing 101-1,000 Ibs

per year of snowy grouper 70 67 70 50 62 64
Number of boats landing 1,001-5,00(Q

Ibs per year of snowy grouper 44 30 26 28 23 30
Number of boats landing 5,001-10,000

Ibs per year of snowy grouper 7 13 8 5 2 7
Number of boats landing more than

10,000 Ibs per year of snowy grouper 7 5 5 10 2 6

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temce Center logbook database as of September

22, 2008, and Accumulated Landings System data base as of Bepfem2008. The BLS Consumer
Price Index for all Urban Consumers was used to adjugsiterevenues and average annual prices fd

inflation.

=
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Table 3-31. Annual landings and dockside revenues on trihssmowy grouper
as the top source of trip revenue, 2003-2007.
ltem 2003 | 2004| 2005 2006 2007 Averdge

Trips with snowy grouper as the top source of trip reeer

Trips 540 441 43§ 366 140 387

Boats 108 95 84 69 5P 83

Landings of snowy grouper on trigs
with snowy grouper as the top
source of revenue, thousand pounds 201 178 192 202 74 170

Dockside revenue for snowy
grouper on trips with red as the to,
source of revenue, thousand 2007 $ $511 $471 $501 $566 $226 $455

Landings of other species, same
trips 190 150 164 182 5[ 149

©

Dockside revenue for other species,
same trips, thousand 2007 $ $292 $238 73 $281 $89 $234

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temce Center logbook database as of
September 22, 2008, and Accumulated Landings System datashais8eptember 17, 2008. The
BLS Consumer Price Index for all Urban Consumers was tasadjust dockside revenues and
average annual prices for inflation.
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Table 3-32. Annual landings and dockside revenues on trijpssmowy grouper as
a lesser source of trip revenue, 2003-2007.

ltem| 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Averdge
Trips with snowy grouper as a lesser source of triprmes

Trips 802 619 541 454 621 607

Boats 168 141 13y 112 135 139

Landings of snowy grouper on trigs
with snowy grouper as a lesser
source of revenue, thousand pounds 83 62 55 56) 49 61

Dockside revenues for snowy
grouper on trips with snowy
grouper as a lesser source of

revenue, thousand 2007 $ $211 $164 $142 $156 $147 $164
Landings of other species, same
trips 1,210 1,008 936 885 1,036 1,015

Dockside revenue for other species,
same trips, thousand 2007 $ $2,194 $1,048 $1/920 $1,855 $2,433 52,070

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temce Center logbook database as of
September 22, 2008, and Accumulated Landings System datashais8eptember 17, 2008. The
BLS Consumer Price Index for all Urban Consumers was tasadjust dockside revenues and
average annual prices for inflation.
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Table 3-33. Annual landings of snowy grouper for trips witleast one
pound of snowy grouper, by region and primary gear, 2003-2007.

2003| 2004 200§ 2006 2007 Average

Trips with at least one pound of snowy grouper

Snowy grouper caught off North
Carolina, thousand pounds 95 00 81 91 a7 81

Snowy grouper caught off South
Carolina, thousand pounds 94 65 86 95 13 71

Snowy grouper caught off Georgia and
northeast Florida, thousand pounds 9 6 4 3 3 5

Snowy grouper caught off central and
southeast Florida, thousand pounds 36 28 25 15 15 24

Snowy grouper caught off Florida Keys,
thousand pounds 50 51 52 b4 46 51

Snowy grouper caught with vertical
lines, thousand pounds 197 16 185 188 117 173

Snowy grouper caught with dive gear,
thousand pounds 0 0 0

Snowy grouper caught with other geatr,
thousand pounds 87 64 62 69 6 58

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temce Center logbook database|as
of September 22, 2008.
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3.4.1.1.9Commercial Fisheries for Black Sea Bass

Table 3-38. Annual landings, dockside revenues and fishing,gfips and boats with
landings of at least one pound of black sea bass, 2003-2007.

Item

2003 | 2004| 2005 2006 2007 Averdge

Trips and boats with at least one pound of black ses ba

Number of trips with at least one pou
of black sea bass

2,238 2,372 2,056 2,172 1,949 2,157

Landings of black sea bass, thousanc
pounds, whole weight

59¢ 797 460 527 409 540

Dockside revenue from black sea bas
thousand current $

bS,

$916 $842 $571 $988  $1,089 $8B1

Dockside revenue from black sea bas
thousand 2007 $

bS,

$1,033 $927 $611  $1,020 $1)097 5937

Dockside price, current $ / pound

$1.63 $1119 $1.24 $[L.87 $2.66 $1.63

Landings of all species, same trips,
thousand pounds

4,189 4,6[6 4,441 4,508 4,805 4,512

Dockside revenue, all species, same
trips, thousand 2007 $

$4,411 $4,643 $4,358 $4/549 $4,594 4,511

Dockside revenue, all species, all trip
same boats, thousand 2007 $

»

$8,835 $8/961 $9,116 $0,569 $11,441 |$9,584

Number of boats that landed black seg
bass

a

225 243 240 22( 256 237

Number of boats landing 1-100 Ibs pe
year of black sea bass

1)

=

34 86 104 87 134 99

Number of boats landing 101-1,000 I}
per year of black sea bass

DS

85 93 81 81 72 82

Number of boats landing 1,001-5,00(Q
Ibs per year of black sea bass

35 34 36 31 27 33

Number of boats landing 5,001-10,0(Q
Ibs per year of black sea bass

Number of boats landing more than
10,000 Ibs per year of black sea bass

14 18 12 15 12 14

inflation.

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&gemce Center logbook database as of Septembgr
22, 2008, and Accumulated Landings System data base as of Bepfem2008. The BLS Consumer
Price Index for all Urban Consumers was used to adjugsitecrevenues and average annual prices fo

=

SOUTH ATLANTIC SNAPPER-GROUPER
AMENDMENT 18

AFFECTED ENVIRONME

3-49



Table 3-39. Annual landings and dockside revenues on tripdlaick sea bass

as the top source of trip revenue, 2003-2007.

ltem 2003 | 2004| 2005 2006 2007 Averdge
Trips with black sea bass as the top source ofdxiprrue

Trips 858 889 62( 811 649 765

Boats 86 94 83 8% 88 87

Landings of black sea bass on trips

with black sea bass as the top

source of revenue, thousand pounds H46 637 403 482 378 489

Dockside revenue for black sea

bass on trips with red as the top

source of revenue, thousand 2007 $ $948 $827 p539 $936 $1,023 $855

Landings of other species, same

trips 51 57 38 69 57 54

Dockside revenue for other species,

same trips, thousand 2007 $ $62 $66 543 $94 $76 $68

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temce Center logbook database as of
September 22, 2008, and Accumulated Landings System datashais8eptember 17, 2008. The
BLS Consumer Price Index for all Urban Consumers was tasadjust dockside revenues and

average annual prices for inflation.
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Table 3-40. Annual landings and dockside revenues on tripdlaick sea bass as
a lesser source of trip revenue, 2003-2007.

ltem| 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Averdge
Trips with black sea bass as a lesser sourcgaktrenue

Trips 1,380 1,483 1,436 1,361 1,300 1,392
Boats 195 217 216 194 233 211
Landings of black sea bass on trips
with black sea bass as a lesser
source of revenue, thousand pounds 51 70 57 45 3] 51
Dockside revenues for black sea
bass on trips with black sea bass as
a lesser source of revenue,
thousand 2007 $ $85 $99 $73 $84 $74 $83
Landings of other species, same
trips 1,446 1,721 1,674 1,498 1,408 1,549
Dockside revenue for other species,
same trips, thousand 2007 $ $3,316 $3,651 $3,704 $3,436 $3,422 53,506

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temce Center logbook database as of
September 22, 2008, and Accumulated Landings System datashais8eptember 17, 2008. The
BLS Consumer Price Index for all Urban Consumers was tasadjust dockside revenues and
average annual prices for inflation.
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Table 3-41. Annual landings of black sea bass for trips atithast one
pound of black sea bass, by region and primary gear, 2003-2007.

2003| 2004 200§ 2006 2007 Average

Trips with at least one pound of black sea bass

Black sea bass caught off North
Carolina, thousand pounds

324

421

271 395

Black sea bass caught off South
Carolina, thousand pounds

20

94

128 133

Black sea bass caught off Georgia ang
northeast Florida, thousand pounds

]

Black sea bass caught off central and
southeast Florida, thousand pounds

Black sea bass caught off Florida Keys

thousand pounds

D

Black sea bass caught with vertical
lines, thousand pounds

85

44 64

Black sea bass caught with traps,
thousand pounds

521

617

862 A71

Black sea bass caught with dive gear,
thousand pounds

Black sea bass caught with other gear,

thousand pounds

6

5

6

3

2 4

Source: NOAA Fisheries Service, Southeast Fish&temnce Center logbook database|as

of September 22, 2008.
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3.4.1.1.10 Imports

Imports have been a major source of seafood supply id.®e and the domestic snapper-
grouper market is not an exception. For the period 2003-2006, swddresh and frozen
snappers and groupers have stayed at relatively high lavelsging44.7 million pounds
(Table 3-46). Compare this with the average overall lasdifignapper-grouper in the South
Atlantic for the same period of 6.77 million pounds (Tab® 3and one can immediately see
the dominance of imports in the snapper-grouper markeanAnnual average of $79.2
million for the years 2003-2006, imports clearly dwarf the $9 Znillion ex-vessel value of
South Atlantic snapper-grouper landings. Dominance of itapio the snapper-grouper
market may be expected to exert limits on the movenfatdroestic ex-vessel prices
resulting from changes in domestic landings of snappergupers.

Table 3-46. U.S. imports of snappers and groupers, 2003-2006.

YEAR | Pounds of imports by product form |  Value of imports by product form
Millions of pounds* Millions of dollars
FRESH FROZEN TOTAL FRESH FROZEN TOTAL

2003 311 8.4 39.4 $51.7 $10.6 $62.3
2002 334 9.2 42.6 $57.1 $12.3 $69.5
2003 34.3 10.2 44.% $58)9 $14.4 $78.3
2004 33.3 9.9 43.1 $61.7 $13.9 $75.6
2005 35.9 13.9 49.7 $72)0 $21.0 $98.0
2006 35.2 13.4 48.6 $78)8 $22.9 $101L.7

Average 33.9 10.8 447 $63|4 $15.9 $79.2

Source: NOAA Fisheries, Foreign Trade Database.

*Weights are not converted to equivalent whole weights.
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3.4.1.2 Recreational Fishery

The East Coast (South Atlantic, Mid-Atlantic, and NEmngland) recreational fishery is
comprised of the private sector and for-hire sectoe frivate sector includes anglers fishing
from shore (all land-based structures) and private/réotais. The for-hire sector is

composed of the charterboat and headboat (also caligthqat) sectors. Charterboats
generally carry fewer passengers and charge a fee emtieanvessel basis, whereas headboats
carry more passengers and payment is per person. Theftypevice, from a vessel- or
passenger-size perspective, affects the flexibility tockedifferent fishing locations during

the course of a trip and target different species sargel concentrations of fish are required
to satisfy larger groups of anglers.

3.4.1.2.1Harvest

Recreational snapper-grouper harvest in the South Atlaas been variable during the

period 2003-2007, averaging slightly below 11million pounds (Takl&). On average, the
private/shore mode of fishing accounted for the largesebkts at around 7.23 million pounds
(MP). Well below this harvest level are those & tharter mode at 1.97 MP and headboat at
1.69 MP. Harvests in each state also fluctuated duringaiime period (Table 3-48). On
average, Florida accounted for most of snapper-groupershanhe South Atlantic at

around 6.83 MP, followed by North Carolina at 2.07 MP, S&@a4tolina at 1.41 MP, and

lastly by Georgia at 0.64 MP.

Table 3-47. Harvest of snapper-grouper species by mode $othia Atlantic, 2003-2007..

Shore and
Year Charterboat® Headboat | Private/Rental Boat Total
2003 2,301,303 1,375,688 7,265,886 10,942,877
2004 1,517,384 1,889,010 6,688,596 10,094,990
2005 2,313,468 1,649,210 6,123,049 10,085,727
2006 1,998,907 1,648,405 7,282,328 10,929,635
2007 1,697,350 1,893,031 8,777,570 12,367,950
Average 1,965,681 1,691,068 7,227,485 10,884)235

Source: The Headboat Survey, NOAA Fisheries, SEF8&uBrt Lab and MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries,
NMFS, SERO.

! Pounds of A and B1 fish estimated from the MRFSS Survey.

% The total annual estimate of headboat catch derived diata collected through the NMFS headboat survey.
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Table 3-48. Harvest of snapper-grouper species by state $otlth Atlantic, 2003-2007.

Year Florida Georgia South Carolina North Carolina
2003 7,848,011 770,993 1,042,157 1,281,714
2004 5,970,816 763,609 1,625,212 1,735,353
2005 6,696,217 622,302 852,105 1,915,107
2006 6,474,221 746,982 1,466,944 2,241,489
2007 7,173,255 320,927 2,079,880 3,199,767
Average 6,832,503 644,962 1,413,259 2,074,686

Source: The Headboat Survey, NOAA Fisheries, SEF8&uBrt Lab and MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries,

NMFS, SERO.

In the Mid-Atlantic, harvests of snapper-grouper (spaoi¢ise fishery management unit of
the South Atlantic snapper-grouper FMP) fell from 2003 to 2005 tauted to recover in

2006 although still at levels substantially lower thaysthin 2003 (Table 3-49). For 2003-
2005, total harvests averaged at slightly below 4 MP. beesand private mode of fishing
dominated the harvest averaging at 3.57 MP. Harvestshyther fishing modes averaged at
0.84 MP for charterboats and at 0.59 MP for headboats. Yéekvdominated all other states
in harvests, averaging at 2.49 MP, followed by New Jeas&y28 MP, then by Virginia,
Maryland, and Delaware in that order (Table 3-50).

Table 3-49. Harvest of snapper-grouper species by mode idhatlantic, 2003-2007.

Shore and
Year Charterboat Headboat | Private/Rental Boat Total

2003 2,040,303 6,784,987 8,825,290
2004 934,045 2,559,977 3,494,022
2005 328,682 481,845 2,127,007 2,937,534
2006 447,665 555,066 2,878,776 3,881,507
2007 457,149 735,310 3,511,240 4,703,699

Average 841,564 590,740 3,572,397 4,768,410

Source: MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, SERO.

Table 3-50. Harvest of snapper-grouper species by state MithAtlantic, 2003-2007.

655

679

538

676

513

Year Virginia Maryland Delaware New Jersey New York
2003 817,271 279,58b 301,871 1,753,908 5,672
2004 384,117 162,765 75,4%7 1,205,003 1,666
2005 654,918 111,184 75,925 980,967 1,114,
2006 741,891 147,428 128,822 1,078,690 1,784
2007 914,527 73,329 148,412 1,375,916 2,191

Average 702,545 154,858 146,097 1,278,897 2,486

,012

Source: MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, SERO.
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In New England, total harvests also fell from 2003 to 20tbstarted to recover in 2006.
The 2003-2007 average harvest of 2.41 MP is not substantially ttvan harvests in 2003 of
3.4 MP (Table 3-51). Just as in other sub-regions, the sinorprivate mode of fishing
dominated harvests, averaging at 2.15 MP. Harvests byfathielg modes averaged at
substantially lower levels at 0.17 MP for headboats ab@l RIP for charterboats. Of the five
New England states, New Hampshire and Maine have nains&ny snapper-grouper
harvests for the 2003-2007 period (Table 3-52). Harvests ané edenly distributed among
the other three states, with averages of 0.83 MP fosa&sisetts, 0.78 MP for Connecticut,
and 0.53 MP for Rhode Island.

Table 3-51. Harvest of snapper-grouper species by mode irENgland, 2003-2007.

Source: MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, SERO.

Table 3-52. Harvest of snapper-grouper species by statevrENgland, 2003-2007.

Shore and
Year Charterboat Headboat | Private/Rental Boat Total

2003 472,072 2,927,480 3,399,552
2004 106,330 2,691,904 2,798,234
2005 37,037 52,336 1,995,970 2,085,343
2006 100,250 192,74p 1,350,519 1,643,514
2007 59,669 272,002 1,773,658 2,105,329

Average 155,072 172,361 2,147,906 2,406,394

Rhode
Year Connecticut Island Massachusetts New Hampshire Maine
2003 1,536,353 828,253 1,034,947 0
2004 624,917 888,07p 1,285,241 0
2005 837,567 513,75p 734,022 0
2006 737,463 525,903 380,148 0
2007 780,896 498,796 825,687 0
Average 903,434 650,956 851,999 0

Source: MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, SERO.

There are ten species currently under consideratidnsrammendment. The distribution by
mode of these species in the South Atlantic is ptedean Table 3-53. Five species (black
sea bass, gag, red grouper, vermilion snapper, red snappenetaiovely large harvests over
the 2003-2007 period. Black sea bass accounted for the largesdthat an average of 0.84
MP, followed somewhat closely by vermilion snappearativerage of 0.601 MP and gag at
an average of 0.597 MP. Except for golden tilefish, sngneyper, speckled hind, and
vermilion snapper, the shore and private mode of fishing miatel the harvest of the ten
species. Charterboats dominated in the harvest ofmgaldésh and snowy grouper while
headboats dominated in the harvest of speckled hind amdlie® snapper. Florida registers
harvests of all ten species, Georgia does not shovestaref golden tilefish and snowy
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grouper, South Carolina does not show harvests of goléésttiand black grouper, and

North Carolina does not register any harvest of black groUjadxie 3-54).

Table 3-53. South Atlantic average harvest (Ibs) of 10 spéacihis amendment, by mode,

2003-2007.
Shore and
Species Charterboat Headboat | Private/Rental Boat Total
Golden Tilefish 69,303 ( 16,228 68,425
Snowy Grouper 50,558 47 6,369 53,575
Speckled Hind 212 1,06 1,230
Warsaw Groupe 4,810 84 28,145 15,953
Black Grouper 3,129 1,68 32,761 36,953
Black Sea Bass 102,610 177,477 555,816 835402
Gag 108,909 49,12 439,510 597,343
Red Grouper 48,215 23,16 280,044 351,424
Vemilion Snapper 118,490 386,936 96,071 601,497
Red Snappef 101,457 51,355 168,511 321/322

Source: The Headboat Survey, NOAA Fisheries, SEF8&uBrt Lab and MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries,

NMFS, SERO.

Table 3-54. South Atlantic average harvest (Ibs) of 10 spétitis amendment, by state,

2003-2007.

Species Florida Georgia South Carolina North Carolina
Golden Tilefish 5,282 80,249
Snowy Groupert 36,401 178 17,1¥5

Speckled Hind 1,083 58 1,099 186

Warsaw Groupe 15,426 2 869 447

Black Grouper 36,842 19

Black Sea Bass 268,816 79,763 75,722 244(377

Gag 345,322 12,332 45,582 204,332

Red Grouper 112,730 54 9,800 235,723
Vemilion Snapper 173,928 49,93 273,711 167,088
Red Snappef 263,256 25,923 23,050 10,716

Source: The Headboat Survey, NOAA Fisheries, SEF8&uBrt Lab and MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries,
NMFS, SERO.

In the Mid-Atlantic, only two of the ten species appteabe harvested. Only the charterboat
mode registers harvest of golden tilefish at an aven&§er40 pounds, but all fishing modes
register relatively large harvests of black seas QEasle 3-55). Virginia and Delaware are
the only two states that show harvests of goldenghidfut all five states show harvest of
black sea bass, with New Jersey being the leader byisantiimargin (Table 3-56).
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Table 3-55. Mid-Atlantic average harvest (Ibs) of 10 spani¢isis amendment, by mode,
2003-2007.

Shore and
Species Charterboat Headboat | Private/Rental Boat Total

Golden Tilefish 6,740 6,740
Snowy Groupert
Speckled Hind
Warsaw Groupe
Black Grouper
Black Sea Bass 655,438 445,048 1,012,621 2,113,007
Gag

Red Grouper
Vemilion Snapper

Red Snapper
Source: The Headboat Survey, NOAA Fisheries, SEF8&uBrt Lab and MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries,
NMFS, SERO.

Table 3-56. Mid-Atlantic average harvest (lbs) of 10 speni¢isis amendment, by state,
2003-2007.

Species Virginia Maryland Delaware New Jersey New York
Golden Tilefish 2,955 1,079
Snowy Groupert

Speckled Hind
Warsaw Groupe
Black Grouper
Black Sea Bass 164,581 139,047 118,038 1,169,906 338,461
Gag

Red Grouper
Vemilion Snapper

Red Snapper
Source: The Headboat Survey, NOAA Fisheries, SEF8&uBrt Lab and MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries,
NMFS, SERO.

Only black sea bass appears to be harvested in the NgganBrarea, with all fishing modes
showing some harvests of the species (Table 3-57). hitdne and private mode of fishing is
by far the dominant fishing mode in harvesting black sea Wdess Hampshire and Maine
does not show any landings of any of the ten species aadsideration. Of the remaining
three states in the area, Massachusetts dominateteR¥land and Connecticut in the harvest
of black sea bass (Table 3-58).
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Table 3-57. New England average harvest (Ibs) of 10 spedieis amendment, by mode,
2003-2007.

Shore and
Species Charterboat Headboat | Private/Rental Boat Total

Golden Tilefish
Snowy Groupert
Speckled Hind
Warsaw Groupe
Black Grouper
Black Sea Bass 37,695 22,263 209,348 269{305
Gag

Red Grouper
Vemilion Snapper

Red Snapper
Source: The Headboat Survey, NOAA Fisheries, SEF8&uBrt Lab and MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries,
NMFS, SERO.

Table 3-58. New England average harvest (lbs) of 10 spadieis amendment, by state,
2003-2007.

New
Species Connecticut | Rhode Island | Massachusetts| Hampshire Maine
Golden Tilefish
Snowy Groupert

Speckled Hind
Warsaw Groupe
Black Grouper
Black Sea Bass 8,201 68,723 183,477
Gag

Red Grouper
Vemilion Snapper

Red Snapper
Source: The Headboat Survey, NOAA Fisheries, SEF8&uBrt Lab and MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries,
NMFS, SERO.

For the period 2003-2007, the ten species addressed in this aemratcounted for about 26
percent of all recreational harvests of snapper-groupei South Atlantic. The
corresponding figures for the other sub-regions are 44 pgeorevid-Atlantic and 11 percent
for New England.
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3.4.1.2.2Effort

Recreational effort derived from the MRFSS can be charaed in terms of the number of
trips as follows:

1. Target effort - The number of individual angler tripsgardless of duration, where the
intercepted angler indicated that the species or aesp#rcthe species group was
targeted as either the first or second primary targeh#trip. The species did not
have to be caught.

2. Catch effort - The number of individual angler trigsgardless of duration and target
intent, where the individual species or a speciesdrspecies group was caught. The
fish did not have to be kept.

3. Total recreational trips - The total estimated numbeeaofeational trips in the South
Atlantic, regardless of target intent or catch success

Estimates of recreational effort for the entirepgex-grouper fishery in the South Atlantic are
provided in Table 3-59 for trips by mode and Table 3-60 for tripstég; those for the Mid-
Atlantic are presented in Table 3-61 for trips by mode aluler3-62 for trips by state; and,
those for New England are presented in Table 3-63 fus by mode and Table 3-64 for trips
by state. The total column refers to the total numbaiips taken by anglers in the South
Atlantic snapper-grouper fishery and not to the sum of adhtarget trips.

In the South Atlantic, total angler trips were highfes the shore mode, followed by the
private mode, and then by the charter mode (Table 3-59\eV&y, average catch trips were
highest on those taken through the private mode and londgbbse through the charter
mode. The same is true with target trips: they weghdst for private mode and lowest for
charter mode. For the charter mode, both catch and tapgepeaked in 2005 and decreased
thereafter. Shore mode catch trips dropped from 2003 to 20G4daulily increased
thereafter; shore mode target trips fell from 2003 to 2005ramdased thereafter. Catch trips
for the private mode fell in 2004 but increased thereaftién, relatively high levels in the last
two years; target trips declined through 2005 and picked up iagheno years. Florida
registered the highest total angler trips, followednter by North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Georgia (Table 3-60). The same pattern holds foln t@bs but not for target trips.

South Carolina registered slightly higher target ttigs North Carolina.

Table 3-59. Recreational effort for the snapper-groupeerfsin the South Atlantic, in
thousand trips, by mode, 2003-2007.

Charter Mode Trips Shore Mode Trips Private Mode Trips
Catch | Target Total Catch | Target Total Catch | Target| Total
2003 118 23 412 1,108 263 10,872 2,105 548 9/963
2004 129 28 414 98y 209 11,186 1,985 477 9,488
2005 373 69 971 1,09 195 11,240 2,096 173 9/886
2006 285 68 834 1,276 272 12,511 2,603 530 10}749
2007 129 40 501 1,400 321 11,988 2,851 668 13|137
Avg. 207 45.6 627 1,172 252 11,549 2,328 559 10,644

Source: MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, SERO.
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Table 3-60. Recreational effort for the snapper-groupleerfisin the South Atlantic, in
thousand trips, by state, 2003-2007.

Florida Georgia South Carolina North Carolina
Catch | Target | Total | Catch | Target| Total | Catch| Target| Total| Catd | Target | Total
2003 | 2,860 723 11,444 92 46 971 143 86 2,098 231 80 6,733
2004 | 2,530 532 10,800 90 26 960 191 84 2,224 289 71 7,107
2005| 2,835 579 12,200 96 28  8h9 1478 60 2,188 454 70 6,849
2006 | 3,325 633 13,349 711 28 799 248 133 2,670 520 76 71,276
2007 | 3,807 784 15,169 104 20 op6 137 109 2,529 332 116 6,951
Avg. | 3,071 650 12,592 9P 29 903 179 94 2,341 365 82 6,983

Source: MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, SERO.

In the Mid-Atlantic, the private mode trips were highatsan average of 11.75 million angler
trips (Table 3-61). Total charter mode trips were sigaifity lower than either shore mode
or private mode angler trips. For the years 2003-2005, totatprmode and shore mode
angler trips fluctuated about their respective means;harter mode trips were substantially
lower in the last three years. In terms of catigdst the private mode registered an average of
74.6 thousand trips, the shore mode at 14.8 thousand triptheaddarter mode at 0.28
thousand trips. Average target trips were about the sam@eesage catch trips for the private
mode but significantly lower for both the shore and @tanodes. On a state-by-state basis,
New Jersey registered the highest number of total atrgds, followed by New York,
Virginia, Maryland, and Delaware (Table 3-62). Except fogMia with average catch trips
of 68.4 thousand, catch trips were relatively low forwagous states, with a range of 5
thousand trips in Maryland to 8.02 thousand trips in New Jer&esimilar pattern holds for
target trips: Virginia registered an average of 69.2 thalisdgps while the other states
showed a range of 0.38 thousand trips in Delaware to 3u8dhd trips in New York.

Table 3-61. Recreational effort for the snapper-groupeerfisin the Mid-Atlantic, in
thousand trips, by mode, 2003-2007.

Charter Mode Trips Shore Mode Trips Private Mode Trips
Catch | Target Total Catch | Target Total Catch | Target| Total
2003 3 0 1,182 3 11 7,383 51 49 11,286
2004 9 1 1,323 13 b4 6,327 52 b8 11,084
2005 0.8 0 734 17 4 7,935 16 /6 11,729
2006 0.2 0 749 29 D 7,895 19 B3 12,123
2007 6 0.4 760 12 4 8,768 115 105 12,551
Avg. 3.8 0.28 949.9 14.8 4.2 7,661.6 74.6 74.2 11,7p4.6

Source: MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, SERO.

Table 3-62. Recreational effort for the snapper-groupeerfisin the Mid-Atlantic, in

thousand trips, by state, 2003-2007.

Virginia Maryland Delaware New Jersey New York
Catch| Targ| Total Catch Targ. Totgl Cafch Tdrg. Tot@latch| Targ| Total| Catch Targ. Total
2003 | 44 48 3,113 6 0 3,329 2 0 1,104 2 2 6,779 5 9 5,525
2004 | 39 49 3,594 5 2 2,644 8 1 1,177 13 4 6,544 8 4 4,773
2005| 55 72 3,829 11 1 3,157 6 0 1,042 13 4 6,484 10 3 5,885
2006 | 101 83 3,883 3 0 3,634 3 0.3 1,154 0.1 0 6,954 1 D 5,240
2007 | 103 94 3,696 0 12 4,003 12 0.6 1,263 12 3 7,136 8 D 5,979
Avg. | 684 | 69.2| 3,623 5 3 3,333}4 6.2 0.38 1,148 8.p2 2 6,179.4 6.4 3.2 5,48

Source: MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, SERO.
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In New England, snapper-grouper recreational trips wesstantially lower than those in
other sub-regions (Table 3-63). Private mode trips weteehigvith an average of 4.69
million trips, followed by shore mode trips at 4.09 roill trips and charter mode trips at 248
thousand trips. Both catch and target trips for snapperpgrovere very low for all fishing
modes. Among the five states in the sub-region, Masisatts registered the highest number
of total trips, followed in order by Rhode Island, Coniwett Maine, and New Hampshire
(Table 3-64). Both catch and target trips were very loalligtates. In fact, Connecticut,
New Hampshire, and Maine registered no catch or tatigstfor snapper grouper.

Table 3-63. Recreational effort for the snapper-groupeerfisin New England, in thousand
trips, by mode, 2003-2007.

Charter Mode Trips Shore Mode Trips Private Mode Trips
Catch | Target Total Catch | Target Total Catch | Target| Total
2003 0.1 0 319 0.4 D 3,833 1 0 4,426
2004 0 0 301 0.6 2 3,909 3 0 4,4p0
2005 0.03 0 204 0.6 D 3,819 0 0 5,016
2006 0 0 189 0.6 D 4,510 0 2 4,681
2007 0 0 226 d 3 4,35p 3 0 4,8p2
Avg. 0.03 0 248 0.44 | 4,085/2 1.4 0.4 4,687

Source: MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, SE

RO.

Table 3-64. Recreational effort for the snapper-groupeerfisin New England, in thousand
trips, by state, 2003-2007.

Connecticut Rhode Island Massachusetts New Hampshire Maine

Catch| Targ| Total| Catch Targ. Total Catch Targ. TopaCatch| Targ.| Total Catch Targ. Total
2003| O 0 1,563 2 0 1594 O 0 4,08% 0 0 415 0 0 919
2004 1 0 1,538 0.6 0.2 1,503 1 2 4,501 0 0 360 0 q 758
2005| O 0 1,573 0.6 0 1,590 0 0 4,318 0 0 481 0 0 1,476
2006| O 0 1,454 0.6 0 1,671 0 2 4,602 0 0 469 0 0 1,181
2007| O 0 1,658 0 0 1,509 3 3 4,61( 0 0 456 0 0 1,209
Avg. | 0. 0 1,557.2 0.76] 0.04 15734 0.8 1.4 44232 0 Q 436.2 0 1)028.6

Source: MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, SERO.

Estimates of recreational effort for the ten spec@ssidered in this amendment are provided
in Table 3-65 for trips by mode and Table 3-66 for trips byestdte total column refers to
the total number of trips taken by anglers for all fggcges and not to the sum of catch and

target trips.

In terms of total angler trips, the shore mode dorashatl other modes for trips catching
and/or targeting any of the ten species in this amend{habte 3-65). However, in terms of
catch and target trips, the private mode dominated tlee ttlo fishing modes in most of the
ten species. There are also observable regionatieas in catch and target trips for the ten
species under consideration (Table 3-66). In both caithaaget trips, Florida dominated all
other states for most species. Notable exceptions &lergnlefish and black sea bass where
North Carolina had a slight edge over Florida in catdimiot in target trips. It is also worth
noting that South Carolina showed higher target tripbliek sea bass than either Florida or

North Carolina.
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Table 3-65. South Atlantic average recreational eftortld species in this amendment, in

thousand trips, by mode, 2003-2007.

Charter Mode Trips Shore Mode Trips Private Mode Trips
Species Catch| Target| Total Catch| Target Total Catch| Target Total
Golden
Tilefish 3 0 463 0 0 11,514 2 1] 10,658
Snowy
Grouper 2 247 463 0 0 11,514 | 2,217 414 | 10,658
Speckled
Hind 0.1 0.0 463 0.2 0.0 11,514 0.8 0.1 ] 10,658
Warsaw
Grouper 0.2 0.0 463 0.2 0.0 11,514 1.2 0.0 | 10,658
Black
Grouper 0.8 0.0 463 0.7 0.2 11,514 12.7 3.7 | 10,658
Black Sea
Bass 37.1 3.5 463 73.8 0.8 11,514 | 489.3 46.6 | 10,658
Gag
Grouper 8.1 1.8 463 10.5 2.2 11,514 93.0 33.5 | 10,658
Red
Grouper 9.6 0.0 463 1.8 0.5 11,514 59.9 3.1 ] 10,658
Vermilion
Snapper 25.6 0.6 463 1.0 0.0 11,514 53.5 2.4 | 10,658
Red
Snapper 14.8 2.8 463 1.6 4.2 11,514 63.0 36.3 | 10,658

Source: MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, SERO.

Table 3-66. South Atlantic average recreational eftortld species in this amendment, in

thousand trips, by state, 2003-2007. .

Florida Georgia South Carolina North Carolina

Species Catch| Target Total Catchy Target Total Catch Targef Total | Catch | Target| Total
Golden

Tilefish 1.3 0.5]| 12,487.4 0.0 0.0 | 895.0 0.0 0.0 | 2,315.6 3.6 0.3 | 6,936.4
Snowy 6,936.4
Grouper 3.0 0.7 | 12,487.4 0.0 0.0 | 895.0 0.0 0.0 | 2,315.6 14 00| 7T
Speckled 6.936.4
Hind 1.1 0.0 | 12,487.4 0.0 0.0 | 895.0 0.0 0.0 | 2,315.6 0.0 01| 7
Warsaw 6.936.4
Grouper 1.4 0.0 | 12,487.4 0.0 0.0 | 895.0 0.0 0.0 | 2,315.6 0.0 00|
Black 6,936.4
Grouper 14.0 3.9 112,487.4 0.0 0.0 | 895.0 0.3 0.0 | 2,315.6 0.0 00|
Black Sea 6.936.4
Bass 200.3 12.0 | 12,487.4 | 30.7 4.7 | 895.0 | 140.0 23.2 | 2,315.6 | 229.2 110 77T
Gag 6,936.4
Grouper 88.5 35.5|12,487.4 2.0 0.0 | 895.0 5.0 0.9 23156 | 16.1 1.0 777
Red 6,936.4
Grouper 56.1 3.0 |12,487.4 0.0 0.0 | 895.0 1.0 0.0 | 2,315.6 | 14.3 05|77
Vermilion 6.936.4
Snapper 53.0 1.6 | 12,4874 6.9 0.0 | 895.0 9.9 1.0 2,315.6 | 10.3 04| 777
Red 6,936.4
Snapper 71.6 39.1]12,487.4 5.0 1.4 | 895.0 2.0 2.8 | 2,315.6 0.9 00| 7

Source: MRFSS database, NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, SERO.
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Similar analysis of recreational effort is not pbksfor the headboat sector since data are not
collected at the angler level. Estimates of effothe headboat sector are provided in terms
of angler days, or the number of standardized 12-hour figtagg that account for the
different half-, three-quarter-, and full-day fishingpriby headboats. Despite the inability to
associate headboat effort with specific speciesstdt@nary bottom nature of headboat
fishing, as opposed to trolling, suggests that all headbpsaitaind, hence, angler days, are
shapper-grouper trips by intent, though not necessarily sicces

Headboat angler days are presented in Table 3-67. Dugytbweheadboat angler days for
Georgia, entries for Georgia were combined with thoddarfda. For the period 2003-2007,
total headboat angler days fluctuated around the me2400380 days. On average, Florida
accounted for the largest number of angler days (164,49apoat 68 percent of all headboat
angler days. Nevertheless, the numbers for SouthliGa (47,571 days) and North Carolina
(27,312 days) are far from being negligible.

Table 3-67. Estimate of headboat angler days for tBe Sbuth Atlantic.

Florida South Carolina North Carolina Total
2003 145,011 36,556 22,998 206,568
2004 173,701 50,461 27,255 253,421
2005 171,078 34,036 31,573 238,692
2006 175,522 56,074 25,736 259,338
2007 157,150 60,729 29,002 246,881
Average 164,492 47,571 27,312 240,980

Source: The Headboat Survey, NOAA Fisheries, SEF8&ufBrt Lab.

3.4.1.2.3Permits

For-hire vessels in the South Atlantic are required t@ laasnapper-grouper for-hire permit to
fish for or possess snapper-grouper species in the EBZ niimber of permitted vessels for
the period 2003-2005 is provided in Table 3-68. This sector operaaesopen access

fishery and not all permitted vessels are necessagilye in the fishery. Some vessel owners
have been known to purchase open access permitsugsnios for uncertainties in the
fisheries in which they currently operate.

The number of for-hire permits issued in the South Atasnapper-grouper fishery increased
over the period 2003-2007, from 1,477 permits in 2003 to 1,754 pern@gi@®ih Most of the
increases would likely be for strictly for-hire busiggsince permits issued for vessels
operating as for-hire and commercial entities remainedtatat from 2005 to 2006 and fell
in 2007. The majority of snapper-grouper for-hire permittesseis were home-ported in
Florida; a good number of vessels were also home-partddrith Carolina and South
Carolina. Interestingly, there were several vessélshomeports in states other than those
within the South Atlantic Council’s area of jurisdiatio Most of the vessels with both for-hire
and commercial permits were home-ported in the Sou#nidt Council’s area of
jurisdiction.
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The for-hire permit does not distinguish between whetheressel operates as a charterboat
or headboat. Based on a 1997 survey, Hol&ral. (1999) estimated that a total of 1,080
charter vessels and 96 headboats supplied for-hire seiviad$South Atlantic fisheries

during 1997.

Table 3-68. South Atlantic snapper-grouper for-hire perntitene by home port state, 2003-
2007.

Number of vessels with both a for-hire
Number of vessels issued for-hire vessel permit and a commercial
permits shapper-grouper permit
Home Port
State 2003 | 2004| 2005 2006 200f Avg. 20p3 2004 2005 2006 2007 |Avg.

Florida 957| 1,084 1,119 1,1081,140 | 1,082 | 148 151 148 151 122 | 144
North
Carolina 206 232 254 284 315 258 45 42 43 460 40 43
South
Carolina 122 108 121 119 129 120 34 33 33 34 24 32
Georgia 36 27 33 383 30 32 4 2 2 2 3 3
Virginia 5 13 10 10 8 9 4 3 2 3
Other States 69 48 51 62 69 60 8 3 5 3 2 4
Gulf States 82 82 79 66 63 74
Total 1,477 1,594 1,667 1,6811,754 | 1,635 | 239 235 234 238 191 | 227

Source: Southeast Permits Database, NOAA Fish&tR0.

3.4.1.2.4Economic Value and Expenditures

Participation, effort, and harvest are indicatorthefvalue of saltwater recreational fishing.
However, a more specific indicator of value is thésgattion that anglers experience over
and above their costs of fishing. The monetary valubisfsatisfaction is referred to as
consumer surplus. The value or benefit derived frommeébieeational experience is dependent
on several quality determinants, which include fish sizehcsuccess rate, and the number of
fish kept. These variables help determine the valudistiag trip and influence total

demand for recreational fishing trips.

Estimates of the economic value of a day of saltwateneational fishing in the South
Atlantic indicate that the mean value of access @ina recreational fishing trip is $109.31
for the South Atlantic (Haaét al. 2001). While this estimate is not specific to snapper-
grouper fishing trips, it may shed light on the magnitudenadragler’s willingness to pay for
this type of recreational experience.
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Willingness to pay for an incremental increase iclt@nd keep rates per trip was also
estimated to be $3.01 for bottom fish species by Haah (2001). Whiteheadt al. (2001)
estimated the marginal willingness to pay to avoid afisheaed snapper bag limit decrease to
be $1.06 to $2.20. Finally, Haabal. (2001) provided a compensating variation (the amount
of money a person would have to receive to be no wadfsdter a reduction of the bag limit)

estimate of $2.49 per fish when calculated across alltprb@at anglers that targeted
snapper-grouper species in the South Atlantic.

These valuation estimates should not be confused wileraexpenditures or economic
activity. While expenditures for a specific good or serwiaey represent a proxy or lower
bound of value (a person would not logically pay moreséonething than it was worth to
them), they do not represent the net value (benefitssrgost), nor the change in value
associated with a change in the fishing experience. kawangler expenditures benefit a
number of sectors that provide goods and services for agdt-wport fishing. Gentnet al.
(2001) provides estimates of saltwater recreational fidhipgxpenditures (Table 3-69).
These estimates do not include expenditures in MonroetZdtlarida, or expenditures in
the headboat sector.

Table 3-69. Summary of expenditures on saltwater trips.

North Carolina South Carolina Georgia Florida
Non Non Non Non

Iltem Resident | Resident| Resident| Resident| Resident | Resident| Resident| Resident
Shore mode trip,
expenses $63.6l $75.53 $54.12| $104.27| $31.78| $115.13| $36.90| $141.30
Private/rental
boat trip
expenses $71.28 $92.15 $35.91 $67.07| $161.34| $77.51 $66.59 $94.15
Charter mode
trip expenses $201.66 $110.71| $139.72 $220.97| $152.45| $155.90| $96.11| $196.16
Charter fee-
average-per day $133.76] $70.59| $114.26] $109.97| $73.68| $80.99| $71.37| $100.79

Source: 1999 MRFSS add-on survey (Genéted. 2001).

3.4.1.2.5Financial Operations of the Charter and Headboat Sectors

Hollandet al. (1999) estimated that the charterboat fee in the Satlahtic ranged from
$292 to $2,000. The actual cost depended on state, trip lendttheavariety of services
offered by the charter operation. Depending on the, steeaverage fee for a half-day trip
ranged from $296 to $360, for a full day trip the range was $5%3%10, and for an overnight
trip the range was $1,000 to $2,000. Most (>90 percent) Flohn@ider operators offered
half-day and full-day trips and about 15 percent of thet fidfered overnight trips. In
comparison, only about 3 percent of operations in the &beth Atlantic states offered

overnight trips.
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For headboats, the average fee in Florida was $29Half-alay trip and $45 for a full day
trip. For North and South Carolina, the average basedseb34 per person for a half-day
trip and $61 per person for a full day trip. Most of thesadboat trips operated in Federal
waters in the South Atlantic (Hollared al. 1999).

Capital investment in charter vessels averaged $109,301 id&1879,868 for North
Carolina, $38,150 for South Carolina and $51,554 for Georgia (ttdiaal. 1999).
Charterboat owners incur expenses for inputs such asdeiegnd tackle in order to offer the
services required by their passengers. Most expenseseid¢nrt997 by charter vessel
owners were on crew wages and salaries and fuelavdrage annual charterboat business
expenditures incurred was $68,816 for Florida vessels, $46,888 fiir Glanolina vessels,
$23,235 for South Carolina vessels, and $41,688 for vessels igi&en1997. The average
capital investment for headboats in the South Atantis approximately $220,000 in 1997.
Total annual business expenditures averaged $135,737 for headbdatgla and $105,045
for headboats in other states in the South Atlantic.

The 1999 study on the for-hire sector in the Southeask&npresented two sets of average
gross revenue estimates for the charter and headdatssin the South Atlantic (Hollared

al., 1999). The first set of estimates were those repdtesurvey respondents and were as
follows: $51,000 for charterboats on the Atlantic co&stlorida; $60,135 for charterboats in
North Carolina; $26,304 for charterboats in South Caro$6&;551 for charterboats in
Georgia; $140,714 for headboats in Florida; and $123,000 for headbadla¢ other South
Atlantic states (Hollanét al, 1999). The authors generated a second set of estimaigs us
the reported average trip fee, average number of tripgejaer and average number of
passengers per trip (for the headboat sector) for\esmdel category for Florida vessels.
Using this method, the resultant average gross revenuediguare $69,268 for charterboats
and $299,551 for headboats. Since the calculated estimatesonsiderably higher than the
reported estimates (22 percent higher for charterboats angeidént higher for headboats),
the authors surmised that this was due to sensitivityceged with reporting gross receipts,
and subsequent under reporting. Alternatively, the resptsideuld have overestimated
individual components of the calculated estimates. oiltfm the authors only applied this
methodology to Florida vessels, assuming the same debu@eler reporting in the other
states results in the following estimates in averagesggrevenues: $73,365 for charterboats in
North Carolina, $32,091 for charterboats in South Caro#68;992 for charterboats in
Georgia; and $261,990 for headboats in the other South Atk&tates.

It should be noted that the study’s authors were concenagdvhile the reported gross
revenue figures may be underestimates of true vessel @y¢bencalculated values could
overestimate gross income per vessel from for-hirgigcfHolland et al, 1999). Some of
these vessels are also used in commercial fishingtaetiand that income is not reflected in
these estimates.
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3.4.2 Social and Cultural Environment

A more detailed description of the social and cultunairenment of the snapper-grouper
fishery is contained in Amendment 13C (SAFMC 2006) and @rpurated herein by
reference. The following sections summarize key in&giom relevant to this action. Key
communities were identified primarily based on permit amgployment activity. These data
were obtained from the U.S. Bureau of the Census and tate and federal permitting
agencies.

Permit trends are hard to determine, since severak$actay affect how many vessels are
homeported in certain communities, including vessel mgpdhifting stock locations, and
resettlement of fishermen due to coastal developnmigevertheless, although vessel location
shifts occur, static geographical representations helpniieeemwhere impacts may be felt.

Data from the US Census Bureau must be used with somerca@ensus data may not

reflect shifting community demographics. Businesses relytstart up and fail or move and
the census data collection cycle may fail to captesechanges. Further, census estimates do
not include seasonal visitors and tourists, or thoselitre less than half the year in a

surveyed area. Many of the latter group may work asosehemployees and not be counted.
Census data also misses some types of labor, sucly Edbdeers, undocumented crew
members, or family members that help with bookkeepisgaesibilities.

Permit requirements for the commercial snapper-groupieery were established in 1998 by
Amendment 8 (SAFMC 1997). This amendment created a tireiéry system for the fishery
and established two types of permits based on the histodinlgs associated with a
particular permit. Those who could demonstrate a ceatamunt of landings over a certain
time period received permits that did not limit the nundfggounds of snapper-grouper that
could be landed from federal waters (hereafter reféaaed “unlimited commercial permits”).
These permits were transferable. Vessels with eeriindings, but did not meet the
threshold were issued permits that allowed them to land 223%dgs@mf snapper-grouper
species from federal waters each trip (hereafterreefdo as “limited commercial permits”).
These permits were not transferable. New entry mgdishery required the purchase of two
unlimited permits from existing permit holders for exchangeafoew permit. This “two for
one” system was intended to gradually decrease the nwhpermits in the fishery. These
restrictions only applied to the commercial snapper-grop@enit.

Impacts on fishing communities from coastal developnresig property taxes, decreasing
access to waterfront due to increasing privatization ofipuésources, rising cost of dockage
and fuel, lack of maintenance of waterways and oceasagas, competition with imported
fish, and other less tangible (often political) factoase combined to put all these
communities and their associated fishing sectors under greas.

While studies on the general identification of fishimgnenunities have been undertaken in
the past few years, little social or cultural invedigainto the nature of the snapper-grouper
fishery itself has occurred. A socioeconomic study latéhset al. (1997) covered the
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general characteristics of the fishery in the Soutarntic, but those data are now almost 10
years old and do not capture important changes in theyisiheuvront and Neal (2004)
conducted survey work of the North Carolina commercigbgeagrouper fishery south of
Cape Hatteras, but did not include ethnographic examinaticonarhcinities dependent upon
fishing.

To help fill information gaps, members of the SouthaAtic Council's Snapper-Grouper
Advisory Panel, Council members, Advisory Panel memiagrd,representatives from the
angling public identified communities they believed would bsthmopacted by the
management measures proposed in Amendment 13C on thesspadressed by this
amendment. Details of their designation of particatanmunities, and the factors considered
in this designation, can be found in Amendment 13C (SARAQOG).

Because so many communities in the South Atlanticfitdr@am snapper-grouper fishing, the
following discussion focuses on “indicator communitielefined as communities thought to
be most heavily impacted by snapper-grouper regulations.
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3.4.2.1 North Carolina

Y
A
AT,
A

ad sldn

7 / /
/)

AL TS, Al LA,

Figure 3-13. North Carolina communities with substafising activity, as identified by
South Atlantic Advisory Panels.

3.4.2.1.1Statewide

Overview

Of the four states in the South Atlantic region, INd@arolina (Figure 3-11) is often
recognized as possessing the most “intact” commerdmh§sndustry; that is, it is more
robust in terms of viable fishing communities and fishing ibguesctivity than the other three
states. The state offers a wide variety of fishing ogpnities, including sound fishing,
trolling for tuna, bottom fishing, and shrimping. Perhapsabee of the wide variety of
fishing opportunities, fishermen have been better able &bheeregulations and coastal
development pressures, adjusting their annual fishing psitasrtimes have changed.
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Commercial Fishing

There has been a steady decline in the number of festerahercial snapper-grouper permits
North Carolina since 1999, with 194 unlimited commercial permii©99, but only 139 in
2004. Limited permits similarly declined from 36 to16.

State license sale and use statistics for all typésesfses also indicate an overall decrease
since 1994. While the overall number of state licensselt@any species of fish or shellfish
increased from 6,781 in 1994 to 9,712 in 2001/2002, the number of liceldseshactually
reporting sales decreased from 6,710 in 1994/1995 to 5,509 in 2001/2002 (SATMC

North Carolina fishermen demographics are detailed in Cbatiand Neal (2004). Ninety
eight percent of surveyed fishermen were white and 58 pgdradircompleted some college or
had graduated from college. Of those who chose to atbe/guestion, 27 percent of
respondents reported a household income of less than $30/0@apeand 21 percent made
at least $75,000 per year. On average, respondents hadshésn fbr 18 years, and had
lived in their communities for 27 years.

Cheuvront and Neal (2004) also provided an overview of hothNCarolina commercial
snapper-grouper fishermen carry out their fishery. Approein®5 percent of surveyed
fishermen indicated year-round fishing. Gag is the fistrfrequently targeted by these
fishermen, with 61 percent of fishermen targeting gagraegmoint in the year, despite the
prohibition of commercial sales and limit to the retioaal bag limit in March and April.
Vermilion snapper (36.3 percent) and black sea bass (46 peacenhe next most frequently
targeted species. A significant number of fishermed kang mackerel during each month,
with over 20 percent of fishermen targeting king mackeséleen October and May. During
the gag closed season, king mackerel are targeted byZhpetcent of the fishermen. Other
snapper/grouper complex species landed by at least 5 peftleatfishermen in any given
month were red grouper (39.5 percent), scamp (27.4 percemt)y gmouper (9.7 percent),
grunts (14.5 percent), triggerfish (13.7 percent), and goléish (5.6 percent). Non-
snapper/grouper complex species landed by at least 5 peftleatfishermen in any given
month included Atlantic croaker, yellowfin tuna, bluefim&, dolphin, and shrimp.

Recreational Fishing

Recreational fishing is well developed in North Carolind,alue to natural geography, is not
limited to areas along the coast. Data show thathN©arolina is almost on par with east
Florida for total recreational fishing participation eff@data not shown; see SAFMC (2006)).
A brief discussion of public boat ramps and local re@veal fishing clubs, as well as sources
of information used by these anglers, can be found iRMB2& (2006).

The North Carolina state legislature approved the ioreaf a state recreational saltwater
fishing license in 2004. The license created controversydth the recreational and
commercial sectors, each believing that it will hurhelp their access to marine resources.
Possession of the license, subject to exemptions, hasdmpared as of January 1, 2007
(http://lwww.ncdmf.net/recreational/NCCRFLfaq.htm).
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3.4.2.1.2Hatteras Village

A detailed history of this community, from its discovényltalian explorers in the 16
century to establishment of a National Seashore in X@58be found in SAFMC (2006).

Overview

Census data indicate there was not a significantasere population size in Hatteras Village
from 1990 to 2000 (SAFMC 2006). The demographics of the islanel dtafted, as is
evidenced in the decreasing percentage of the populatiois ezttvely in the workforce,
perhaps reflecting a larger number of retirees in thenoamty, and the increasing proportion
of residents with higher education, also reflectingtaed, professional segment of the
population. Hatteras Village has also experiencedrdfisignt increase in the percent of the
population in the farming, fishing, and forestry occupatifmasn 5.6 percent to 10.8 percent.
This may be reflective of the increasing number of persmnployed in businesses related to
recreational fishing, such as charter boat captainsramg boat repair and sales, marinas, etc.
See SAFMC (2006) for the raw data describing community dembigsapFigure 3-12
includes two maps detailing the area.
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Figure 3-14. Hatteras Island and Village, Outer Banks, Noatiolina.
Source: Yahoo Mapsitp://www.yahoo.com

Commercial Fishing

Anecdotal information from Hatteras residents indisghe number of fish houses has
decreased as tourism has increased (SAFMC 2006). Residentever, still promote the
fisherman’s way of life through festivals and speciahominity designations (SAFMC 2006).

Mirroring the statewide trend, the number of unlimited owarcial permits held by residents
of Hatteras decreased from 1999 (9 permits) to 2004 (5 perniitg€ humber of limited
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commercial permits has remained at 3 (SAFMC 2006). Twaedple stated they were
employed in fishing related industry in the 1998 census, 1ftbf these employed by
marinas. A listing of the six marinas and eight bad tackle stores in Hatteras Village can
be found in SAFMC (2006).

Recreational Fishing

Hatteras is host to several prestigious fishing tourngsraard is homeport for the island’s
famous charter fishing fleet. The number of charter/beatpermits held by Hatteras
residents has dramatically increased, from one perrt@®9 to 28 in 2004.

3.4.2.1.3Wanchese

A history of this community, and neighboring Manteo, desagis persistence as a small,
close-knit community focused on making its living from sle@, can be found in SAFMC
(2006).
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Figure 3-15. Map of Roanoke Island, North Carolina, shgwianchese and Manteo.
Source: Kitner 2005.

Overview

Figure 3-13 provides a map of Roanoke Island, including Wanchedsdanteo. While
Wanchese has maintained its identity as a commersiah§ community, it faces continuing
pressure from developers in nearby Manteo and other Oatd&sEBEommunities. However,
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the town has recently approved a zoning document that \poeNdent unplanned growth and
would help preserve working waterfronts and residenti@saf€ozak 2005). A partial
community profile detailing local traffic patterns, busses and prominent families can be
found in SAFMC (2006).

The largest industrial area in Wanchese is centerédeowWanchese Seafood Industrial Park,
built to enhance business opportunities in the seafoodhande trades. Tenants of the park
are able to ship products overnight to major domestic daachational markets through the
airport in Norfolk, Virginia. The park is utilized by fisrmen and seafood dealers, as well as
boatbuilding and boat maintenance businesses. The gdatkagactivity and it is common

to find large numbers of people, especially Hispanics, worikitige marine trade industries.

Census statistics from 2000 show the population of Wardkesying and very homogenous,
with little ethnic diversity. There has been a dligicrease in the Hispanic population since
1990, mirroring most other communities in North Carolig@ucation levels have also
increased, and the poverty rate has decreased. A higbentage of people are employed in
fishing-related professions in Wanchese than in almosot®y community — 10 percent —
although even that number has decreased nearly 50 psiroeatl990.

Commercial Fishing

Commercial landings and value for Wanchese/Stumpy Eetiined from 31.9 million
pounds valued at $26.1 million in 2001 to 28.7 million pounds valug8&® million in
2002. In 2001, Wanchese/Stumpy Point was listed as then@8t prominent United States
port based on the value of the product landed, declining™n3®02. While landings
increased in 2003, to 33 million pounds, value further decliné@tamillion (3£ place),
with further declines in both poundage (31 million pounds) ahtev&20.5 million) in 2004.

Amendment 8, which limited entry into the commerciaper-grouper fishery, does not
appear to have caused a decrease in the number of caalmpermits held by residents of
Wanchese (SAFMC 2006). In 1999, seven unlimited commercialiggsemare held, with
eight in 2004. Three limited commercial licenses weté imeboth 1999 and in 2004.

One hundred twenty residents of Wanchese stated theyemgloyed in fishing related
industries in the 1998 census (SAFMC 2006). Sixteen of theselisted as employed in
fishing, 56 in fish and seafood, and 40 in boatbuilding.

There were 228 commercial vessels registered and 205ttatard commercial fishing
licenses issued in the community in 2002 (SAFMC 2006). Wanchsgkents also held 12
dealer licenses. The town is an important unloadingfporhany vessels transiting to and
from the Mid-Atlantic and South Atlantic.

Recreational Fishing
As of 2005, nine boatbuilding businesses were located irckiése, building either pleasure
yachts, recreational fishing vessels or, less oftemneercial fishing vessels. There were two
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bait and tackle businesses and two marinas in townthédle businesses rely on the fishing
industry. Manteo also maintains an active private andhiferrecreational fishing
community. From 1999 to 2004, there was an increase mutinder of charter/headboat
licenses held, from two permits to nine permits. Astrobghe recreational sector for the
region operates out of Manteo and Nags Head, these eoities would be more affected by
recreational fishing restrictions than would Wanchese.
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3.4.2.1.4AMorehead City

In Carteret County, Morehead City, Beaufort, and AttaBeach form a triad of different but
complementary communities in close geographic proximigyufie 3-14). A detailed history
of Morehead City, from its founding in the 1840s-1850s to iteldgvnent as a center for
sport and tournament fishing in recent years, can be fou8&FMC (2006).

Overview

Morehead City’'s economy is currently based on tourisshjrfg (commercial and
recreational), light industry, government, and other serand professional industries. The
town has regained its commercial viability as a moderhtpaminal, and benefits from its
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location on the “sound-side” of the Atlantic Beachorésrade. Diving has become an
important tourist activity; Rodale’s Scuba Diving magazgeently named North Carolina as
the best wreck diving destination in North America, andéiead City as the best overall
dive destination. Recreational fishing effort is growanugckly, as new marinas, boat storage
areas, boat builders, and marine supply stores opea titth

Detailed statistics detailing community demographics oféfiead City in 1990 and 2000 can
be found in SAFMC (2006). The population of Morehead Qitygased from 1990 to 2000,
with sizable increases in the number of people declangwhite ethnicities. Median
income increased from approximately $20,000 to nearly $29,000 from 128000 Median
home value nearly doubled, and median rent increased 35 peldenpercentage of those
completing high school increased by 10 percent, and thev@w@ven percent increase in
those receiving a bachelor’s degree or higher. The polsel decreased. However, the
unemployment rate increased. The occupations of farrmétgng, and forestry employ more
than one percent of the population of Morehead City.

Commercial Fishing

In 1998, 100 people were employed in fishing related businessasliagcto census figures,
with 40 employed in marinas and 36 employed in fish andeddjusinesses (SAFMC
2006). Over 200 state commercial vessel licenses, 150 tstatkad commercial fishing
licenses, and 14 dealer licenses were issued by the stasidents of Morehead City in
2002. The number of unlimited commercial permits held by kead City residents was 15
in 1999 and 14 in 2004, while the three limited commercial petmeitsin 1999 were no
longer held by 2004 (SAFMC 2006). As of 2002, the state had issuemb@itercial vessel
registrations, 150 standard commercial licenses, and 14 deafeses to Morehead City
residents. Residents of Morehead City were primanipleyed by marinas (40 percent) and
fish and seafood (36 percent), with 16 percent employbdatbuilding businesses.

A narrative detailing the fishing methods, habits, andwhsens of a bandit-rig fisherman in
Morehead City can be found in SAFMC (2006).

Recreational Fishing

The number of charter/headboat permits held by MoreGégdesidents nearly doubled,
from seven in 1999 to 13 in 2004.

3.4.2.1.5Beaufort

Beaufort is located on the coast near Cape Lookadtparders the southern portion of the
Outer Banks. Its deep harbor is home to vessels sizals, and its marinas are a favorite
stop-over for transient boaters. A detailed historBedufort, from its establishment to its
importance as a trade center during th® asd 14' centuries, to its later involvement in the
menhaden fishing industry, can be found in SAFMC (2006).
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Overview

Tourism, service industries, retail businesses, andmrmtison are important mainstays of the
Beaufort area, with many shops and restaurants caterpepple from outside the area.
Census data show a slight decrease in population sizelf®90 to 2000, from 3,808
inhabitants to 3,771, perhaps due to the aging population. Edadatitainment rose over
the last decade, and the percentage of individuals betowoerty line fell slightly. The
percentage of those in the labor force decreased,eanmiksible indication of an aging
population. However, the percentage unemployed also dectedhe number of people
working in farming, fishing, and forestry remained aboutddme from 1990 to 2000.
According to census business pattern data from 1998, mthst 6$hing-related employment
in Beaufort (total 300 persons) occurs in the boat mgldadustry, which employs 184
residents (SAFMC 2006). Forty-eight people reported workimgannas, while others are
employed in fish processing, fish harvesting, and selfoarketing.

Commercial Fishing

There has been a slight decrease in the number ofitedicommercial permits held by
residents of Beaufort, from 5 permits in1999 to 4 permi004. In the last two years, the
one limited commercial permit held by a Beaufort rediseas no longer reported. As of
2002, the state had issued 430 commercial vessel regissr&®h standard commercial
licenses, and 32 dealer licenses to Beaufort residents.

Recreational Fishing

There has been virtually no change in the number otefllaeadboat permits, 1 permit in
2003 and 2004, held by residents.

3.4.2.1.6Atlantic Beach

Atlantic Beach has been a popular resort town simed870s. The first bathing pavilion was
built on Bogue Banks in 1887. Tourists flocked to the resartd ferry service to Atlantic
Beach increased. Other resorts and tourism relatedopevent occurred over the next
century, and the area remains a popular vacation destrfatiov.atlanticbeach-
nc.com/history_part-1.htrl

Overview

Atlantic Beach demographic data from 1990 and 2000 show a gbglaiation decline since
1990, as well as decreases in the percent of the popuiatolved in farming, fishing, and
forestry (SAFMC 2006). The median age of the populationfwasased, perhaps a
reflection of the growing number of retirees movinghis area of the coast.
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Commercial Fishing

As observed in other areas of North Carolina, sincedoimccess was put into place, the
number of commercial permits has decreased from eigimited commercial permits in
1999 to four in 2004, and four limited commercial permits to ¥8AFMC 2006). In 1998,
60 residents of Atlantic Beach were employed in fishingted industry, with 93 percent of
those employed by the marine sector. In 2002, 56 vessedgagastered with the state as
commercial fishing vessels, 42 standard commercial fishtegdies were held by Atlantic

Beach residents, and there were ten valid dealer lisessged to community members
(SAFMC 2006).

Recreational Fishery

Since 1999, the number of federal charter/headboat pereiddy Atlantic City residents has
increased from six to 19, though only one permit was record2@02. Of the 60 individuals
reporting working in a fishing related industry in 1998, 46 workecharinas. Two state

permits were issued to recreational fishing tournamergsit licenses in 2002 (SAFMC
2006).
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Figure 3-17. General area of Sneads Ferry, North Carolina

Source: Yahoo Mapéittp://www.yahoo.com

3.4.2.1.7Sneads Ferry

Sneads Ferry is a historical fishing village located enNbBw River near the northern tip of

Topsall Island (Figure 3-15). The river joins the Intrataldd/aterway at Sneads Ferry, with
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easy access to the Atlantic Ocean. A very activarnercial fishing community, Sneads
Ferry takes in more fish than any other Onslow Copoty
(http://www.cbcoastline.com/areainfo.htmit also includes Camp Lejeune, a U.S. Marine
base. The Sneads Ferry Shrimp Festival has beenrmaldlly since 1971. Now grown to a
two-day event, the annual shrimp festival is the towmegor fund-raiser. From its proceeds,
the town established a 14-acre community park and built a ZRG0-Shrimp Festival
Community Building (vww.sneadsferry.com/areahistory/his_sf.itm

Overview

Census data indicate the population of Sneads Ferry settdyy about 10 percent from 1990
to 2000, from 2,031 inhabitants to 2,248. Most new residentswiete, and the number of
black or African American residents decreased from 159 to MEslian income increased
from about $20,000 to nearly $35,000. Median home value incréase $65,000 to
$110,000, but median rent remained about the same. The pgeeifthose completing high
school increased by 10 percent and the percent of resuithtst least a Bachelor's degree
doubled, from six percent to 12.8 percent. The poverty @a@leased from 20.9 percent to
13.5 percent, and the percentage of the population unemplogesasied from 8.3 percent to
2.2 percent. The percentage of residents employednmnigy fishing, and forestry decreased
by half from 18.2 percent to 9 percent, while employmenal@ssand office occupations
increased by over 17 percent. Itis unclear who may begpiyime sites on newly
developed land in the town, but the town’s current demographay point to an increase in
retirees in Sneads Ferry, as they are better eduteteel higher incomes, and are older. The
dramatic decline by approximately 50 percent of persons eegblmyextractive natural
resource occupations may be due to increasing job opporsunitiside of the community,

the changing impacts of regulations, or status of thauress

Commercial Fishing

Sneads Ferry is a small town with little of thegkewscale development seen elsewhere on the
North Carolina coast. Many houses in the community fiakieng vessels docked in front of
the house or on the lawn. The white rubber boots wornolbymercial fishermen in this
community and many other parts of North Carolina aremonly referred to as “Sneads

Ferry Sneakers”, suggesting the importance of commersiahd to the area. Most of the
fishermen in town are shrimpers and net fishermen whoutydaily. There is also a strong
contingent of black sea bass pot fishermen resideneitothn. The species with the highest
consistent landings in the town are black sea basgrbciams, blue crab, flounders, mullet,
shrimp, spot, and whiting.

The number of federal charter/headboat permits heteédiglents increased from six in 1999
to 13 in 2004, while the number of unlimited commercial peyohéicreased from 22 to 17,
and the number of limited commercial permits remainaezhat(SAFMC 2006). Over 347
commercial fishing vessels were registered with the #2002, and 228 residents held
state-issued standard commercial fishing licenses. Tvenealso 18 dealer licenses in the
community and 169 shellfish licenses. In 1998, 16 personsemguyed in fishing related
industry, with 75 percent working in fish and seafood.
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Recreational Fishing

Recreational fishing in Sneads Ferry is not as promineattvity as in Morehead City.
However, there are a large number of vessels withtehpgermits for snapper-grouper
homeported there. Little is currently known abouteational fishing out of Sneads Ferry,
aside for its advertisement as an important tourisGiton in many websites that discuss the
community. At least five marinas cater to recreatidiehermen. There are two other
marinas at Camp LeJeune Marine Base, just acrossaiieeNRiver. Some smaller river and
sound fishing charters operating out of the area and onbdaiaruns from Sneads Ferry.
Other than black sea bass, it does not appear that mapges-grouper species are frequently
caught recreationally from Sneads Ferry.

3.4.2.2 South Carolina
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Figure 3-18. South Carolina communities with substafisihing activity, as identified by
South Atlantic Advisory Panels.
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3.4.2.2.1Statewide

Overview

South Carolina communities with substantial fishingwitgtare less developed than those in
North Carolina and, over the past 20 to 30 years, #te bas seen much more tourist-oriented
development along its coasts than Georgia or Nortbl@ar In Horry County, the urban

area of Myrtle Beach has expanded greatly in the pastiéeades, and much of the coastal
area has been developed as vacation homes, condomiaioingolf courses. The
communities most impacted by this development are |Ritler, Murrells Inlet, Pawleys
Island, and Georgetown, although the latter three aegdd in Georgetown County (Figure
3-16). The same is true of rapid developing Charlestont@oand the cities and
communities of McClellanville, Mt. Pleasant, Sullivastahd, Wadmalaw and Edisto Islands
feel the impact of urban sprawl from the city of Chstd&. Further south along the coast, the
Hilton Head Island resort development has been thetimger changing coastal landscapes
in the small towns of Port Royal, Beaufort, St. Helésland, and Bluffton.

For the purpose of this document, only Little River wdldingled out as a community with a
high concentration of both commercial and recreatibslaing, along with other types of
coastal oriented leisure pursuits. Other analysesuwisider South Carolina as a whole.

Commercial Fishing

While pockets of commercial fishing activities remain ia giate, most are being displaced
by the development forces and associated changes irgdsphics. The number of unlimited
commercial permits, however, increased from 74 in 1999 ta 8004, while the number of
limited commercial permits decreased by 75 percent from 4$AFMC 2006).

Recreational Fishing

Many areas that used to be dedicated to commercial fishdepeors are now geared towards
the private recreational angler and for hire sectdre number of federal charter/headboat
permits held by South Carolina residents increased from 2999 to 111 in 2004. The
majority of saltwater anglers fish for coastal pe&apecies such as king mackerel, Spanish
mackerel, tunas, dolphins, and billfish. A lesser numbeud primarily on bottom fish such
as snapper and groupers and often these species are thttyspethe headboats that run out
of Little River, Murrells Inlet, and Charleston. Theme 35 coastal marinas in the state and
34 sportfishing tournaments (SAFMC 2006).

3.4.2.2.2Little River

A history of Little River detailing its settlement in tlae 1600s, its popularity as a vacation
destination in the 1920s, and the concurrent rise in ¢Haténg, can be found in SAFMC
(2006).
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Figure 3-19. Little River, South Carolina, and surroundimegar
Source: Yahoo Mapéittp://www.yahoo.com

Overview

Figure 3-17 shows Little River and the surrounding area. &lddtdescription of changes in
land-use patterns in and near Little River can be foulAIRMC (2006). Nearby Murrells
Inlet is gradually transforming into a residential commyfor Myrtle Beach, and SAFMC
(2006) argues this is also true for Little River.

Census data indicate the Little River population more ttrmubled from 1990 (3,470 persons)
to 2000 (7,027 persons) and became more ethnically diveitsenaie people of American
Indian or Alaskan Native, and Hispanic or Latino ethigsi Median income increased by
over 40 percent, from nearly $29,000 to over $40,000. Median halwe also increased by
over 40 percent, and median rent increased by nearly 3Shpeilee percentage of those
completing high school and those with a Bachelor's deggmained about the same. The
poverty level decreased by nearly two-thirds to 4.7 péree the percentage of the
population unemployed decreased from 6.6 percent to 3.4 pefdamipercentage of
residents employed in farming, fishing, and forestry deg@d&om 3.6 percent to 0.9 percent.

Commercial Fishing

In 1998, 38 residents of Little River were employed in fighielated industry according to
the U.S. Census, with 81 percent of those employed byp#nma sector. The number of
snapper-grouper unlimited harvest commercial permits held tooyncmity residents remained
about the same between 1999 and 2004, from 15 permits to 16 parditsne resident still
held a limited harvest commercial license. Twenty-lattie River residents held state
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permits, with the most being saltwater licenses (8 gsjmr trawler licenses (5 permits)
(SAFMC 2006).

Recreational Fishing

As observed in other coastal communities described héheimumber of charter/headboat
permits held by community residents increased from nine in 1996 in 2004. Three
headboats operated out of Little River, and this pattie@for-hire industry has a long and
storied past in the community. Recreational fishingmarily as headboat effort, came about
as a way for commercial fishermen to continue fishingh@xsummer months. A detailed
account of how recreational fishing developed in LittheeRican be found in Burrell (2000).
Most of the private recreational fishing effort in thiga occurs out of marinas in North
Myrtle Beach, Myrtle Beach, and Murrells Inlet.

3.4.2.3Georgia

3.4.2.3.1Statewide

Overview

Only one community in Georgia (Townsend) lands a subatamount of the snapper-
grouper species addressed in this amendment. Other pHréssbate involved in the
commercial harvest of seafood are focused on penaeidpstisine crabs, and other finfish
such as flounder, shad, croaker, and mullet.

Brunswick, the other community that has a commergairig presence, was once a more
thriving commercial fishing community but now tourism and otledated activities are
competing for waterfront in the town. The most comipdarvested species in Brunswick
are blue crab and different species of penaeid shringgording to the ACCSP website, there
have been no snapper-grouper species landed in Brunswidk@2901. Other parts of the
state involved in the commercial harvest of seafoodcamgsed on penaeid shrimp, blue
crabs, and other finfish such as flounder, shad, croakérs@me mullet.

Commercial Fishing

Unlike the pattern observed in many other areas, thdeuaf unlimited commercial permits
and limited commercial permits held by Georgia residdistiot decrease from 1999 to
2004, with eight permits and one permit, respectively. In 2842 vessels were registered
with the state as commercial fishing vessels, 612 ilnk-tstate commercial fishing licenses
were held by Georgia residents, and 147 residents heltinparstate commercial fishing
licenses. Within the commercial fishing fleet, four huddaed eighty two vessels had
shrimp gear on board in that year (SAFMC 2006).
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Recreational Fishing

As observed in other areas, the number of charter/haagbomits held by Georgia residents
increased markedly from five permits in 1999 to 27 permits in 208&MC 2006).
Recreational vessels are located at Tybee Island tdoSavannah, on the barrier islands off
Brunswick, and between Savannah and Brunswick.

3.4.2.3.2Townsend

A history of the area, describing its economy beforeCié War, the rise and fall of
lumbering, and the building of the railroad, can be €bimSAFMC (2006).

Townsend is a small, rural community. In 2005, the fizirsle in this community was
relocating inland. It is not known if this relocationsasuccessful and whether that fish house
will be handling domestically harvested fish in the future

Overview

The population of Townsend increased by over 1,000 residems2413 in 1990 to 3,538 in
2000. Although there was a large relative increase inuh#er of Hispanic or Latino
residents, from 2 to 27, most of the new inhabitants wére 1,465 in 1990 and 2,437 in
2000). Median income increased from approximately $23,000 to $35M&dian home
value nearly tripled, from $33,000 in 1990 to $98,100 in 2000, and mawethtiyearly
doubled, from $213 to $431. In 1990, 26.9 percent of residents Isathdesa 9 grade
education, but by 2000, that number declined to 11.0 percentpefbentage of those
completing high school increased by nearly 15 percent, wiel@ercent receiving a
bachelor’s degree or higher remained about the same (8ehpty@.9 percent). The percent
of the population with an income below the poverty tieeeased by four percent, but
remained high at 14.6 percent. The percentage of the populstemployed increased from
3.4 percent to 6.5 percent. There has been a sizealhleedadhe percentage of the
population employed in manufacturing, from 29.0 percent t& gércent, and the proportion
of the population employed in farming, fishing, and industnyaimed unchanged at
approximately three percent.

Commercial Fishing

A comprehensive description of the historic and currehttiouses of coastal Georgia and
how they operate, focusing on Phillips Seafood of Towshsesn be found in SAFMC
(2006). For nearly a decade, only one fish house hasstemty handled snapper-grouper
species. A fish house in Brunswick may have landed Sp=ses in the past, but has not
reported landings since 2001.

Recreational Fishing

Offshore recreational anglers do not often target ordsa snapper-grouper species in
Georgia fittp://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/st1l/recreational/overviewrgiew.htm).
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Of the snapper-grouper species harvested, black sea lisssisead, and vermilion snapper
are the most commonly harvested fish at five, sevahj\eo percent, respectively. As of
2004, residents of the Savannah area held 11 charter/hepebméts for snapper grouper,
and many of these vessels are docked on Tybee IslamideRes of the area around the city
of Brunswick, including Jekyll Island and Sea Island, held smapper-grouper
charter/headboat permits. Interestingly, unlikediies profiled in the Carolinas, the number
of federally permitted for-hire vessels has declined driaalt. From 2003 to 2004, the
number of snapper-grouper permitted for hire vessels decliogd43 to 27 (NMFS 2004).
The cause of this decline is unknown.

3.4.2.4Florida
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3.4.2.4.1Statewide

Overview

Florida stands apart from other states in the Soutm#i region in fishing behaviors,
history, and demographics. Florida has one of the fagtesing populations in the United
States, estimated to increase each day by 750 to 1,000 nagrants. Twenty-five percent
of all vacation homes in the United States are lataté-lorida’s coastal counties (Coastal
Ocean Resource Economics 2005).

Along with being heavily populated on land, coastal wat#rElorida are also heavily used

by recreational users of all kinds. This growth of auled class occupying coastal areas has
led, in part, to conflicts over natural resource aceessuse-rights. One example of this type
of struggle was the conflict over the use of gilinetstate waters. The conflict culminated in
a state-wide ban on the use of gilinets, which deasaunding blow to many Florida
fishermen, ending in the loss of many commercial fispiraperties and the displacement of
many fishermen. There have also been conflicts betieetenvironmental community” and
commercial fishermen over the closing of eulinaBank off of Florida’s central coast, and
the creation of both the Florida Keys National Mai@anctuary and the Tortugas Sanctuary,
both in the Keys.

The natural geography of Florida also sets it apart tsthvar South Atlantic states,
particularly in the area from central Florida throdlgd Keys. The weather is amenable to
fishing almost year round, though hurricanes in 2004 werecplattly devastating and took a
toll on all fisheries in the state, both east andtweast. There was also a cold water event
that started near West Palm Beach in 2003, which moveaeugalst coast causing a
substantial decline in snapper-grouper fishing that year.c@ihignental shelf is much
narrower in Florida than elsewhere in the regioloywahg fishermen to access deep waters
quickly and return the same day. Finally, the spedissapper-grouper available to
fishermen in southern Florida are different than frrthorth, with yellowtail snapper, gag and
black grouper, and other alternative species such as sainespiny lobster, dolphin,
kingfish, and billfish allow a greater variety of babmmercial and recreational fishing
opportunities. These fisheries are important to mdowda communities identified by the
Snapper-Grouper Advisory Panel as shown in Figure 3-18.

Commercial Sector

Considering the high population growth rates and empbasistourism economy in Florida,
the commercial fishing sector in Florida is still robimssome areas. Although total landings
and dollar values of all species landed on the Floridadéast have decreased from 1998 to
2003 (from nearly 30 million pounds worth approximately $44 amillio approximately 23
million pounds worth $33 million dollars; SAFMC 2006), thexstill a considerable
commercial fishing presence in east Florida.
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Recreational Sector

While the commercial fishing industry, though still stron@y be in decline, the recreational
sector appears to be stable. Excluding the headboat,sstitough the number of
participants declined in 2004 to approximately 1.9 million frotnrillion in 2003 and from

a high of 2.6 million in 2001, the number of trips taken in 2808 2004 remained at
approximately 21 million. As may be recalled from Tablk73 the headboat sector has
exhibited a steady decline. In 2004, many homeports hoskskabne vessel holding both
federal charter/headboat permits and federal unlimited evoah permits. Key West and
Miami stand out, with 35 and 15 such vessels, respectively.

3.4.2.4.2Cape Canaveral
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Figure 3-21. Area map of Cape Canaveral, Florida.

A detailed history of Cape Canaveral, Florida, fronfiitg habitation 10,000 years ago, its
settlement by the United States in the early 1800s, thblistiment of the Banana River
Naval Air Station in World War 11, to NASA's arrivah 1952, can be found in SAFMC
(2006). A map of the area is shown in Figure 3-19.
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Overview

Cape Canaveral has a fairly homogenous, aging populatidnthese 65 years and older
growing from 16.1 percent of the population to 23.1 percene i880. Overall, educational
attainment has increased. The number of persons whk gp@aguage other than English at
home has increased 2.5 percent, and fewer people have sibetoes the poverty line.
Unemployment has decreased, but fewer people are ialibefbrce today than in 1990,
perhaps due to an aging population. The percentage of p@rsoasrvice occupation has
grown from 14.1 percent to 20.4 percent, while there hasdsemeable decline in the percent
of residents employed in forestry, mining, and fishingnfix7 percent in 1990 to 0.4 percent
in 2000.

Fisheries in central Florida generally operate in tvifeiint environments, inshore river or
inlet fishing with associated lagoons, which primarilyaats recreational fishing, and
offshore areas, where commercial fishing primarilyuwsc Popular inshore areas include the
Indian, St. Johns, and Banana Rivers and associateshkg@€ommercial exploitation of the
rivers and lagoons declined after implementation of thada Net Ban of 1994.

Many commercial fish houses have gone out of businelsave shifted to selling imported
products to supplement their local supplies. At the same the number of businesses
possessing federal dealer permits has increased from aboiat ISP to a little over 200 in
2001. There is some industry speculation that the istrgaumber of dealer permits reflects
increased decentralization in the domestic fishing madwmshe need to increase profits by
self-marketing.

Commercial Fishing

Cape Canaveral draws fishermen from Cocoa/Cocoa BBttt Island, Melbourne, and
Titusville. These fishermen target many snapper-groupeiesp@s well as coastal migratory
pelagics such as mackerel, highly migratory species susiieaks and swordfish, and
shellfish such as oysters, quahogs, and shrimp. Snowpgrand tilefish (particularly
golden or sand tilefish) landings exceed 10,000 pounds per yetal cobmmercial landings
decreased, however, from 8.9 million pounds to 6.0 million pofrods 1998 to 2004
(SAFMC 2006).

The number of unlimited commercial permits in this aneaeased from nine in 1999 to 16 in
2004. The number of limited commercial permits fluctuatezt this period, but ultimately
declined from four permits in 1999 to one in 2004 (SAFMC 2006).

The number of Florida Saltwater Products Licenses issusskidents of Brevard County
(where Cape Canaveral is located) decreased from 872 in 1968199 in 2004/05 (SAFMC
2006). This license is needed to sell marine species stdatee There have also been
declines in license sales for various crustacean fesher
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Recreational Fishing

In 2004, Brevard county supported 36 bait and tackle storésfive in Cape Canaveral, and
70 marinas with over 3,000 wet slips, indicating the impagaof recreational fishing to the
area. Fourteen fishing tournaments consistently oadinei area. Additional details about
these businesses and tournaments can be found in SAEME)(

As in other coastal areas of Florida, there is@dyfaieavy presence in Brevard County of
charter boat businesses, private marinas, and otheliassolousinesses catering to the
recreational fishing sector. The number of federallynitéed charter/headboat vessels in
Cape Canaveral increased from zero to seven from 1999 to 2@0drding to Hollancet al.
(1999), there were approximately 32 charter boats and 2 hetadbdhe
Canaveral/Melbourne area. Current estimates fromipétes show at least 38 for-hire
vessels with snapper-grouper permits homeported in Caper€ahor Port Canaveral, which
includes approximate four headboats. That is likely adstimate for total the total number
of for-hire vessels in the area since it does not dekessels in the nearby Merritt Island and
in the Cocoa/Cocoa Beach areas.

[ YaHoOl,

= hfarathon Shore:
Grassy Key® an 5'

Gulf Of
Mexico *‘hrat
@ Boot Key

Harbar

=—=2",
@ 2005 Yahoo! Inc @2004 NX TEQ
Figure 3-22. Marathon, Florida.

Source: Yahoo Mapéittp://www.yahoo.com

3.4.2.4.3Marathon

A history of Marathon, detailing its settlement in the 18@0s rise of industry, the effects of
the Great Hurricane of 1935, the rise of tourism, andntpertance of commercial fishing,
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can be found in SAFMC (2005). Figure 3-20 shows a map of Maratrhich lies in Monroe
County.

Overview

Census data from 1990 and 2000 show there was an increasegatl population in
Marathon from 8,857 in 1990 to 10,255 in 2000. During this periodjidganic population
more than doubled, increasing from 1,040 to 2,095. This inceeaseints for more than two
thirds of the total population increase for the area. rguhis period of time, the median
household income increased from approximately $25,000 to over $36,000.

Marathon has maintained a relatively high percentagleeaotal population, 4.1 percent in
2000, involved in farming, fishing, and forestry, though the peacge has declined from 8.7
percent in 1990. Since there is little commercial fagvand forestry occurring in the area,
the majority of percentage can be assumed to relatehiadi activities. The percentage of
people that live below the poverty line decreased slighiiyn 15.1 percent in 1990 to 14.2
percent in 2000.

Commercial Fishing

In 1998, 184 Marathon residents were employed in fishing celatieistry according to the
Census data, with 39 of those in the “fishing” category,rBgleyed in “fish and seafood,”
and 47 employed by marinas (SAFMC 2006). The number of unfireéenmercial permits
held by community residents decreased from 65 permits pedits between 1999 and
2004. Similarly, the number of limited commercial pesniecreased from 43 permits to 31
permits.

Recreational Fishing

While most of the waters around Marathon are operstiniy, some areas have been set aside
for eco-tourism and fish-viewing by divers and snorkel&@smbrero Reef, said to be one of
the most beautiful sections of North America’s oniynlg coral barrier reef, lies several miles
offshore and is protected by the Florida Keys Nationative Sanctuary (httpuitvw.fla-
keys.com/marathgn

The importance of recreational boating and fishing éoeitonomy of Marathon is shown by
the businesses reliant upon it. As of 2004, there wdeastt 25 charter boat businesses, two
party boat businesses, eight bait and tackle shop27andrinas in the area. The number of
vessels holding the federal charter/headboat permit sedeleom 16 in 1999 to 30 in 2004.
In addition, there were seven fishing tournaments irakth@n. Most tournaments are
centered on tarpon fishing. However, there are instwodeoffshore fishing tournaments as
well. These tournaments begin in February and run thrdugé. Hotels and restaurants fill
with participants and charters, guides and bait shops eagrbnomic benefits of these
people coming to the area. These tournaments areveasttonomic pulses in the local
economy, one that thrives on the existence of touard recreational fishing.

SOUTH ATLANTIC SNAPPER-GROUPER AFFECTED ENVIRONME
AMENDMENT 18
3-91



4 Environmental Consequences

4.1 Extend FMU

Alternative 1 (no action). Do not change the current management boundaries of the
snapper-grouper.

Alternative 2. Extend the management boundaries for all species sntiqgper-grouper
FMU northward to include the Mid-Atlantic Council’s juristion (except for black sea
bass, golden tilefish, and scup).

Alternative 3. Extend the management boundaries for all species sntiqgper-grouper
FMU northward to include the Mid-Atlantic and New Engla@aluncil’s jurisdiction
(except for black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup).

4.1.1 Biological Effects

The reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens Act requires the dstocet management
measures to ensure total mortality (fish that aremeticand mortality of fish that are
discarded) is less than or equal to the Annual Catcht (AdL). Available data do not
support separate stocks in the Mid-Atlantic and New Eg@ouncil’s jurisdiction
except for black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup.s#&s@nts conducted through the
SEDAR process include data from the Mid-Atlantic and Neewgland areas. Therefore,
the South Atlantic Council must address harvest ndifooth Carolina. Alternatives
are shown in Figure 4-1.

The Council is concerned about a northward expansiorigti@ry for snapper and
grouper species, resulting in large catches of tilefighgroupers. The Council’s
Snapper-Grouper Advisory Panel (AP) presented informationrdenting increasing
catches of blueline tilefish and snowy grouper off thesto&Virginia. In addition,
Virginia reported state records of recreationally-calndintline tilefish and snowy
grouper in recent years. In response, the Virginia ddaResources Commission has
since established commercial and recreational limithermarvest and landing of tilefish
and grouper off the coast of Virginia (Table 4-1).

Table 4-1. Commercial and recreational limitationstenttarvest and landings of
tilefish and groupers in Virginia.

Groupers Tilefish
Commercial 175 pounds/vessel/day 300 pounds/vessel/day
Recreational 1 fish/person/day 7 fish/person/day

The following species are considered a grouper: black, ohaisty, Nassau, red,

snowy, tiger, warsaw, yellowedge, yellowfin, and yellowmouthuger; and gag, coney
grayshy, red hind, rock hind, scamp, speckled hind, wrdckflhe following species are
considered a tilefish: blueline, golden, and sand tilefish.
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Alternatve 3,

o Alternative I, Extend
s FMU to include
Mid-Atlantic EEX

Figure 4-1. Fishery Management Unit (FMU) alternatives.
Source: Roger Pugliese.

The Council is considering extending the range of th@ser-grouper fishery
management plan for some species northward in ordmmigerve and manage these
species. The current boundaries would not be changddhfik sea bass, golden tilefish,
and scup since these species are considered separatensttickd Cape Hatteras, North
Carolina. These species are currently covered by fishanagement plans north of
Cape Hatteras.

Alternative 1 would maintain the current management boundaries forespecthe
snapper-grouper fishery management unit (FMU). Currentlyy@bar of snapper-
grouper species are landed in the Mid-Atlantic regiondsgroercial and recreational
fishermen (Tables 4-2 and 4-3). The low level of snappauger landings in the Mid-
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Atlantic and New England regions and information frorailable sources
(http://search.msn.com/results.aspx?q=Fishbase&FORM=M3KHkhkt=en-u$

suggests the Mid-Atlantic and New England represent titberm part of the ranges for
some of the snapper-grouper species. It should be notesl/éothat MRFSS uses dock
side intercepts to estimate the catch rate of rdoredtfisheries. Recreational harvest is
lower for certain species in the snapper-grouper FMU caoglgeper water (e.g., snowy
grouper and golden tilefish) compared to other species. résudt, sampling error is

high for these species and there may be an underestintdtine recreational harvest.

It has been suggested snapper-grouper species are becomingomaonon in the
northern part of their range in response to increasagdrage water temperature due to
global warming (Parker and Dixon 1998).

Two of the species (snowy grouper and red snapper) caughtoidithith Carolina are
overfished and experiencing overfishing. As the numbésloérmen increase and more
regulations are imposed on species in the Mid-Atlaetgon, it is possible snapper-
grouper species could experience increased fishing presautéeriore, increased
fishing pressure could be placed on species in the Mid-#tleggion, such as snowy
grouper, which have strict regulations in the South Atan8nowy grouper and red
snapper are extremely vulnerable to overfishing becauseatbdygng-lived and achieve
large sizes (SEDAR 4 2004, SEDAR 15 2008). In addition, snoawypgr change sex
and are found in aggregations over structure easily recagoiza fathometer. Blueline
tilefish is also a long-lived species but its overighand overfished status is unknown.
Harriset al. (2004) indicate heavy fishing pressures was likely resp@nfblsignificant
decreases in the mean age of males and females from 1982-836-99 (15 to 8.6 yr
for males; 17.7 to 11.2 yr for females).

Alternative 2 would extend the management boundaries for all specibe snapper-
grouper FMU northward to include the Mid-Atlantic Councjlisisdiction (except for
black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup). Currentlgrded commercial and
recreational landings of snapper-grouper are very sivatllés 4-2a and 4-2b). Despite
the low recorded landings of these species, therdasmation suggesting landings of
species such as blueline tilefish and snowy grouper amaisiog off the Mid-Atlantic
states.

The South Atlantic snapper-grouper fishery is a limitezkas fishery and vessel owners
may only obtain a permit if they first purchase two snagpeuper permits. Due to the
cost of snapper-grouper federal permits and low occuriErg@apper-grouper species in
the Mid-Atlantic region, the action to extend managerbenndaries to the north is
likely to keep commercial landings at current levels.th@rmore, recreational fishermen
would have to adhere to bag and size limits for snapper-greppeies. Therefore, this
action would have positive biological effects for snapgp®uper species in the mid-
Atlantic region by restricting take of these species.
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Table 4-2a. Recreational landings (pounds whole weiglshaper-grouper species
(excluding black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup) frasrAantic.

Year Species Pounds PSE
2004 Gray Triggerfish 66,978 25.5
2004 Sheepshead 8,448 0
2004 Atlantic Spadefish 298,128 36.1
2005 Gray Triggerfish 182,038 40.4
2005 Sheepshead 121,233 74.6
2005 Atlantic Spadefish 314,14y 38.1
2006 Gray Triggerfish 15,247 52.5
2006 Sheepshead 101,689 58.7
2006 Atlantic Spadefish 505,720 38.3
2007 Gray Triggerfish 140,041 20.2
2007 Sheepshead 17,78p 36.8
2007 Atlantic Spadefish 757,900 15.9
2007 Blueline tilefish 4,220 78.8

Source: http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/stl/recreaimueries/index.html

Alternative 3 would extend the management boundaries for all specibe snapper-
grouper FMU northward to include the Mid-Atlantic and Nevgland Council’s
jurisdiction (except for black sea bass, golden tilefastd scup). The beneficial
biological effect ofAlternative 3 would be greater thailternative 2 since management
measures for snapper-grouper species would be appliedrgendaea. However, since
the actual abundance of snapper-grouper species in Ndandng small (Table 4-3 and
4.4), the biological effect Alternative 2 would be similar tcAlternative 3.

The recorded landings of snapper-grouper species in the Nadtistand New England
are small. Therefore, while the biological effeceafending management to these areas
in Alternatives 2 and 3would be positive, the overall reduction in harvest esth

species achieved through this action would likely be miktowever, if landings are
actually larger than recorded for these species thepoigve biological effects of this
action would be more substantial.
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Table 4-2b. Commercial landings (pounds whole weighthapper-grouper species
(excluding black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup) inRAflahtic.

Year Species LSS Pounds
Tons
2004 AMBERJACK 0.3 679
2004 GROUPER, SNOWY 0 70
2004 JACK, CREVALLE 0 65
2004 RUNNER, BLUE 0 26
2004 SHEEPSHEAD 0 33
2004 SNAPPER, RED 0.1 164
2004 SNAPPERS 1.1 2,397
2004 TILEFISH, BLUELINE 1.3 2,961
2004 TILEFISH, SAND 0 22
2004 TILEFISHES 1.1 2,337
2004 WRECKFISH 0 25
2005 AMBERJACK 0.1 148
2005 SHEEPSHEAD 0.1 114
2005 SPADEFISHES 0.1 139
2005 TILEFISH, SAND 0.3 559
2005 TILEFISHES 0 2
2006 SHEEPSHEAD 0.3 601
2006 SPADEFISHES 0 34
2006 TILEFISH, SAND 0.7 1,500
2006 TILEFISHES 0 13
2007 AMBERJACK 0 3
GROUPER,
2007 YELLOWEDGE 0.2 421
2007 JACK, CREVALLE 0 9
2007 RUNNER, BLUE 0 15
2007 SHEEPSHEAD 0.2 392
2007 SNAPPER, RED 0.1 235
2007 SNAPPERS 1.6 3,470
2007 TILEFISH, SAND 0.4 880
2007 WRECKFISH 0 29

Source http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/stl/commereiatiings/annual_landings.html
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Table 4-3. Recreational landings (pounds whole weidgtdhapper-grouper species

(excluding black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup) frem England.
Year Species Pounds PSE
2004 Gray Triggerfish 5,013 100
2007 Gray Triggerfish 5,939 99

Source: http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/stl/recreaimueries/index.html

Table 4-4. Commercial landings (pounds whole weight) appar-grouper species
(excluding black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup) in Biayland.

Year Species Ml_%t;'g Pounds
GROUPER,
2004 | YELLOWEDGE 0 2
2004 | GROUPERS 1.4 3,194
2004 | SHEEPSHEAD ( B
2004| SNAPPER, RED D 4
2004| SNAPPERS D 76
2004 | TILEFISH, BLUELINE 1 2,190
2004 | TILEFISH, SAND 0 15
2004 | TILEFISHES 70.2 154,753
2005| GROUPERS D 49
2005| RUNNER, BLUE 0.1 16%
2007 | SNAPPERS 0.8 1,851
2007 | TILEFISH, BLUELINE 0.9 1,924

Source http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/stl/commereiatiings/annual_landings.html

If the Council chooseAlternative 2 or 3, then Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and EFH-
Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (EFH-HAPCs) wameddd to be specified for the
areas north of North Carolina. Members of the 1B3ponsible for habitat issues have
discussed this and agreed that it would be most efficientirtsolidate the EFH review,
update, and revision under the Comprehensive Ecosystem-BasawiAent Il. This
maximizes the efficiency of refining the designationsvall as looking comprehensively
at overlaps among species, gaps that need to be dios&aping for the CE-BA 11 will
take place in January/February 2009 and completion iszatic by the end of 2009.
Therefore this works well with the timing for Snapper-@Gyer Amendment 18 with a
target implementation date of January 1, 2010. Note: riHa@ds to be discussed at the
Council level. It might not make sense to have thel BEtion in a separate document.

Extending the snapper-grouper FMU will not directly affecitected species, because
these parameters are not used in determining immediateshabjectives.
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4.1.2 Economic Effects

Alternative 1 maintains current management boundaries in the snappapeyrFMU.
As mentioned above, increased fishing pressure could oncawesfished species like
snowy grouper and red snapper. This could have negativedomgetonomic impacts
on commercial fishermen in the South Atlantic. Whbk possibility of the northern
movement of species, increased fishing pressure in avetdsaf the South Atlantic
Council’s jurisdiction could prevent the timely adheretweebuilding schedules for
overfished species. This would result in longer rebuilgegods and put off landings
that would otherwise be made by South Atlantic fishermen.

Alternative 2 would extend the management boundaries for all specibe snapper-
grouper FMU northward to include the Mid-Atlantic Councjlisisdiction (except for
black sea bass, golden tilefish, and scup). Such actiatldwkely curb landings of
snapper-grouper species off of Mid-Atlantic states (buthtNew England states) and
result in positive economic benefits to South Atlafishermen.Alternative 2 would
contribute to rebuilding schedules being met in a timeyner which would in turn lead
to higher landings than those that would occur uAdiernative 1.

Alternative 3 would extend the management boundaries for all specibe snapper-
grouper FMU northward to include the Mid-Atlantic and Nevwgland Councils’
jurisdiction (except for black sea bass, golden tilefestd scup). This action would
result in positive long-term economic benefits due tddhger management jurisdiction.
Alternative 3 would have greater long-term economic benefits comparAlldrnative

2.

UnderAlternatives 2 and 3 fishermen harvesting species in northern areas outsde
South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction would be requdreo purchase two permits in order
to continue fishing for species included in the snapper-grdeider. This will have
negative economic impacts on these fishermen.

Non-use values, like value of biodiversity of speciesetstence value, associated with
alternatives are highest unddternative 3 because this alternative offers the greatest
level of protection. Non-use values are lowest uAdiernative 1 because it poses the
greatest risk to rebuilding stock levels.

4.1.3 Social Effects

UnderAlternatives 2 and 3 fishermen harvesting species in northern areas outsde
South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction will be requiréd purchase two permits in order to
continue fishing for species included in the snapper-grouper. Ftis will have
negative social effects for fishermen because i iadditional regulation they will be
required to adhere to. Due to the financial burden of paneawo permits, it is not
likely that people harvesting snapper-grouper species inanaréineas will make the
required investment. This can result in feelings of b&hgt out” of the fishery and
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increased tension between fishery managers and resmere If permits are purchased,
it is likely that the increased financial burden will haegative social impacts resulting
from increased financial stress.

4.1.4 Administrative Effects

TheNo Action Alternative would not change the current FMU boundaries, and the
expansion of a fishery for snapper-grouper northward woulthevaddressed. Under
this alternative, concern about the potential of lax@ehes of tilefish and groupers north
of the current FMU area would persist, and catch limizosed by the Virginia Marine
Resources Commission would remain the only managenrategies for tilefish and
grouper off the coast of VirginiaAlternative 2 would incur some administrative
impacts in the form of a time burden on fishermen éNlorthern area that wish to
obtain a Federal snapper-grouper permit to legally catckelhghapper-grouper species
found in the northern areas. The South Atlantic smagpriper fishery is a limited
access fishery and vessel owners may only obtainnaitpéthey first purchase two
shapper-grouper permits.

Alternative 3 would incur the same administrative impacts as thoserided under
Alterative 2; however, they would exist to a slightly higher degreeesihe area affected
would be substantially larger. Impacts would only be malgigaeater under
Alternative 3 thanAlternative 2 since the number of vessel owners seeking a South
Atlantic snapper-grouper permit would likely not be sigwifitin the northeast region
due to climactic conditions, which make New England veaengely unsuitable for
prolific snapper-grouper populations

4.1.5 Council's Conclusions
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4.2 Limit Participation and effort in the golden tilefish fi shery

Alternative 1. No-Action. Do not limit participation and effort in the golden fit
fishery.

Alternative 2. Limit participation and effort in the golden tilefisishery through the
implementation of a LAP program.

Alternative 3. Distribute golden tilefish gear specific endorsementshapper-grouper
permit holders that qualify under the eligibility recantents stated below. Only snapper-
grouper permit holders with a golden tilefish longline esdment or a golden tilefish
hook and line endorsement associated with their snappepgrpermit will be allowed

to target golden tilefish. The commercial quota would lealed as 10% to those
holding golden tilefish hook and line endorsements and 90%os®tholding golden
tilefish longline endorsements. Also, change the diate to August®l Logbooks to
check catch history and trip tickets to verify.

Golden Tilefish Hook and Line Endorsement Eligibility Requirements
Sub-alternative 3A.To receive a golden tilefish hook and line endorsembet, t
individual must have a average harvest of 1,000 pounds whémditiglual’'s best
three of five years from 2001-2005 are estimated.

Sub-Alternative 3B. To receive a golden tilefish hook and line endorsement, the
individual must have a average harvest of 500 pounds whendik&lual’'s best
three of five years from 2001-2005 are estimated.

Golden Tilefish Longline Endorsemétligibility Requirements
Sub-Alternative 3C. To receive a golden tilefish longline endorsement, the
individual must have a total of 2,000 pounds golden tilefish lualbgtween January
2005 and November 2007.

4.2.1 Biological Effects need to update according to a confirmedsh of alternatives

Alternative 3 would establish a hook and line and longline endorsemstemmythat
would reduce the number of vessels targeting golden hlafisl thereby reduce any
potential bycatch. A reduce number of vessels also iresdhe likelihood that
observers could be placed on vessels to ensure thevdoigcatch of speckled hind or
warsaw grouper.

4.2.2 Economic Effects
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Regarding the proposed Golden Tilefish Hook and Line Esaaoent Sub-alternative
3A would result in distribution of 11 endorsements. If@wincil were to allocate 10%
of the commercial allocation to the hook and line gea&tor and 276,265 pounds of
golden tilefish was chosen as the commercial ACT rdsslts in 27, 700 pounds being
allocated to Golden Tilefish Hook and Line Endorsemetadnrs. This is similar to the
total amount harvested by these individuals in each year 2000hi35commercial ACT
implies an average catch of about 2,512 pounds annually (2Fg62ids/11
endorsements).

Sub-alternative 3Bunder the Golden Tilefish Hook and Line Endorsementodliy
requirements would result in 21 endorsements. Again, sugptst 10% of the
commercial allocation would go to the hook and line geator and that 276,265 pounds
of golden tilefish are chosen as the commercial AGi§,results in 27,700 pounds being
allocated to Golden Tilefish Hook and Line Endorsemetadnrs. Similar or lower total
catches were made by these individuals in 2001-05. This comh®€T implies an
average catch of about 1,316 pounds annually (27,627 pounds/21 emgluse

Regarding the proposed Golden Tilefish Longline EndorsgrBeih-alternative 3C
would result in about 10 endorsements. Supposing theneocial ACT for golden
tilefish is 276,265, this results in 249,639 being allocated td&poT ilefish Longline
Endorsement holders. This amount is similar to the 200bl&aoidings for the
individuals given endorsements. This commercial ACT iegphn average catch of
about 24,964 pounds annually (249,639 pounds/10 endorsements).

Under the Golden Tilefish Hook and Line Endorsem8&nh-alternative 3A and
Longline Endorsemer8ub-alternative 3C a total of 21 people would receive
endorsements while approximately 220 people that harvesteohdrerpounds of golden
tilefish on average from 1999-2006 would not receive an endergendnder the Hook
and Line Endorseme®ub-alternative 3Band Longline Endorseme8ub-alternative
3C, atotal of 31 people would receive endorsements while appatedy 210 people
that harvested at least 1 pound of golden tilefish oregeefrom 1999-2006 would not
receive an endorsement.

4.2.3 Social Effects

4.2.4 Administrative Effects

Establishing a LAP program or a system of endorsement eaggiits would require
moderate yet equal administrative support. In either, thseSouth Atlantic permit
database would need to be altered in order to faciliéatd keeping of a new effort
reduction program. The least administratively burdensdt@eative would be
Alternative 1 (no-action), followed byAlternatives 2 and3 equally.
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4.2.5 Council's Conclusions

4.3 Limit Participation and effort in the black sea bass pot ishery

(Alts. And analysis from Amendment 15)
Alternative 1 (no action). Do not annually limit the number of black sea bass pots
deployed or pot tags issued to holders of Federal snapper-greagset permits.

Alternative 2. Require that each black sea bass pot in the water ea ainsa vessel in
the South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid idesatiion tag issued by NMFS. Limit
the black sea bass pot tags annually to 100 per holder efedfathapper-grouper vessel
permits. NMFS will issue new identification tags eéishing year that will replace the
tags from the previous fishing year.

Alternative 3. Require that each black sea bass pot in the wateseaatn a vessel in

the South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid idesatiion tag issued by NMFS. Limit
the black sea bass pot tags annually to 50 per holdedef&esnapper-grouper vessel

permits. Require that new identification tags be idsach fishing year.

Alternative 4. Require that each black sea bass pot in the water ea ainsa vessel in
the South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid idesatiion tag issued by NMFS. Limit
the black sea bass pot tags annually to 25 per holdedef&esnapper-grouper vessel
permits. Require that new identification tags be idsach fishing year.

Alternative 5. Require that each black sea bass pot in the water ea ainsa vessel in
the South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid ideatiion tag issued by NMFS. Limit
the black sea bass pot tags annually to 100 per holder eféfathapper-grouper vessel
permits in year 1, 50 in year 2, and 25 in year 3 and onwatdsnodified. Require that
new identification tags be issued each fishing year.

Alternative 6. Require that each black sea bass pot in the wateseaatn a vessel in
the South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid idesatiion tag issued by NMFS. Limit
the black sea bass pot tags annually to 100 per holder efedfathapper-grouper vessel
permits in year 1 and 50 in year 2 and onwards until madifeMFS will issue new
identification tags each fishing year that will replétoe tags from the previous fishing
year.

Alternative 7. Require that each black sea bass pot in the wateseaatn a vessel in
the South Atlantic EEZ have an attached valid ideatiion tag issued by NMFS. Limit
the number of black sea bass pots fished annually to 50 per bbléederal snapper-
grouper vessel permits for (a) any fishermen that is etlyrasing an average of less
than 55 pots (based on average number of pots fished ondtipsen 1/1/05 and
12/31/06) and (b) and fishermen entering the fishery afi¢@7/ For any fishermen
currently using an average of 55 or more pots (based oagevaumber of pots fished on
trips between 1/1/05 and 12/31/06), limit the number of blackass pots annually to

SOUTH ATLANTIC SNAPPER-GROUPER 4-102 ENVIRONMENTAL CONERQUENCES
AMENDMENT 18



their average less as reduced by 10%. Limit the maximumbar of pots allowed per
holder of Federal snapper-grouper vessel permits to 125t thiemmumber of black sea
bass pot tags issued annually each holder of Federal snapppegressel permits to
the number of pots allowed plus 10% for damage and lossverweach permit holder
may only fish the number of pots allowed. The number of fishhed will be determined
from snapper-grouper logbooks that have been submitted ©S\M or before 3/8/07.

Alternative 8. Black sea bass pots must be brought back to shtre ebnclusion of
each trip.

4.3.1 Biological Effects

The Council is concerned there could be increased stterdish more black sea bass
pots per trip due to greater restrictions placed on comnhéstiaries through
Amendment 13C (regulations were effective October 23, 2@ldck Sea Bass Pots
Alternative 1, by not limiting the number of black sea bass pots deploypdtdags
issued to holders of Federal snapper-grouper vessel pecautd, result in adverse
impacts to the black sea bass stock.

Without a limitation on the annual number of pot tagsithsted to a fisherman, any
number of pots could be deployed. During 2003 to 2005, the averadeenof vessels
requesting tags for pots was 133 and the average number odqagsted per vessel per
year was 37 (Table 4-x1). Though some fishermen requestedmsas 200 tags per
year, the number of vessels with recorded landings oklslea bass with pots was
significantly less that the number of vessels requgstigs (Table 4-x3). But effort
could increase, especially due to the implementationbtdek sea bass quota in 2006
and the scheduled reduction in the quota during 2007-2008.

Alternatives 2-7 would all have beneficial impacts to the biological envinent
(particularly black sea bass stocks) by reducing fishing effoine number of pots fished
would be contained by limiting the number of tags distribtweftshermen and by
requiring that pots have an attached identification #&ternatives 2-7 would also
decrease the adverse impact of fishing for multiple degydisherman was unable to
retrieve large numbers of traps due to inclement weatherssel difficulties, would
reduce the number of lost traps and ghost fishing, anddwedlce the potential for
entanglement of trap lines with protected species.

The limitation on the number of pots deployed would redheeatverse effects of
continued fishing by lost gear, commonly called “ghost fishinBbat propellers and
storms are common agents causing pots to be lost. Tder [dre pots are in the water
(commonly called “soak-time”), the greater the opporjufat lost pots. Fishermen may
not be able to retrieve pots during periods of inclementheear vessel repairs.

The “soak-time” is determined through the method of fishiBack sea bass pot
fishermen deploy gear in three primary manners (Tomg@se pers comm.).
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The most common form of fishing (74% of all trips) isdEploy pots in the morning and
retrieve them later in the day after a soak timebofua 7 hours. Most of the remaining
trips are multiple day (23%; Table 4-x7). A few fisherneave 100-150 pots out all
season and collect them at the conclusion of tihdnfisseason. However, most
fishermen on multi-day trips deploy pots at night arideree them the next morning for
a soak time of about 17 hours.

Alternative 2 would have the least beneficial effects to the bi@alggnvironment as it
would allow fishermen to fish up to 100 traps each yearav@nageAlternative 2
would reduce the number of pots fished by trip by 6% (Table 4-ABgrnative 4 would
have the greatest biological effect since it would allba/fishermen to fish a maximum
of 25 pots. Based on data from 2003-208&ernative 4 would reduce the number of
pots fished per trip by 62%. The biological effecAtiernative 3 would be
intermediate betweehlternatives 2 and 4as it would allow fishermen to fish up to 50
pots. On averagdlternative 3 would reduce the number of pots fished per trip by 14%.
Alternative 7 would be expected to have slightly less beneficial &ffen the resource
as all vessels would be limited to 50 endorsements éoexbeption of nine vessels
which would be limited to their historical pots/trip redutsdl0% (tables 4-x7 and 4-
x8). Alternatives 5 and 6would gradually reduce the maximum number of pots that
could be fished each year from 100 to 25 (Alternative 5) and #00 to 50 (Alternative
4). Thus, the biological effect éiternatives 5 and 6would be would be similar to
Alternative 3 and 4 but greater thakiternative 2.

Table 4-x6. Average number of pots fished per trip during 2003-200%c&8SANMFS
permits office and NMFS logbook database 11/8/06.

Number ofNumber off Cumm | Percent
Traps Trips Freq Freq Percent
1-10 275 275 12% 12%
11-20 260 535 24% 12%
21-30 593 1,128 51% 27%
31-40 310 1,438 65% 14%
41-50 465 1,903 86% 21%
51-60 50 1,953 88% 2%
61-70 45 1,998 90% 2%
71-80 35 2,033 92% 2%
81-90 2 2,035 92% 0%
91-100 60 2,095 94% 3%
>100 122 2,217 100% 6%

Table 4-x7. Pots per trip fished (1/1/05-12/31/06) as defined by théewsls in
Alternative 7. Source: NMFS logbook database 5/9/07.

Average pots < 55 Average = 55
No. of vessels 60 9
Average pots/trip 29 96
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Table 4-x. The average pots per trip (1/1/05-12/31/06) for thaseethat fished an
average o 55 and the maximum black sea bass endorsements allowedlyaifnua
Alternative 7 is implemented. Source: NMFES logbook datal5#9/07.

Average pots/trip

Vessel | where average =55 | Maximum annual endorsements
1 55 50
2 63 57
3 67 60
4 97 87
5 99 89
6 102 92
7 110 99
8 117 105
9 130 117

4.3.2 Economic Effects

4.3.3 Social Effects

These tables placed here because they were not usetbgndabanalysis but could be
used in social or some background material.

Table 4-x. Number of vessels requesting tags; mean, mmimaximum, and median
number of tags/vessel requested. Source: NMFS perrhis.of

Number of
Vessels Mean # Min # Max #
RequestingTags/vesseltags/vesselitags/vessel
Year tags Requested | requested | requested
2003 133 36 4 200
2004 133 40 4 200
2005 132 36 4 200

The number of vessels that had recorded landings bfisbevith pots in the NMFS
logbook database was much less than the number @&lsesguesting tags (Table 4-x).
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Table 4-x. Number of vessels with landings of snapper-gromipie pots; number of
vessels with landings of snapper-grouper who requestedmags;, minimum,

maximum, median number of tags requested for fishermerfighed with pots; and
mean, minimum, maximum number of pots fished. Sourd&=8Ipermits office and
NMES logbook database 11/8/06.

Mean #
tags
# of requested
# of Vessels [for Mean #
\Vessels [that fished|vessels Max # | Median # [pots Max #
that fished pots with that fished|Min # tags| tags of tags [fished per [Min # pots(Pots
Year |pots tags pots requested |requested |requested vessel fished Fished
2003 52 49 56 6 200 50 45 1 200
2004 58 52 57 6 200 50 43 2 160
2005 53 47 54 6 160 50 46 1 160

Table 4-x. Average number of pots fished per trip during 2003-2005.c&ANMFS
permits office and NMFS logbook database 11/8/06.

Number ofNumber off Cumm | Percent
Traps Trips Freq Freq Percent
1-10 275 275 12% 12%
11-20 260 535 24% 12%
21-30 593 1,128 51% 27%
31-40 310 1,438 65% 14%
41-50 465 1,903 86% 21%
51-60 50 1,953 88% 2%
61-70 45 1,998 90% 2%
71-80 35 2,033 92% 2%
81-90 2 2,035 92% 0%
91-100 60 2,095 94% 3%
>100 122 2,217 100% 6%

Vessels from New Jersey, Virginia, North Carolinauth Carolina, Georgia, and Florida
requested tags for pots during 2003-2005. Approximately 86% ofgheviere
requested by vessels from North Carolina and South @Gar(liable 4-x). North
Carolina fishermen requested an average of 3,202 tags petuyeay 2003 to 2005;
whereas, fishermen from South Carolina requested an avafrage37 tags per year.

Table 4-x. Number of vessels requesting tags by state &200®yto 2005. “Other”
represents tags requested from New Jersey, Virgin@ar,gizde and Florida. Source:
NMES permits office.

State 2003 2004 2005
NC 70 65 66
SC 44 49 48

Other 19 19 18
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The majority of fishermen with recorded landingsesfrfish with pots were from North
Carolina and South Carolina (Table 4-x).

Table 4-x. Number of vessels requesting tags that had srgumpger pot landings by
state during 2003 to 2005. “Other” represents tags requestet&andersey, Virginia,
Georgia, and Florida. Source: NMFS permits office andHSNbgbook database

11/8/06.
State 2003 2004 2005
NC 30 31 27
SC 14 17 13
Other 5 4 7
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Table 4-x. Number of vessels requesting tags; and meamuam, maximum, and
median number of tags requested for vessels with nowkraied landings of snapper
groupers in the NMFS logbook during 2003-2005. Source: NMFS peosffits and
NMFES logbook database 11/8/06.

Number of
Vessels | Mean # Max # |Median #
Requesting Tags [Min#tags| tags of tags
Year tags |Requestedrequested|requested|requested
2003 84 28 4 100 20
2004 81 29 4 100 20
2005 85 28 4 100 20

Table 4-x. Number of days away from port, number of ttps| Ibs landed (whole
weight) and number of pots fished during 2003-2005. Source NMF8d&gtatabase

(11/8/06).
Away | Trip Freq| % Freq Totlbs |% Tot Ibs| # Traps | % Traps
1 1,630 73.52%| 985,570 63.78% 64,226 74.07%
2 502| 22.64%| 468,378 30.31% 19,103 22.03%
3 67 3.02% 76,111 4.93% 2,781 3.21%
4 11 0.50% 9,788 0.63% 327 0.38%
5 3 0.14% 1,230 0.08% 92 0.11%
6) 2 0.09% 1,872 0.12% 34 0.04%
7 1 0.05% 1,145 0.07% 120 0.14%
8 1 0.05% 1,145 0.07% 25 0.03%

4.3.4 Administrative Effects

The administrative burden would be leastBtack Sea Bass Pot Alternative Since it
would retain what is currently in place. Likdternative 1, Alternatives 2-6 would
require fishermen to renew tags each year. Howdélrnatives 2-6 could constitute
an increased burden to Law Enforcement since they woeldl teeensure that each pot
was tagged and the number of traps deployed was withieghélimit. The burden to
Law Enforcement would increase with the number or peiisabuld be fished.

4.3.5 Council’'s Conclusions
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4.4 Separate snowy grouper guota into regions/states

Alternative 1. (No-Action). Do not separate snowy grouper commercial quota into
regions/states.

Alternative 2. Separate snowy grouper commercial quota into regions.

Alternative 3. Separate snowy grouper commercial quota by state.

ain?

4.4.1 Biological Effects

The rationale for having regional quotas is that fistear off Georgia and Florida could
have an advantage and catch part of the quota early yetr when bad weather would
prevent fishermen from catching snowy grouper off the Mildu#ttc, North Carolina,

and South Carolina. However, as the trip limit is dif) pounds gutted weight and the
guota is very small, early closure of the snowy groupbefis might not occur. In 2006
and 2007, the magnitude of landed snowy grouper was much laghehguota. As of
October 2008, only 54% of the 84,000 pound gutted weight quota haariet¢e The trip
limit has probably reduced targeting to some degree wheyesnoly grouper taken as
incidental catch are retained when fishermen seek aortng species.

The Council considered but rejected an alternative ipgeraGrouper Amendment 13C
to divide snowy grouper quota among states because of coatxennsaccurately
tracking the small snowy grouper quotas.
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Each region’s directed quota would be tracked by dealer negorfter the commercial
guota is met in either region, all purchase and sal@uddibe prohibited in the region
and harvest and/or possession would be limited to tipdirbd@. However, there is a
chance that harvest could continue in a particular negial snowy grouper would be
landed in the region where harvest is still allowedthis Tould result in some localized
depletion but would not be expected to negatively affexipbpulation.

The impacts oAlternatives 2 and3 on protected resources are uncertain. If fishermen
continue to fish after the quota has been met, or iftesfmply shifts from a closed
region to an open region, then the alternative ikakhjito reduce the risk of adverse
affects to protected species from interactions witHidheery. However, if regional
guotas are effective in limiting the fishing effort aftiee quota is met, then the risk of
interactions between protected resources and theyfighktikely be reduced for the
closed region.

4.4.2 Economic Effects

UnderAlternatives 2 and3, the commercial quota for snowy grouper would be divided
by region/state. Once the directed quota for each regimet, harvest or possession
would be limited to the bag limit.

It is possible that people with the ability to do so Wadh in the neighboring region’s
waters when the snowy grouper quota is met in the otiggsn. However, the snowy
grouper trip limit is small and it is unlikely that fishekmare targeting snowy grouper. It
is most likely a bycatch when fishing for other species.

4.4.3 Social Effects

Alternatives 2 and3 would divide the snowy grouper quota by region/state. & bésrts
at regional management will help some fishermen feelttiere is an improvement in
equity in distribution of quota.

4.4.4 Administrative Effects

Alternatives 2 and3 would incur significant adverse effects on the admiatiste
environment since dividing the commercial quota by regiostaie would require the
creation of regional permits or endorsements, and tharggehto the permit system in
order enable enforcement of regional/state quotas. owtitine requisite regional
permits/endorsements enforcement of each regions quold ® difficult since many
snapper grouper fishermen would likely travel to adjacesdsawhere the quota has not
yet been reached

4.4.5 Council's Conclusions
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4.5 Separate gag recreational allocation into regions/states

Alternative 1. No-Action. Do not separate gag recreational allocation into nsgspates.
Alternative 2. Separate gag recreational allocation into regions

Alternative 3. Separate gag recreational allocation by state.
4.5.1 Biological Effects
4.5.2 Economic Effects

4.5.3 Social Effects

Alternatives 2 and3 would divide the gag recreational allocation by regianés These
efforts at regional management will help some fisherfeel that there is an
improvement in equity in distribution of allocation.

4.5.4 Administrative Effects

Alternatives 2 and3 would incur significant adverse effects on the admiatiste
environment since dividing the recreational allocatiomdgyon or state would require an
improvement to the recreational reporting system antirtieeit currently takes to tracks
what percentage of an allocation has been caught atretyme.

4.5.5 Council's Conclusions

4.6 Change golden tilefish fishing year

Note: The Council may choose more than one alternative as their preferre
Alternative 1. (No-Action). Do not adjust the golden tilefish fishing year.
Alternative 2. Change the start of the golden tilefish fishing yeat&aber i
Alternative 3. Change the start of the golden tilefish fishing year Augtist
Alternative 4. Change the start of the golden tilefish fishing yeay Nf"

Alternative 5. Remove the 300 Ib. trip limit when 75% of the quota isrtake

4.6.1 Biological effects
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Alternative 1 (no action)would retain regulations for golden tilefish through Snappe
Grouper Amendments 13C and 15A. Golden tilefish is expeng overfishing but it is
not overfished. Note: The Council has taken actiognob overfishing but the
determination about overfishing will not be changed unthssessment update is
completed in 2010/2011. Regulations for golden tilefish estaddi a commercial quota
of 295,000 pounds gutted weight with a 4,000 Ib trip limit thag¢asiced to 300 pounds
gutted weight if 75% of the quota is met on or before &apéer 1. In addition,
regulations limited recreational catch to 1 fish per @eyser day. The commercial catch
was based on historic landings during 1999-2003, where 98% witéheatch was
captured by commercial fishermen. The commercial po(88f6) was applied to the
yield at Fysy to determine the commercial quota.

Alternatives 2-4 would change the fishing year for golden tilefish. Rutdstimony on
Snapper-Grouper Amendment 13C (SAFMC 2006) indicated somed-lmased
commercial hook-and-line fishermen are concerned an eladure could prevent them
from harvesting golden tilefish from September througkeéyaber, which is the time
they have historically participated in the fishery. tAs golden tilefish quota was met in
summer of 2007 and 2008, this concern has been realized. ofhddlitj commercial
longline fishermen are concerned a 300 pound gutted weightitiripot be profitable
given the size of their operations. ConsequentlyCiiwencil is considering in this
amendment modifying the start date of the fishing year lamgtepped trip limit strategy,
as appropriate, to ensure the golden tilefish regulatmpssed in October 2006 through
Snapper-Grouper Amendment 13C (SAFMC 2006) do not unnecgssaril
disproportionately impact select fishermen.

Alternative 1 would retain the January 1 fishing year start date and #fiewrip limit to
be reduced from 4,000 Ibs gutted weight to 300 Ibs gutted weéigh¥d of the quota was
met on or before September 1. Although the commehnoiak and line catch of golden
tilefish is minor (~8% during 1999-2004), 35% of the catch ocdulteging September
and October 1999-2004. During 2007 and 2008 the quota was met beftamlszpand
the fishery closed before the period of time when teatgst commercial hook and line
catches of golden tilefish have historically occurretie €xpected biological effects of
retaining or modifying the fishing year is expected to bamahbecause hook and line
landings are so small and total mortality is consthimga commercial quota. A change
in the fishing year would affect how and when fishing effongline versus hook and
line) is applied to the stock throughout the year.

The Council’'sAlternative 2 would begin the fishing year for golden tilefish in
September, the period of time when the greatest commhéak and line catches of
golden tilefish have historically occurredlternative 3 would begin the fishing year in
August and also allow hook and line fishermen to fish dutiegoeriod of time when
their catches have been greateSternative 4 would start the fishing year in May but
would still allow hook and line fishermen to fish farlden tilefish in the fall but there is
a greater chance the quota would met sometime during Septémdieggh November.
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Alternatives 2-4 would not reduce the trip limit from 4,000 Ibs gutted weig2Q0 Ibs
gutted weight when 75% of the quota was met. Based orfrdat®2006 and 2007, the
fishery would not remain open all year even when tipdimit is reduced 300 Ibs gutted
weight. Reducing the 4,000 Ibs gutted weight trip limit to 38Qylltted weight when
75% of the quota is met was originally intended to allosvfibhery to remain open all
year and allow for commercial hook and line fisherneetatget golden tilefish in the
fall.

In the commercial fishery, most golden tilefish (92%@ t@ken with longline gear
deployed by large vessels that make long trips and depemtigenciatches (> 3,000
pounds) to make a trip economically feasible. Theref@90 pound gutted weight trip
limit when 75% of the quota is met would shut down commelaiglline sector, and
might reduce their potential annual catch. The commemnok and line catch of golden
tilefish is small (~8%). Therefore, changing the fighyear is not likely to substantially
increase the commercial hook and line catch. Furthernaochange in the fishing year
probably will not alter the number of months the comuia longline fishery operate as
the percentage of golden tilefish landed was evenly bliggd among all months before
more restrictive regulations were implemented.

The Council'sAlternative 5 could increase the chance that the quota would be exceeded
because the harvest rate would not be slowed througgtuation in the trip limit to 300
pound gutted weight. However, if the quota monitoring syssemperating properly,
annual harvest in excess of the quota should be minaddition, the 300 pound gutted
weight quota is not keeping the golden tilefish fisherynogeyear. Therefore, if the
fishing year was changed and the quota monitoring systempeastimg properly, a 300
pound gutted weight trip limit would not be necessary. nEfieugh the fishery has
closed before the end of the year in 2007 and 2008, it is yntikat golden tilefish
would be taken incidentally as bycatch since the majofitie catch is with longline
gear. Furthermore, golden tilefish do not occupy tineeshabitat of other deep water
species (i.e., snowy grouper, blueline tilefish, blackbelgefish, etc.). Golden tilefish
prefer a mud habitat; whereas the other deep water speci@sio a rocky habitat.

The biological effects ofAlternatives 2-5would be very similar. There would be little
difference in the biological or ecological environmsinice the commercial longline
catch has historically been evenly distributed throughyar and the hook and line
catch is minor.Alternative 1 would maintain the status quo. The status quo would
perpetuate the existing level of risk for ESA-listed spenigeractions with the South
Atlantic snapper-grouper fishery noted in section 3.2.413 effects oAlternatives 2-5
on ESA-listed species are uncertain. Sea turtle almgeda the South Atlantic changes
seasonally and the impact of fishing effort shiftsni§,aesulting from these alternatives
is difficult to predict. Current monitoring programs haillow NOAA Fisheries Service
to track and evaluate any increased risk to ESA-listed spetiescessary, an ESA
consultation can be re-initiated to address any incdelasels of risk.

Alternative 1 will perpetuate the existing level of risk for interacis between ESA-
listed species and the fisherjlternatives 2-5are unlikely to have adverse affects on
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ESA-listedAcroporaspecies. Previous ESA consultations determined the shappe
grouper fishery was not likely to adversely affect tregsecies. These alternatives are
unlikely to alter fishing behavior in a way that would canee adverse affects to
Acropora The impacts fromAlternatives 2-50on sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish are
unclear. If they perpetuates the existing amount ofrfgskifort, but causes effort
redistribution, any potential effort shift is unlikely tbange the level of interaction
between sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish and theyisisea whole. If these
alternatives reduce the overall amount of fishing effothe fishery, the risk of
interaction between sea turtles and smalltooth sawfiblikely decrease.

4.6.2 Economic effects

Alternatives 2-4 deals with changing management measures in the goldsitil
fishery. Under current regulations, the golden tilefishihg year begins on January 1st
with a 4,000 pound trip limit. Once 75% of the quota is ta&e300 pound trip limit
goes in to place. The current golden tilefish fishergharacterized by a race to fish, a
small number of longline participants taking the majooityhe catch, and a larger
number of hook and line participants. Longline participéetsn fishing in January in
Florida. By April or May when the weather improvesr@lina longliners begin fishing.
In September and October, hook and line fishermen begishtéof golden tilefish. This
is the time of year when they are not participatmgther fisheries.

With regards tdAlternatives 2-4 would all benefit hook and line golden tilefish
fishermen in Florida allowing them to fish for gold@afish in the fall months when

they are not participating in other fisheries. Irergcyears, hook and line fishermen have
not been able to fish for golden tilefish, as they haube past, in the months of
September and October due to earlier closures. Like@a®lina fishermen may be
able to fish for more months of the year under thésenatives because they will be able
to fish at the beginning of the season when weatr@nendable to fishing. In past years
when the season began in January, Carolina fisherraenmnet able to begin fishing

until April or May. They could only fish for a coupté months sometimes before the
4,000 pound trip limit dropped. A May start datdtérnative 4) would benefit Carolina
longline fishermen most comparedAtiernatives 2 and 4 A September 1 start date
(Alternative 2) would perhaps benefit them the least. Under currgoiagons, the
fishery starts January 1st. Carolina fishermen magbheto start fishing May 1st and
then fish for four months. A September 1st start @alternative 2) may not even
provide four months of fishable weather (personal commtiaigaviatt Ruby 2008).

Alternative 5 would eliminate the 300 pound trip limit that goes into plaicee 75% of
the quota is met. This would allow longline fishermen, wiay need the 4,000 pound
trip limit to make a trip cost effective, to fish urttile end of the season. It would also
allow hook and line fishermen who are restricted to3@@ pound trip limit under
Alternative 1 to fish for larger amounts.
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Alternative 1 would maintain the short-term economic status of tbeeetional fishery,
but the potential long-term effects would be negativee impacts oAlternatives 2-4

on the recreational sector would be distributive ituregg and likely would not alter the
overall economic effects of other management measur#ise entire recreational sector.
Under this alternative, fishers from certain areaaggranted first opportunity to harvest
snowy grouper before the species ACT is reached.

Non-use values would not differ between the various altegwmsince the alternatives do
not differ in their biological impacts.

4.6.3 Social effects

Alternatives 2-4 may have the same effect on hook and line and Carolnggirie
fishermen that have been unable, in recent yeapgrtipate in the golden tilefish
fishery.

4.6.4 Administrative effects

Under theNo Action Alternative, administrative impacts would likely be negative if the
result of not implementing more restrictive measu@s were to require additional and
more drastic amendment actions in the futukétiernatives 2-5would adjust golden
tilefish management measures to change the start dite fidhing year and/or remove
the 300 Ib trip limit when 75% of the quota is taken. Impleting either/or both of

these measures would incur minor adverse adminisgratigacts in the form of
developing outreach materials such as fishery bullegind monitoring the quota with a
focus on the 75% quota mark. In summatdiernatives 2-4 would likely result in the
lowest level of adverse impacts on the administeagivironment relative to possible
administrative impacts &lternative 5.

4.6.5 Council Conclusions

4.7 Improve accuracy, timing, and quantity of fisheries statistis

4.7.1 Commercial

Note: The Council may choose more than one alternative as their poeferre

Alternative 1 (no action). Retain existing data reporting systems for the comalerc
sector. Refer to Table 1-x for a complete list of entreporting requirements.

Alternative 2. Require federally permitted snapper-grouper deatesglectedto report
electronically (computer or fax) through the SAFIS syst8MFS is authorized to
require weekly or daily reporting as required.
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Alternative 3. Require all permitted snapper-grouper dealers to reportaeelly
(computer or fax) through the SAFIS system; NMFS is@uzbd to require weekly or
daily reporting as required.

Alternative 4. Require all vessels with a Federal Snapper-grouper CanahBermit to
have an electronic logbook tied to the vessel's GRf®anl the vessel. (if this is changed
to “if selected” it would be the same alternative a815B)

Alternative 5. Require vessels with a Federal snapper-grouper commeecialit, if
selectedto have a NMFS-approved observer onboard while fishingrfapper-grouper
in the South Atlantic EEZ. Note: This alternativespecified in Amendment 15B — do
we need it here too?

4.7.1.1 Biological Effects Update for new/confirmed list of Alts.

Alternative 1 (no action)would retain existing data reporting systems for the
commercial sector. For the South Atlantic snappetjgeo commercial fishery current

regulations (50CFR622.5) require commercial and recreational for-hire partitggn

the South Atlantic snapper-grouper fishery who are ssdday the Southeast Science and
Research Director (SRD) to maintain and submit a fishiogroeon forms provided by
the SRD. Bycatch data on protected species are cyroetigcted in the commercial
snapper-grouper fishery through the supplementary discard ford®90, the SEFSC
initiated a logbook program for vessels with federahpes in the snapper-grouper
fishery from the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantin 2001, a separate bycatch
reporting logbook was added to include numbers on the aveigef discarded fish by
species. The discard data are collected using a suppldrfeem that is sent to a 20%
stratified random sample of the active permit hold@ilse sample selections are made
each year and the selected fishermen/vessels area@tpicomplete and submit the
form for the trips they make during the following calengar. Fishermen are not
selected for the next four years after they submiseadd form for a year. However,
over a five-year period, 100 percent of snapper-grouper peofdiers will have been
required to report in one of the five years.

Alternative 1 would continue to obtain fishing effort information as heel protected
species interactions via a logbook. Discard data dkected using a supplemental form
that is sent to a 20% stratified random sample of ¢theeapermit holders. The sample
selections are made in July of each year and thetedléshermen/vessels are required to
complete and submit the form for the trips they makendudiugust through July of the
following year. Fishermen are not selected for #ne four years after they submit a
discard form for a year. However, over a five-ypariod, 100 percent of snapper-
grouper permit holders will have been required to reparhanof the five years. In
addition, information is collected on protected speciesgactions. The key advantage of
logbooks is the ability to use them to cover all fighactivity relatively inexpensively.
However, in the absence of any observer data, thereoacerns about the accuracy of
logbook data in collecting bycatch information. Biaassociated with logbooks
primarily result from inaccuracy in reporting of spediest are caught in large numbers
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or are of little economic interest (particularlylnfcatch species), and from low
compliance rates. Many fishermen may perceive thatratzreporting will result in
restricted fishing effort or access. This results disancentive for reporting accurate
bycatch data and an incentive to under-report or not repdwrefore, logbook programs
are more useful in recording information on infrequendlyght species and providing
estimates of total effort by area and season thathesmbe combined with observer data
to estimate total bycatch.

Commercial quotas are monitored by the NMFS Southedstrtas Science Center
(SEFSC). Landings information are obtained from dealBesaler selections are made
for a calendar year based on the production for the preyiear. Selected dealers are
notified that they must report landings by tffeds a following month, even if no
purchases were made. The SEFSC provides periodic rep&dES Southeast
Regional Office (SERO) and the Council (at least poogach Council meeting). In
addition, timing of possible closures are estimated.oBieally, quota monitoring data
are compared to general canvas landings data for the salmesd&ae purpose is to
determine if selected dealers provide an acceptable pegeasftéotal reported landings.
The review of the general canvass landings data are addaglentify new dealers
handling quota species. If new dealers are identifiedtbe ipercentage of landings
accounted for by selected dealers drops below a specifieenpage, additional dealers
would be required to report landings.

Dealers have two options for submitting data: (1) a pfmper faxed to SEFSC or (2)
online reporting. To enter and use the online system, dlerdeses a valid user login ID
and password. This system is secure and only users Wdugar ID’s and passwords
can access it. Furthermore, the user ID and passwardque for each dealer and will
only allow access to the data entered by an individuagjubat password. All entries
are logged on a tracking database and each time a usartéeteystem and makes a
change to the data, that entry, and the changes aneleelc along with the date and time
the changes were made. Instructions are provided to thersleal how to use the online
system.

Some data are also collected through cooperative reseanelsts. Cooperative research
with the commercial and recreational sectors on loicags identified as a high priority
item at the Southeast Bycatch Workshop during May 2006reTgelearly a need to
characterize the entire catch of commercial fislgr@mnd compare differences in
abundance and species diversity to what is caught iryisheéependent gear. As we
move towards a multi-species management approach,typeseof data are essential. In
addition, estimates of release mortality are neededtbck assessments but currently
this is not being measured for fishery-dependent dataatitisipated that additional
cooperative research projects will be funded in the futuemhance the database on
bycatch in the snapper-grouper fishery in the South Adanti

Cooperative research projects between science andmdustbeing used to a limited
extent to collect bycatch information on the snapper-gnofigieery in the South
Atlantic. For example, Harris and Stephen (2005) charized the entire (retained and
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discarded) catch of reef fishes from a selected comahéisherman in the South
Atlantic including total catch composition and dispositadrishes that were released.
The Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries Foundation, ¢riatained funding to conduct a
fishery observer program within the snapper-grouper @ ticok-and-line (bandit rig)
fishery of the South Atlantic United States. Throaghtractors they randomly placed
observers on cooperating vessels to collect a varfedgta quantifying the participation,
gear, effort, catch, and discards within the fishery.

Research funds for observer programs, as well as ggarg and testing of electronic
devices are also available each year in the form otgfeom the Foundation, Marine
Fisheries Initiative (MARFIN), Saltonstall-Kennedy-K3 program, and the Cooperative
Research Program (CRP). Efforts are made to emphasizeeed for observer and
logbook data in requests for proposals issued by grantimgi@ge A condition of
funding for these projects is that data are made dlaita the Councils and NOAA
Fisheries Service upon completion of a study.

Included in the no-actioAlternative 1 would be the measures proposed in Amendment
15B, which is under Secretarial review. The Council’$gired alternative would allow
for the implementation of interim programs to monitod assess bycatch in the South
Atlantic snapper-grouper fishery until the ACCSP ReleBsscard and Protected
Species (Bycatch) Module can be fully funded. The im@rograms or first phase of

the alternative would allow for the collection of bydateformation utilizing a variety of
methods and sources when this amendment is implementetioavs:

1. Require that selected vessels carry observerstfiei€ouncil’s intent that NOAA
Fisheries Service and grant-funded programs would coveosief observers on
snapper-grouper vessels.)

2. Require selected vessels employ electronic logbooks av widaitoring (It is the
Council’'s intent that NOAA Fisheries Service and gramtdied programs cover the
cost of purchase and installation of these units.)

3. Utilize bycatch information collected in conjunction lvgrant-funded programs such
as MARFIN and Cooperative Research Program (CRPyuiRethat raw data are
provided to NOAA Fisheries Service and the Council.

4. Request that bycatch data collected by states are providdA®A Fisheries Service
and the Council. Many states may have collected dasaapper-grouper bycatch in
the past. Furthermore, some states may be curreniigimog bycatch data through
studies that are conducted in state waters.

5. Develop outreach and training programs to improve reportiogracy by fishermen.

Alternative 1 would not require that commercial vessels with a snagperper permit
to use the SAFIS system or vessel monitoring systemtS)V

Alternatives 2 through 5identify options for monitoring catch and effort, whemte
more specific that what was specified in Amendment 1bBere are no direct biological
impacts from establishing a standardized reporting metbgy to estimate bycatch.
However, indirect impacts resulting froffternatives 2 through 5would provide a
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better understanding of the composition and magnitude cf eaid bycatch; enhance the
quality of data provided for stock assessments; incrbéasguality of assessment output;
provide better estimates of interactions with protecpetties; and lead to better
decisions regarding additional measures that might kseddge reduce bycatch.
Management measures that affect gear and effort Bygattspecies can influence
fishing mortality in other species. Therefore, enhanegéchcand bycatch monitoring
would provide better data that could be used in multi-spesssssments.

Alternatives 2 through 5differ in type, amount, and quality of data they would provide.
They also differ in feasibility. For example, itrist feasible to place observers
(Alternative 5) on many commercial snapper-grouper vessel due to théssneabf the
boats and safety concerns. Therefore, the Coungilateat to allow fishermen to choose
which method they want to use to monitor catch or byc@ttarnatives 5, or 6).

Alternatives 2 and 3would require dealers to report electronically (compatdax)
through the Standard Atlantic Fisheries Information Syt®AFIS) and require weekly
or daily reporting when it is anticipated a quota was goirlgetmet. The difference
betweenAlternatives 2 and 3is Alternative 2 would only require selected dealers to
participate in the program; whereédternative 3 would require all dealers to
participate. SAFIS is a real-time, web-based repogysiem for commercial landings
on the Atlantic coast. It is comprised of three aggtions:

» Electronic Dealer Reports (eDR) - A forms based apgdicacollecting from the
dealers (landings) including condition and price.

» Electronic Trip Reports (eTRIPS) - A Web-based applicatmllecting data from
fisherman (catch and effort) including gears used, fishiagsarand catch
disposition.

* SAFIS Management System (SMS) - A Web-based applicatioviding
administrative tools to SAFIS administrators for exg@ment of user accounts,
participants, permits etc.

Data reported through SAFIS is fed into the ACCSP Dataelbuse. Beneficial
biological impacts would be provided Byternatives 2 and 3if data are provided more
quickly from the fishermen and dealers to NMFS and fishepagers. In addition to
monitoring quotas in a more timely fashion than undectineent quota monitoring
system, the SAFIS has the potential to improve thetgualidata and stock assessments.

Alternative 4 would require all vessels with a Federal snapper-groupemercial
permit to have an electronic logbook tied to the ves§#PS onboard the vessel. This
alternative differs fromlternative 1 in that a vessel would only be required to use
electronic logbook if it were selected.

The Council tested the use of electronic logbook repousmngg the Thistle Marine
HMS-110 unit to examine the magnitude and spatial distribufiéislong effort and
species composition (O’Malley 2003). The project was é@manted on two commercial
snapper/grouper vessels in South Carolina and North CafiadimaMay 2002 through
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November 2002. Over 4,000 high spatial and temporal resollinpoints on
commercial catch and effort representing 19 fishing txpe captured. The Thistle box
allows fishermen to record all species encountered dasvdie disposition of released
specimens. A comparison of electronic versus papertieg for a single trip indicates
more than twice the number of species than recordéleatnip ticket (O’Malley 2003).
Catch per unit of effort (CPUE) can be expressed iewfft ways for this fishery and
the Thistle logbook device can be configured to recorof dlie parameters necessary to
calculate different types of CPUE. These could inclatelcper trip/day/hour fished,
catch per hook/line/reel fished, or catch per man-trip/magftn-hour. The Thistle
electronic logbook is also setup to record fish lengHilsctronic logbooks have the
potential to automatically collect information on ddiee, location, and fishing times.
Information (species, length, disposition) of releagegt®s can be manually entered
into the system at the end of a fishing event. If teetenic format prompts a fisherman
to record data as bycatch occurs, an electronic logboolpmaide better estimates of
bycatch than a paper logbook. However, for electramgbdoks, like paper logbooks,
biases may result from inaccuracy in reporting of spehegsare caught in large numbers
or are of little economic interest.

Alternative 5 would require observers to be onboard vessels with er&e8Snapper-
grouper commercial permit if selected. Amendment 15B¢hvisi under review, would
also require vessels to carry an observer if it veéected and therefore would be
considered under no actiddternative 1. Data collected from at-sea observer programs
are considered to be the most reliable method for astighbycatch if coverage is
adequate to avoid large sampling errors and there is‘ttikerver effect” (where fishing
operations are altered in the presence of an obseJafhrtunately, observer programs
are expensive. However, when observer data are combitteceliable estimates of

total fishing effort that can be inexpensively obtainedrflogbooks or electronic data
collection devices, bycatch rates from observer datdeaised to more reliably estimate
total bycatch levels in a fishery.

Alternative 1-5 are unlikely to have adverse affects on ESA-ligtetbporaspecies.
Previous ESA consultations determined the snapper-groupenyfig/as not likely to
adversely affect these specigdternatives 1-5are unlikely to alter fishing behavior in a
way that would cause new adverse affect&dmpora Alternatives 1-3 will perpetuate
the existing level of risk for interactions between E&fed species and the fishery.
These alternatives are unlikely to change fishing behaviaway that would ultimately
reduce the risk of interactions between sea turtlesaraditooth sawfish, and the fishery.
Alternatives 4 -5 are unlikely to reduce the risk of interactions with Ei&&#ed species
and the fishery, in and of themselves. Observer egegemay be especially useful if it
can sample enough trips to estimate protected speciesctim@s with an appropriate
coefficient of variation.
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4.7.1.2 Economic Effects

SeeSection I for information about various monitoring tools and cestsociated with
these costs

4.7.1.3 Social Effects

SeeSection I for information about various monitoring tools and cestsociated with
these costs.

4.7.1.4 Administrative Effects

Under theNo-Action Alternative no administrative impacts would be incurred outside
of the status-quoAlternatives 2-5nvould each result in an increased administrative
burden; however, that burden would not extend beyond the stdpéa management
and analysis. The resultant increased data manag&msadbad would be considered a
minimal to moderate adverse administrative impact.

4.7.1.5 Council’'s Conclusions
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4.7.2 For-Hire (These alternatives could be combined with thasfrom
commercial)

Note: The Council may choose more than one alternative as their preferre

Alternative 1 (no action). Retain existing data reporting systems for the forgwctor.
Refer to Table 1-x for a complete list of current réjpgrrequirements.

Alternative 2. Requireall vessels with a Federal For-Hire Permit to repattebnically
(computer or fax) through the SAFIS system; NMFS is@uzbd to require weekly or
daily reporting as required.

Alternative 3. Requireselectedressels with a Federal For-Hire Permit to report
electronically (computer or fax) through the SAFIS syst8MFS is authorized to
require weekly or daily reporting as required.

Alternative 4. Require vessels operating with a Federal For-Hire pdéonnitaintain a
logbook for discard characteristics (e.g., size ansoreéor discarding)f selected
Note: This alternative is specified in Amendment 15B-we need it here too?

4.7.2.1 Biological Effects

Alternative 1 (no action)would retain existing data reporting systems for thenfos-
sector. Harvest and bycatch in the private and fordhegter vessel sector has been
consistently monitored by MRFSS since its inception. Jurgey uses a combination of
random digit dialed telephone intercepts of coastas@bolds for effort information and
dock-side intercepts for individual trips for catch infatmn to statistically estimate total
catch and discards by species for each subregion, statke, primary area and wave.
Bycatch is enumerated by disposition code for eaclcasight but not kept (B2). Prior
to 2000, sampling of the charter vessel sector resultedliyhrariable estimates of
catch. However, since 2000, a new sampling methodologydesimplemented. A 10
percent sample of charter vessel captains is callellyvieobtain trip level information.
In addition, the standard dockside intercept data areatetl from charter vessels and
charter vessel clients are sampled through the stanaladdm digital dialing of coastal
households. Precision of charter vessel effort estsriaas improved by more than 50
percent due to these changes (Van Voorbkeat 2000). Additional improvements are
scheduled for MRFSS in the next few years.

A recent National Science Foundation review of MRFS& daised a number of issues.
The South Atlantic Council is including a permit to fieh any species in their Fishery
Ecosystem Plan Comprehensive Amendment; this known geiwdirecreational
fishermen could be used to sample thereby improving the MRE@8ates. The
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Council is also evaluating requiring all for-hire vesselmaintain a logbook. These
actions will address a number of the NSF recommendations.

Harvest from headboats is monitored by NOAA Fisherasi€e at SEFCs’s Beaufort
Laboratory. Collection of discard data began in 2004ilylzatch records (trip records)
are filled out by the headboat operators; or in soreeschy NOAA Fisheries Service
approved headboat samplers based on personal communiedtiache captain or crew.
Headboat trips are subsampled for data on species lemgthgegghts. Biological

samples (scales, otoliths, spines, reproductive tisstmsachs) are obtained as time
permits. Lengths of discarded fish are occasionallginbt but these data are not part of
the headboat database.

Included in the no-actioAlternative 1 would be the measures proposed in Amendment
15B, which is under Secretarial review. The Council’$gired alternative would allow
for the implementation of interim programs to monitod assess bycatch in the South
Atlantic snapper-grouper fishery until the ACCSP ReleBsscard and Protected
Species (Bycatch) Module can be fully funded. The im@rograms or first phase of

the alternative would allow for the collection of bydateformation utilizing a variety of
methods and sources when this amendment is implementetioavs:

1. Require that selected vessels carry observerstfiei€ouncil’s intent that NOAA
Fisheries Service and grant-funded programs would coveosief observers on
shapper-grouper vessels.)

2. Require selected vessels employ electronic logbooks av wiaaitoring (It is the
Council’'s intent that NOAA Fisheries Service and gramteied programs cover
the cost of purchase and installation of these units.)

3. Utilize bycatch information collected in conjunction lvgrant-funded programs
such as MARFIN and Cooperative Research Program (CR&juire that raw
data are provided to NOAA Fisheries Service and the Council

4. Request that bycatch data collected by states are provitNdA®A Fisheries
Service and the Council. Many states may have cotletda on snapper-
grouper bycatch in the past. Furthermore, some statedenayrrently collecting
bycatch data through studies that are conducted in stateswat

5. Develop outreach and training programs to improve reporticigracy by
fishermen.

Alternative 1 would not require that for-hire vessels to use the SAktsem or vessel
monitoring systems (VMS).

Alternatives 2 and 3identify options for monitoring catch and effort, whete more
specific than what was specified in Amendment 15B.r& lee no direct biological
impacts from establishing a standardized reporting metbges. However, indirect
impacts resulting fromlternatives 2 and 3would provide a better understanding of the
composition and magnitude of catch and bycatch; enhance tlitg qfidata provided

for stock assessments; increase the quality of assesentput; provide better estimates
of interactions with protected species; and lead to be¢@sions regarding additional
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measures that might be needed to reduce bycatch. Mandagesesures that affect gear
and effort for a target species can influence fishing afiortin other species. Therefore,
enhanced catch and bycatch monitoring would provide bettethddteould be used in
multi-species assessments.

Alternatives 2 and 3differ in type, amount, and quality of data they would paevi
They also differ in feasibility Alternative 2 would require selected vessels to report
electronically (computer or fax) through the StandardriidaFisheries Information
System (SAFIS) and require weekly or daily reporting wihénanticipated a quota was
going to be met. SAFIS is a real-time, web-based rejgpstystem for commercial
landings on the Atlantic coast. It is comprised oé¢happlications:

» Electronic Dealer Reports (eDR) - A forms based apgdicacollecting from the
dealers (landings) including condition and price.

» Electronic Trip Reports (eTRIPS) - A Web-based applicatmllecting data from
fisherman (catch and effort) including gear used, fishingsar@nd catch
disposition.

* SAFIS Management System (SMS) - A Web-based applicatioviding
administrative tools to SAFIS administrators for exg@ment of user accounts,
participants, permits etc.

Data reported through SAFIS is fed into the ACCSP Dataelbuse. Beneficial
biological impacts would be provided Byternative 2 if data are provided more quickly
from the fishermen and dealers to NMFS and fisheryagers. In addition to

monitoring quotas in a more timely fashion than undectineent quota monitoring
system, the SAFIS has the potential to improve thetgualidata and stock assessments.

Alternative 3 would require all vessels with a Federal for-hire pesita have an
electronic logbook tied to the vessel's GPS onboarddhsel. Amendment 15B also
includes an alternative that would require to use electlogbook if it were selected but
it is not specific to for-hire vessels.

The Council tested the use of electronic logbook repousngg the Thistle Marine
HMS-110 unit to examine the magnitude and spatial distribufiéislong effort and
species composition (O’Malley 2003). The project was é@manted on two commercial
snapper/grouper vessels in South Carolina and North CafiadimaMay 2002 through
November 2002. Over 4,000 high spatial and temporal resolidi@npoints on
commercial catch and effort representing 19 fishing txge captured. The Thistle box
allows fishermen to record all species encountered dasvdie disposition of released
specimens. A comparison of electronic versus papertieg for a single trip indicates
more than twice the number of species than recordéleatnip ticket (O’Malley 2003).
Catch per unit of effort (CPUE) can be expressed iewfft ways for this fishery and
the Thistle logbook device can be configured to recorof dlie parameters necessary to
calculate different types of CPUE. These could inclatelcper trip/day/hour fished,
catch per hook/line/reel fished, or catch per man-trip/magftn-hour. The Thistle
electronic logbook is also setup to record fish lengtisctronic logbooks have the
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potential to automatically collect information on dadiee, location, and fishing times.
Information (species, length, disposition) of releagegt®es can be manually entered
into the system at the end of a fishing event. If teetenic format prompts a fisherman
to record data as bycatch occurs, an electronic logboolpmaide better estimates of
bycatch than a paper logbook. However, for electramgbdoks, like paper logbooks,
biases may result from inaccuracy in reporting of spehegsare caught in large numbers
or are of little economic interest.

Alternative 3 would require observers to be onboard for-hire vesséisanederal
Permits if selected. This alternative does not dfff@m the no-actioi\lternative 1 in

that Amendment 15B would only require to carry an obseafviewas selected. Data
collected from at-sea observer programs are considefaelthe most reliable method for
estimating bycatch if coverage is adequate to avoid Eaggling errors and there is
little “observer effect” (where fishing operations attered in the presence of an
observer). Unfortunately, observer programs are expenkioavever, when observer
data are combined with reliable estimates of total fishifogtehat can be inexpensively
obtained from logbooks or electronic data collection desyibycatch rates from observer
data can be used to more reliably estimate total byocavelslin a fishery.

The impacts on ESA-listed species fréiternatives 1-6for the for-hire sector will be
the same as those noted in section 4.6.

4.7.2.2 Economic Effects

See Section | for information about various monitoringst@md costs associated with
these costs.

4.7.2.3 Social Effects

See Section | for information about various monitoringst@md costs associated with
these costs.

4.7.2.4 Administrative Effects

Under theNo-Action Alternative no administrative impacts would be incurred outside
of the status-quoAlternatives 2and3 would each result in an increased administrative
burden, however that burden would not extend beyond the s€ala¢a management and
analysis. The resultant increased data management wdnkiould be considered a
minimal to moderate adverse administrative impact.
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4.7.2.5 Council's Conclusions

4.7.3 Private Recreational

Note: The Council may choose more than one alternative as their preferre

Alternative 1 (no action). Retain existing data reporting systems for the private
recreational sector. Refer to Table 1-x for a coneplist of current reporting
requirements.

Alternative 2. Require vessels with a state recreational fishingdie¢o have an
electronic logbook tied to the vessel's GPS onboarddhksel, if selected.

Alternative 3. Require vessels with a state recreational fishingidie¢o carry a NMFS-
approved observer when on a trip in the South Atlantic.

Alternative 4. Implement a voluntary logbook for discard charactiesge.g., size and
reason for discarding) for vessels with a state réoresd fishing license. Note that we
will consult with the MRIP coordinators on the statud details of their future data
gathering plans.

4.7.3.1 Biological Effects needs to be updated for new alts.

Alternatives 1 and 2 will perpetuate the existing level of risk for interacs between
ESA-listed species and the fishery. These alterrative unlikely to change fishing
behavior in a way that would ultimately reduce the riskteractions between sea turtles
and smalltooth sawfish, and the fisheAlternatives 3-5are unlikely to reduce the risk
of interactions with ESA-listed species and the fisheryand of themselves. However,
depending on how electronic camera monitoring is impleeseahd configured, and
what information observers collect, these alternatimay provide more data on the level
and severity of protected species interactions withisherfy. Observer coverage may be
especially useful if it can sample enough trips tavestie protected species interactions
with an appropriate coefficient of variatioAlternative 6 is unlikely to reduce the risk

of interactions between the fishery and ESA-listed isgem and of itself. However, if
protected species interaction information is colledtieid,alternative may provide more
data on the level and severity of protected speciesattiens with the for-hire sector of
the fishery.

4.7.3.2 Economic Effects

See Section | for information about various monitoringst@md costs associated with
these costs.
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4.7.3.3 Social Effects

See Section | for information about various monitoringst@md costs associated with
these costs.

4.7.3.4 Administrative Effects

4.7.3.5 Council’'s Conclusions

4.8 Update Wreckfish ITQ Program

Alternative 1. No-Action. Do not review and make updates as needed to the current
wreckfish ITQ program.

Alternative 2. Eliminate the current wreckfish ITQ program and replaeath alternate
effort-limiting criteria to qualify for participation shas a different LAP program. .

Alternative 3. Eliminate the current wreckfish ITQ program and do notapit with
any effort or participation-limiting criteria.

Alternative 4. Keep the wreckfish ITQ program, implement a costveopprogram,
and establish a cap to limit the number of shares or esugo individual shareholder
may obtain.

4.8.1 Biological Effects

4.8.2 Economic Effects

4.8.3 Social Effects

4.8.4 Administrative Effects

4.8.5 Council Conclusions

4.9 Designate Snapper-Grouper EFH In New Northern FMP
Areas

Alternative 1. No-Action. Do not designate snapper-grouper EFH EFH-HAPCs in new
jurisdictional areas encompassed in Action 1.

Alternative 2. Designate EFH and EFH-HAPCs for snapper-grouper indhé@ern
areas encompassed in Action 1.
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If the Council chooseAlternative 2 or 3 under Action 1, then Essential Fish Habitat
(EFH) and EFH-Habitat Areas of Particular ConcernHEHFAPCs) would need to be
specified for the areas north of North Carolina. Merslof the IPT responsible for
habitat issues have discussed this and agreed that it weoalddi efficient to consolidate
the EFH review, update, and revision under the Comprehensosy&em-Based
Amendment Il. This maximizes the efficiency of rafp the designations as well as
looking comprehensively at overlaps among species, gapsdadtto be close, etc.
Scoping for the CE-BA II will take place in January/Redyy 2009 and completion is
anticipated by the end of 2009. Therefore this works widll thie timing for Snapper-
Grouper Amendment 18 with a target implementation dafawdary 1, 2010. Note:
This needs to be discussed at the Council level. Ittmigihmake sense to have the EFH
action in a separate document.

4.9.1 Biological Effects

4.9.2 Economic Effects

4.9.3 Social Effects

4.9.4 Administrative Effects

4.9.5 Council Conclusions

4.10 Research Recommendations

4.10.1 Golden tilefish

» Develop standardized techniques for aging golden tilefdsolve discrepancies
in aging from different institutions. Additional reselais needed to verify and
validate age determinations.

» Sampling programs are needed to quantify discard rateseaRhb is also needed
to identify management measures that will reduce discarthlig

* Expand fishery-independent sampling of tilefish.

* Representative age, length, and sex composition dateeaded for all fisheries
(commercial, MRFSS, headboat), gear, seasons, argl area

» Additional life history and biological research is neettedover the full
geographic range of the species.

* Fecundity information by age and length.
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4.11 Cumulative Effects Section needs to be re-done when peered alternatives
have been chosen. This is just a place holder from anothemendment.

As directed by NEPA, federal agencies are mandated éssasst only the indirect and
direct impacts, but the cumulative impacts of propostidres as well. NEPA defines a
cumulative impact a&he impact on the environment which results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably dbtegature
actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undestaites
other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor dligatively
significant actions taking place over a period of tin{é0 C.F.R. 1508.7). Cumulative
effects can either be additive or synergistic. A syiséic effect is when the combined
effects are greater than the sum of the individuaiogst

Various approaches for assessing cumulative effectsbemreidentified, including
checklists, matrices, indices, and detailed models Pdaald 2000). The Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) offers guidance on conducti@yeulative Effects
Analysis (CEA) in a report titled “Considering CumulatiiZffects under the National
Environmental Policy Act”. The report outlines 11 itermsdonsideration in drafting a
CEA for a proposed action.

1. Identify the significant cumulative effects issussagiated with the proposed
action and define the assessment goals.

2. Establish the geographic scope of the analysis.

3. Establish the timeframe for the analysis.

4. Identify the other actions affecting the resourcessystems, and human
communities of concern.

5. Characterize the resources, ecosystems, and hummenuedties identified in
scoping in terms of their response to change and cgpaaitithstand stress.

6. Characterize the stresses affecting these resoeomesy;stems, and human
communities and their relation to regulatory thresholds.

7. Define a baseline condition for the resources, atess, and human
communities.

8. Identify the important cause-and-effect relationshgig/ben human activities
and resources, ecosystems, and human communities.

9. Determine the magnitude and significance of cumulatfeets.

10. Modify or add alternatives to avoid, minimize, or gate significant cumulative
effects.

11. Monitor the cumulative effects of the selectedradteve and adapt management.

This CEA for the biophysical environment will follow a nifeeld version of the 11 steps.
Cumulative effects for the socio-economic environmvetitbe analyzed separately.
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4.11.1 Biological

SCOPING FOR CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

1. Identify the significant cumulative effects issues assated with the proposed
action and define the assessment goals.
The CEQ cumulative effects guidance states that tibsis done through three
activities. The three activities and the locatiorhia tocument are as follows:
l. The direct and indirect effects of the proposedbasi(Section 4.0)
I. Which resources, ecosystems, and human commuaiigeaffected
(Section 3.0) and
[l. Which effects are important from a cumulativéeets perspective
(information revealed in this CEA)?

2. Establish the geographic scope of the analysis.

The immediate impact area would be the federal 200-miié ¢f the Atlantic off the
coasts of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia,easd Florida to Key West. Since
the boundaries are solely political in nature and do ndtilptammigration and
emigration of fish, and fish larvae, the geographic sodpee CEA must be expanded.
Tagging work conducted by the MARMAP program indicatesttiere is movement of
species (e.g., gag and greater amberjack) between thef®éxico and South Atlantic
(McGovern and Meister 1999; McGoveehal. 2005). Large-scale movement of
vermilion snapper and other species has not been docuh{¢ft&overn and Meister
1999). However, vermilion snapper and shallow water grosgesies (red grouper, red
hind, rock hind, yellowmouth grouper, tiger grouper, black groyadigwfin grouper,
graysbhy, coney, and scamp) have pelagic eggs and larvaeahaemain in the water
column for extended periods of time and travel long digtamefore late stage larvae or
juveniles assume a demersal existence.

In light of the available information, the extenttbé boundaries would depend upon the
degree of fish immigration/emigration and larval transpehichever has the greatest
geographical range. The CEA cannot establish geographizadlages in terms of
coordinates, but recognizes that the proper geographical bigundzonsider effects on
the biophysical environment is larger than the entiretSAtlantic EEZ. The ranges of
affected species are described in Section 3.2. Themeagturable and substantial
effects would be limited to the South Atlantic region.

3. Establish the timeframe for the analysis.

Establishing a timeframe for the CEA is important whHengast, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions are discussed. It would bentadyeous to go back to a time
when there was a natural, or some modified (but e@atyg sustainable) condition.
However, data collection for many fisheries began vdpeties were already fully
exploited. Therefore, the timeframe for analysesikhbe initiated when data collection
began for the various fisheries. In determining hownfar the future to analyze
cumulative effects, the length of the effects wilpded on the species and the
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alternatives chosen. Long-term evaluation is need@egtermine if management
measures have the intended effect of improving stock statexefore, analyses of
effects should extend beyond the time when theseished stocks are rebuilt.
Monitoring should continue indefinitely for all speciesensure that management
measures are adequate for preventing overfishing in the future

4, Identify the other actions affecting the resources, ecoggms, and human
communities of concern (the cumulative effects to the huam communities are
discussed in Section 4).

Listed are other past, present, and reasonably foreseszlains occurring in the South
Atlantic region. These actions, when added to the megpmanagement measures, may
result in cumulative effects on the biophysical enviromime

l. Fishery-related actions affecting vermilion snappeg, gad shallow
water grouper.
A Past
The reader is referred 8ection 1.3 History of Managemenfor past
regulatory activity for the fish species. These inclbdg and size limits,
spawning season closures, commercial quotas, gear prohilatidns
limitations, area closures, and a commercial limitezss system.

B. Present

The proposed actions in Snapper-Grouper Amendment 18 wou&hde
the range of the snapper-grouper fishery managemenh@itm
reconsider OY for 10 species undergoing overfishing, spéaifwal
Catch Limits (ACL), Annual Catch Targets (ACT), and saaotability
Measures (AM) for 10 species undergoing overfishing, speliifgadions
for four species undergoing overfishing, modify managemeatsures to
limit total mortality to the ACT, specify a rebuildiman for red snapper,
improve the accuracy, timing, and quantity of fisheriesssies, and
establish an ABC Control Rule.

C. Reasonably Foreseeable Future
Snapper-Grouper Amendment 14 would use marine protected BieAs)
as a management tool to promote the optimum size, ag@emetic
structure of slow growing, long-lived deepwater snapper-groyjeeies
(speckled hind, snowy grouper, warsaw grouper, yellowedge grounjsty,
grouper, golden tilefish, blueline tilefish, and sandisl®f These
measures are expected to be implemented in the neae.futur

The actions in Snapper-Grouper Amendment 16 would end dvagisf
vermilion snapper and gag. Management measures for theesoral
sector would include new or adjusted: sector specific altmtmtind catch
guotas; size limits; trip limits; seasonal closures,uiditig a closure for
shallow water groupers during the gag spawning closure andhratgag
directed commercial quota is met; fishing year startsjlaied gear
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restrictions. Management measures for the recredtsector would
include new or adjusted: catch allocations; bag limite kmits; and
seasonal closures.

Comprehensive Annual Catch Limit (ACL) Amendment wouldlkelsth
Annual Catch Limits (ACLs) and Annual Catch Targets (ACios all
other species. Other actions would include: (1) choosiogystem
component species; (2) allocations; (3) management measurmit
recreational and commercial sectors to their ACTsaggpuntability
measures; and (5) any necessary modifications to tge @&nregulations.

The Council is evaluating a limited access privilege pmogia golden
tilefish.

I. Non-Council and other non-fishery related actiansluding natural
events affecting gag and vermilion snapper.

A. Past
B. Present
C. Reasonably foreseeable future

In terms of natural disturbances, it is difficult tdetenine the effect of non-Council and
non-fishery related actions on stocks of snapper and greppeies. Annual variability
in natural conditions such as water temperature, cs;riaad availability, predator
abundance, etc. can affect the abundance of youngnmsth survive the egg and larval
stages each year to become juveniles (i.e., recruiim@&his natural variability in year
class strength is difficult to predict as it is a fukoie of many interactive and synergistic
factors that cannot all be measured (Rothschild 1986) héranbre, natural factors such
as storms, red tide, cold water upwelling, etc. can affecsurvival of juvenile and adult
fishes; however, it is very difficult to quantify theagnitude of mortality it may have on
a stock. Gag occur in estuarine areas along the ssténe United States (Robins and
Ray 1986; Heemstra and Randall 1993). Alteration of estufdbitats could affect
survival of juveniles. However, estimates of the abandaof fish, which utilize this
habitat, as well as, determining the impact habitatatloar may have on juveniles, is
problematic.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

5. Characterize the resources, ecosystems, and human comniigs identified
in scoping in terms of their response to change and capacity withstand stress.

In terms of the biophysical environment, the resourceskstems identified in earlier
steps of the CEA are the fish populations directlyndirectly affected by the
regulations. This step should identify the trends, exjstonditions, and the ability to
withstand stresses of the environmental components.

The SEDAR stock assessment indicated gag biomass is abfaigobiomass at MSY
(Bmsy) and is approaching an overfished condition. Overfishiogasirring with F/lgsy
= 1.3. Gag are vulnerable to overfishing because theydr at least 26 years, change
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sex from female to male later in life, and form spang aggregations at locations known
to fishermen. During the 1990s, gag off the SoutheasternasSexhibiting many of

the symptoms of an exploited population. Harris andir@o{R000) reported a lower age
at first maturity and a significant increase in theestasd mean length at age in the South
Atlantic gag population in 1994-95 in comparison with data ft®76-82. Increased
fishing pressure was suggested as a contributing factor detogibed life history
changes (Harris and Collins 2000). During the same periotdvernet al. (1998)

found the sex ratio decreased from 19.6% males in 1976-83%0rBales in 1994-95.
The size at 50% maturity also declined in the later period.

There is some indication from a more recent lifeamsstudy the status of the population
has improved since the 1990s. Reichert and Wyanski (2005) faendtsnaturity

during 2004-05 occurred at significantly larger sizes than di98g-95. Age at

maturity also increased since 1994-95, albeit less drantatibah for size at maturity.
The percentage of males and individuals undergoing tramsitithe population
increased from 5.5% in 1994-95 to 8.2%; however, the currentrpageeis still much
lower than the revised estimate of 19.4% for sampldsatet during 1976-82. Sex
transition has occurred at progressively larger sizeyamager ages since 1977-82, a
trend that is also probably related to the increasing thjroates over time.

The SEDAR 10 (2006) stock assessment also suggested despiteenboverfishing,

the condition of the gag stock has improved since tlaell;il990s, perhaps in response
to management measures. A substantial decline in fishin@lihohas occurred since
1990 with a second decline occurring after 1998 when the minismerimit was
increased to 24 inches TL and a two-month commercialisipg season closure was put
into place.

The recent SEDAR Update #3 (2007) determined the vermiliggpenatock in the
South Atlantic is undergoing overfishing. The SSC, meJ2007, recommended the
Council not adopt the biomass and yield benchmarks usedeiomige whether the stock
is overfished, as they were deemed unreliable for managgugoses.

Commercial landings of vermilion snapper rose from 743,0@%49000 Ibs gutted
weight during 1992 to 1995 (Figure 4-5). Landings declined to 718,000 llesl gueight
followed by a large increase to 1,682,000 Ibs gutted weight in 2A04rge decline in
landings to 760,000 Ibs gutted weight occurred in 2003 followed bycagase to about
1,000,000 Ibs gutted weight in 2004-2005. Landings decreased further in2396.
CPUE of vermilion snapper taken with MARMAP trapping gdwveed similar trends to
commercial landings with an increase during 1994-1996 frono%&tfish caught per
hour followed by a decrease to 2.2 fish caught per hour in (@©BAR Update #3
2007). CPUE increased to 4.7 fish caught per hour in 200lavstiarp decrease in 2003
to 0.35 fish per trap hour, the lowest value recorded 4i888. Low CPUE in 2003, as
well as low commercial catches, was probably due t@lamged cold water upwelling
event. A slight increase in CPUE occurred in 2004 and-2006 values were similar to
2004. Headboat CPUE increased during 1992-2002, decreased in 2003 and then
increased again during 2004-2006 (SEDAR Update #3 2007).
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Zhaoet al (1997) and Zhao and McGovern (1997) report during the middle 19f@0s,
vermilion snapper stock was exhibiting many of the symptoinam overexploited
population, including a decrease in size at age, possibgedaby fishing pressure.
Since these studies were conducted, the Council esebksprogram to limit initial
eligibility for the snapper-grouper fishery and raisedvdenilion snapper recreational
size limit to 11” total length in 1999, increased the re@vaal size limit to 12" total
length in 2006, and imposed a 1.1 million pound gutted weightmeomal quota.
Additionally, the Council recently extended indefinitéig Oculinaclosed area.
Although the biological benefits of this area cannot bentfied at this time, evidence
indicates there has been an increase in abundameanyfspecies within the area since it
was closed (Koenig 2001).

Some of these management measures may have reduced mshtatity (F) during the
late 1990s as the SEDAR stock assessment noted a subskeitiee in fishing
mortality during 1997 and 1998; however, F increased during 1999-20@1SHDAR
Update #3 (2007) indicates overfishing is still occurring. Steads are expected to
continue if status quo commercial management regulagdienmaintained, and could
have a significant adverse effect on the stocksafadl to continue indefinitely. The
adverse effects of decreasing size and age trends on giawksb and reproduction,
population structure, and the marine ecosystem are dedg&iimendment 13C (SAFMC
2006). A new benchmark assessment is being conducted fatieersmapper with a
completion date expected in late 2008. Results of theagevbased benchmark
assessment could be different from either the SEDAROA3) benchmark assessment or
the 2007 SEDAR Update #3 (2007), both of which were length-based.

6. Characterize the stresses affecting these resourcesp®/stems, and human
communities and their relation to regulatory thresholds.

This step is important in outlining the current and probatrkess factors snapper and
grouper species identified in the previous steps. The gtabistermine whether these
species are approaching conditions where additional etressild have an important
cumulative effect beyond any current plan, regulatorgustainability threshold (CEQ
1997). Sustainability thresholds can be identified for s@seurces, which are levels of
impact beyond which the resources cannot be sustainestabla state. Other thresholds
are established through numerical standards, qualitatndastds, or management goals.
The CEA should address whether thresholds could be getdxcause of the
contribution of the proposed action to other cumuladistévities affecting resources.

Fish populations

Definitions of overfishing and overfished for these spesi@apper are identified in
Amendment 11 to the snapper-grouper FMP (SAFMC 1998d). Nuwn@ues of
overfishing and overfished thresholds are being updated iartfteadment for some
species. These values includes maximum sustainable yi&¥),Mhe fishing mortality
rate that produces MSY (Ey), the biomass or biomass proxy that supports MSY
(Bmsy), the minimum stock size threshold below which alstie considered to be
overfished (MSST), the maximum fishing mortality threshalbove which a stock is
considered to be undergoing overfishing (MFMT), and optimurd y@Y). Based on
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these definitions, gag is approaching an overfished condE&DAR 10 2006). The
overfished condition of vermilion snapper is unknown tuencertainties associated
with biomass estimates; however, the stock is expanigrverfishing. A new
benchmark assessment is being conducted for vermilion snagpeh could provide
biomass estimates and update fishing mortality values ir2(418.

7. Define a baseline condition for the resources, ecosysterasd human
communities.

The purpose of defining a baseline condition for the resoaind ecosystems in the area
of the proposed action is to establish a point of raterdor evaluating the extent and
significance of expected cumulative effects. The SR@&sessments show trends in
biomass, fishing mortality, fish weight, and fish lengthing back to the earliest periods
of data collection. For some species such as gag aag/ gmouper, assessments reflect
initial periods when the stocks were aboygsB and fishing mortality was fairly low.
However, some species such as vermilion snapper and bladlass were heavily
exploited or possibly overfished when data were firdect#dd. As a result, the
assessment must make an assumption of the biom&esstatt of the assessment period
thus modeling the baseline reference points for the specie

DETERMINING THE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF CUMWATIVE
EFFECTS

8. Identify the important cause-and-effect relationships bsveen human

activities and resources, ecosystems, and human communities.

The relationship between human activities and biophysmadystems within the context
of this CEA is solely related to extractive activiteasd the installment of regulations as
outlined in Table 4-85.

SOUTH ATLANTIC SNAPPER-GROUPER 4-135 ENVIRONMENTAL CONERQUENCES
AMENDMENT 18



Table 4-50. The cause and effect relationship of fishing eguadatory actions within the
time period of the Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA).

Time period/dates | Cause Observed and/or Expected Effects
(Table 4-85)
1960s-1983 Growth overfishing of Declines in mean size and weight of many

many reef fish species.

species including black sea bass.

August 1983

4" trawl mesh size to
achieve a 12" TL
commercial vermilion
shapper minimum size
limit (SAFMC 1983).

Protected youngest spawning age classes|

Pre-January 12, 1984

D Habitat destruction,
growth overfishing of
vermilion snapper.

Damage to snapper-grouper habitat,
decreased yield per recruit of vermilion
snapper.

January 1989

Trawl prohibition to
harvest fish (SAFMC
1988).

Increase yield per recruit of vermilion
snapper; eliminate trawl damage to live
bottom habitat.

Pre-January 1, 1992

Overfishing of many reef
species including
vermilion snapper, and
gag.

Spawning stock ratio of these species is
estimated to be less than 30% indicating tl
they are overfished.

nat

January 1992

Prohibited gearfish traps
south of Cape Canaveral,

FL; entanglement nets;
longline gear inside of 50
fathoms; powerheads and
bangsticks in designated
SMZs off SC.

Size/Bag limits 10" TL
vermilion snapper
(recreational only); 12" TL
vermilion snapper
(commercial only); 10
vermilion
snapper/person/day;
aggregate grouper bag
limit of 5/person/day; and
20" TL gag, red, black,
scamp, yellowfin, and
yellowmouth grouper size
limit (SAFMC 1991).

Protected smaller spawning age classes 0
vermilion snapper.

Pre-June 27, 1994 | Damage tdDculina Noticeable decrease in numbers and specjes
habitat. diversity in areas dDculinaoff FL

July 1994 Prohibition of fishing for | Initiated the recovery of snapper-grouper
and retention of snapper-| species in OECA.
grouper species (HAPC
renamed OECA; SAFMC
1993)

1992-1999 Declining trends in Spawning potential ratio for vermilion
biomass and overfishing | snapper and gag is less than 30% indicating
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Time period/dates
(Table 4-85)

Cause

Observed and/or Expected Effects

continue for a number of
snapper-grouper species
including vermilion
shapper and gag.

that they are overfished.

February 24, 1999

Gag and black: 24" total
length (recreational and
commercial); 2 gag or
black grouper bag limit
within 5 grouper
aggregate; March-April
commercial closure.
Vermilion snapper: 11"
total length (recreational).
Aggregate bag limit of no
more than 20
fish/person/day for all
snapper-grouper species
without a bag limit
(1998c).

F for gag vermilion snapper remains declin
but is still above fsy.

es

October 23, 2006

Snapper-Grouper FMP
Amendment 13C (SAFM(
2006)

Commercial vermilion snapper quota set at
[1.1 million Ibs gutted weight; recreational

vermilion snapper size limit increased to 12
TL to prevent vermilion snapper overfishing

Regulations not yet
effective

Snapper-grouper FMP
Amendment 14 (SAFMC
2007)

Use marine protected areas (MPAS) as a
management tool to promote the optimum
size, age, and genetic structure of slow
growing, long-lived deepwater snapper-
grouper species (e.g., speckled hind, snowy
grouper, warsaw grouper, yellowedge
grouper, misty grouper, golden tilefish,
blueline tilefish, and sand tilefish). Gag and
\vermilion snapper occur in some of these
areas.

Effective March 20,
2008

Snapper-Grouper FMP
Amendment 15A
(SAFMC 2008a)

Establish rebuilding plans and SFA
parameters for snowy grouper, black sea bg
and red porgy.

1SS,

Snapper-grouper FMP
Amendment 15B (SAFM(
2008b)

Target January 1,
2009

Snapper-Grouper FMP
Amendment 16 (SAFMC
2008c)

Target January 1,
2010

Snapper-Grouper FMP
Amendment 18.

SFA parameters for red snapper; interim

allocations; ACLs and ACTs; management
measures to limit recreational and commerq
sectors to their ACTs; accountability

ial

measures; and extend snapper-grouper
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Time period/dates | Cause Observed and/or Expected Effects
(Table 4-85)

management regulations into the Mid-Atlantic
or New England Fishery Management

Council’s jurisdiction.

Regulations not yet | Snapper-Grouper FMP  The actions in Snapper-Grouper Amendment
effective Amendment 16 16 would end overfishing of vermilion
snapper and gag. Management measures for
the commercial sector would include new
adjusted: sector specific allocations and cafch
guotas; size limits; trip limits; seasonal
closures, including a closure for shallow water
groupers during the gag spawning closure and
after the gag directed commercial quota is
met; fishing year start dates; and gear
restrictions. Management measures for the
recreational sector would include new or
adjusted: catch allocations; bag limits; size
limits; and seasonal closures.

Target January 1, Comprehensive ACL IACLs, ACTs, and accountability measures for
2011 Amendment. species not experiencing overfishing;
accountability measures; an action to remove
species from the fishery management unit as
appropriate; and management measures to|
limit recreational and commercial sectors tg
their ACTs

9. Determine the magnitude and significance of cumulative fefcts.

Current management actions, as summarized in Sectghoald reduce fishing

mortality and end overfishing of gag and vermilion snapperaaa@xpected to have a
beneficial, cumulative effect on the biophysical envinent. These management actions
are expected to increase stock biomass, which may affest stocks. The shallow

water grouper closure during the gag spawning closure andtadtdirécted gag
commercial quota is met will help a number of speciesqodarly red and black grouper
that are listed as undergoing overfishing in the Stock SRepsrt to Congress.

Because gag, and to a certain extent, vermilion snappeipger level predators preying
primarily on fish, benthic invertebrates, and squid, tleekof competition for food
resources between these species and other co-occyreitigs may increase as stock
abundance increases. In addition, gag, red porgy, wenmnsihapper, black sea bass,
greater amberjack, red snapper, white grunt and other corimgcspecies may begin to
compete for habitat as they increase in abundance.

Restrictions in the catch of gag and vermilion snappeldcresult in fishermen shifting
effort to other species. The snapper-grouper ecosystemd@smany species that
occupy the same habitat at the same time. For exanglailion snapper and gag co-
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occur with tomtate, scup, red porgy, white grunt, red groupamjgs, and others.
Therefore, restricted species are likely to still @aght since they will be incidentally
caught when fishermen target other co-occurring speciestinded overexploitation of
any snapper-grouper species could disrupt the natural comynstmicture of the reef
ecosystems that support these species. However,fstrmanen may choose to use
different gear types and target species in differehefies such as mackerel and dolphin.

Complex models are needed to better understand compéitiseen resources and the
effect of effort shifting of fishermen to other specied &sheries. The Council is
working with a number of partners to develop an Ecopath hfodghe South Atlantic
ecosystem. Full development of this model will ggsi®etter understanding these
linkages. The Council is also developing an Ecosystem tsliPwill address the
cumulative effects of management regulations, fishingrefand biomass of all species
in the marine ecosystem. Delaying implementation gb@sed actions until these tools
are completed could adversely affect gag and vermiliapser. However, although the
cumulative effects of proposed actions cannot be quedtiii is expected that the effects
will be positive and synergistic.

10. Modify or add alternatives to avoid, minimize, or mitigate sigrficant
cumulative effects.

The cumulative effects on the biophysical environmeneapected to be positive.
Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation are not apgtile.

11. Monitor the cumulative effects of the selected alternate and adopt
management.

The effects of the proposed action are, and will cmetito be, monitored through
collection of data by NMFS, States, stock assessmaedtstock assessment updates, life
history studies, and other scientific observations.

4.11.2 Socioeconomic

Will be added prior to public hearings.
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4.12 Bycatch Practicability Analysis

Will be added prior to public hearings.
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4.13 Unavoidable Adverse Effects

Will be added prior to public hearings.

4.14 Effects of the Fishery on the Environment Section needs be completed.

The biological impacts of the proposed actions are thestin Section 4.0, including
impacts on habitat. No actions proposed in this amentlare anticipated to have any
adverse impact on EFH or EFH-HAPCs for managed spewksling species in the
snapper-grouper complex. Any additional impacts of fishingBH identified during
the public hearing process will be considered, theref@&ouncil has determined no
new measures to address impacts on EFH are necessasytamhe. The Councils
adopted habitat policies, which may directly affectahea of concern, are available for
download through the Habitat/Ecosystem section of the Gitaunwebsite:
http://map.mapwise.com/safmc/Default.aspx?tabid=56

4.15 Damage to Ocean and Coastal Habitats

The alternatives and proposed actions are not expecteé any adverse effect on the
ocean and coastal habitat.

Management measures implemented in the original Sn&peerper Fishery
Management Plan through Amendment 7 combined have sigtificaduced the impact
of the snapper-grouper fishery on EFH. The Council bdsaed the impact of the
fishery and protected EFH by prohibiting the use of poisons gridsves; prohibiting
use of fish traps and entanglement nets in the EE#jibg use of bottom trawls on
live/hard bottom habitat north of Cape Canaveral, Florestricting use of bottom
longline to depths greater than 50 fathoms north dfigtie Inlet; and prohibiting use of
black sea bass pots south of Cape Canaveral, Floridese Qear restrictions have
significantly reduced the impact of the fishery on taral live/hard bottom habitat in the
South Atlantic Region.

Additional management measures in Amendment 8, includirgfgipg allowable bait
nets and capping effort, have protected habitat by makingrexrgigulations more
enforceable. Establishing a controlled effort prograntdidhoverall fishing effort and to
the extent there is damage to the habitat from therfys(e.g. black sea bass pots,
anchors from fishing vessels, impacts of weights usefishing lines and bottom
longlines), limited such impacts.

In addition, measures in Amendment 9, that include éuntestricting longlines to
retention of only deepwater species and requiring thak Sle& bass pot have escape
panels with degradable fasteners, reduce the catch of izedefish and bycatch and
ensure that the pot, if lost, will not continues to “ghdish. Amendment 13C increased
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mesh size in the back panel of pots, which has reducettchyaiad retention of
undersized fish. Amendment 15B, which has been submittedvi@w by the Secretary
of Commerce includes an action that would implementwgtla bycatch release
equipment requirements, and sea turtle and smalltoothssaiandling protocols and/or
guidelines in the permitted commercial and for-hire snappauper fishery.

Amendment 16, which is being developed, includes an actisichvis intended to
reduce bycatch by requiring fishermen use venting tools armb#ily devices.

Limiting the overall fishing mortality reduces the likeldtbof over-harvesting of species
with the resulting loss in genetic diversity, ecosystiversity, and sustainability.

Measures adopted in the Coral and Shrimp FMPs have fuesteicted access by
fishermen that had potential adverse impacts on eaksn#ipper-grouper habitat. These
measures include the designation of@wilinaBank HAPC and the Rock Shrimp
closed area (see the Shrimp and Coral FMP/Amendmenhtnts for additional
information).

The Council's Comprehensive Habitat Amendment (SAFMC 1998ams measures
that expanded th@culinaBank HAPC and added two additional satellite HAPCs.

Amendment 14, which has been approved by the Council, estadblmarine protected
areas where fishing for or retention of deepwater snagmeerper species is prohibited.

4.16 Relationship of Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivity Neds to be
completed

The relationship between short-term uses and longteoauctivity will be affected by
this amendment.

4.17 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

Irreversible commitments are defined as commitmentscdranot be reversed, except
perhaps in the extreme long-term, whereas irretrievatemitments are lost for a period
of time. There are no irreversible commitmentstfas amendment. While the proposed
actions would result in irretrievable losses in consusneplus and angler expenditures,
failing to take action would compromise the long-termansability of the stocks.

Since the Snapper-Grouper FMP and its implementing regusdadre always subject to
future changes, proceeding with the development of Amendb3aoes not represent an
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resourcB¥OAA Fisheries Service has
discretion to amend its regulations and may do so ati@ey subject to the
Administrative Procedures Act.
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4.18 Monitoring and Mitigation Measures

The proposed actions would adversely affect immedihtat-serm net revenues of some
commercial and for-hire fishermen in the South AitanThe proposed actions would
also adversely affect short-term consumer surplusmesrecreational anglers in the
South Atlantic and may result in cancelled trips and red@xpenditures to the fishery
and associated industries. However, it is anticipaddations in fishing pressure, which
will reduce the likelihood that these stocks will beldesd overfished, will assist in
restoring the size and age structure to more naturaltmland allow stock biomass to
increase to more sustainable and productive levels. résudt, the amount of fish that
can be harvested should increase as the stocks rebtdshort-term, adverse effects of
ending overfishing can be mitigated to some degree by thetypgulations the

Council selects to manage reduced catch levels. ThecCeyeferred alternatives
contain those measures that are believed to best taitigg unavoidable, short-term,
adverse effects of ending overfishing.

4.19 Unavailable or Incomplete Information

The Council on Environmental Quality, in its implemegtnegulations for the National
Environmental Policy Act, addressed incomplete of unavailetbbrmation at 40 CFR
1502.22 (a) and (b). That direction has been considereste &he two tests to be
applied: (1) does the incomplete or unavailable informatigolve “reasonable
foreseeable adverse effects...” and (2) is the informatimut these effects “essential to
a reasoned choice among alternativés...

Stock assessments have been conducted on vermilion snggpeblack sea bass, snowy
grouper, golden tilefish, and red snapper using the bedalleadata available. Status
determinations for these species were derived fromEAR process, which involves a
series of three workshops designed to ensure each seessaent reflects the best
available scientific information. The findings and caisgdns of each SEDAR workshop
are documented in a series of reports, which are ukignegviewed and discussed by the
Council and their Scientific and Statistical Commit{8&C). SEDAR participants, the
Council advisory committees, the Council, and NMFSf seafiewed and considered any
concerns about the adequacy of the data. Section 4.ddistseeds that resulted from
these assessments. The Council's SSC determineth¢éhatsessments were based on
the best available data.

The Council’'s Snapper-Grouper Committee acknowledged, whbitk sissessment
findings are uncertain, there is no reason to assuicie uncertainty leads to
unrealistically optimistic conclusions about stockista Rather, the stocks could be in
worse shape than indicated by the stock assessmentrtdimyedue to unavailable or
incomplete information should not be used as a reasomid &aking action. Therefore,
there are reasonable foreseeable significant advdeszsadf not taking action to end
overfishing. Failure to take action could result in asgoing of stock status, persistent
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foregone economic benefits, and more severe coreegtitions to end overfishing in the
future.

Where information is unavailable or incomplete, sucls élse case with estimates of
dead discards that could occur when a species is inciyecealght during a seasonal
closures or after a quota is met, management measwebéan designed to adopt a
conservative approach to increase the probability ovarfistoes not occur.
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5 Regulatory Impact Review

This section will be added after the Council picks prefialternatives and prior to
public hearings.
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6 Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

This section will be added after the Council picks prefialternatives and prior to
public hearings.
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7  Fishery Impact Statement — Social Impact Assessment

This section will be added after the Council picks prefialternatives and prior to
public hearings.
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8 Other Applicable Law

8.1 Administrative Procedure Act

All federal rulemaking is governed under the provisions ofitheninistrative Procedure
Act (APA) (5 U.S.C. Subchapter Il), which establishes@tite and comment”
procedure to enable public participation in the rulemakinggss Under the APA,
NMFS is required to publish notification of proposed ritethe Federal Registeand to
solicit, consider, and respond to public comment on thoss hdfore they are finalized.
The APA also establishes a 30-day waiting period from the & final rule is published
until it takes effect.

8.2 Coastal Zone Management Act

Section 307(c)(1) of the federal Coastal Zone Managemen{G¥MA) of 1972 requires
that all federal activities that directly affect th@astal zone be consistent with approved
state coastal zone management programs to the maxirtant practicable. While it is
the goal of the South Atlantic Council to have managgmeasures that complement
those of the states, Federal and State administrateegures vary and regulatory
changes are unlikely to be fully instituted at the same.t Based on the analysis of the
environmental consequences of the proposed action iro8éc€, the Council has
concluded this amendment would improve Federal managemsnappber-grouper
species.

8.3 Endangered Species Act

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 U.S.C. Seidi®h et seq.) requires
that federal agencies ensure actions they authorize, duiedsry out are not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or endahgjgecies or the habitat
designated as critical to their survival and recoverye EBA requires NOAA Fisheries
Service to consult with the appropriate administratyenay (itself for most marine
species and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service foreaiiaining species) when proposing
an action that may affect threatened or endangeredespmcadversely modify critical
habitat. Consultations are necessary to determingotteatial impacts of the proposed
action. They are concluded informally when proposeadiastmay affect but are “not
likely to adversely affect” threatened or endangeredisp@c designated critical habitat.
Formal consultations, resulting in a biological opiniare required when proposed
actions may affect and are “likely to adversely affecteéatened or endangered species
or adversely modify designated critical habitat.

NOAA Fisheries Service completed a biological opinlm2006 evaluating the impacts
of the continued authorization of the South Atlantagper-grouper fishery under the
Snapper-Grouper Fishery Management Plan and AmendmentnlBSAs listed species
(see Section 3.2.4) (NMFS 2006). The opinion stated therfishas not likely to
adversely affect northern right whale critical halisgabirds, or marine mammals (see
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NMFS 2006 for discussion on these species). Howeveopinen did state that the
snapper-grouper fishery would adversely affect sea tuntsmalltooth sawfish, but
would not jeopardize their continued existence. An imt@leake statement was issued
for green, hawksbill, Kemp’s ridley, leatherback, amglgerhead sea turtles, as well as
smalltooth sawfish. Reasonable and prudent measuresitoingirthe impact of these
incidental takes were specified, along with terms anditiond to implement them.

NOAA Fisheries Service conducted an informal Sectionnagltation on July 9, 2007,
evaluating the impacts of the South Atlantic snappewggofishery on ESA-listed
Acroporaspecies. The consultation concluded that the contioperation of the
snapper-grouper fishery was not likely to adversely affeatly listedAcroporaspecies.
On November 26, 2008, a final rule designatkwgoporacritical habitat was published

in theFederal Register A memo dated December 2, 2008, evaluated the effedts of t
continued authorization of the South Atlantic snappeuger fishery o\cropora

critical habitat pursuant to Secti@nThe evaluation concluded the proposed actions are
not likely to adversely affec@croporacritical habitat.

8.4 Executive Order 12612: Federalism

E.O. 12612 requires agencies to be guided by the fundamental Eadgyahciples when
formulating and implementing policies that have fedsnalimplications. The purpose of
the Order is to guarantee the division of governmentpbresbilities between the
Federal government and the States, as intended by ther&rafithe Constitution. No
federalism issues have been identified relative to¢hierss proposed in this amendment
and associated regulations. The affected states havelbeely involved in developing
the proposed management measures and the principal $i@sdsofesponsible for
fisheries management in their respective states havexpressed federalism related
opposition to the proposed action.

8.5 Executive Order 12866: Regulatory Planning and Review

E.O. 12866, signed in 1993, requires federal agencies to assessthand benefits of
their proposed regulations, including distributional impaatsl to select alternatives that
maximize net benefits to society. To comply with E1@866, NMFS prepares a
Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) for all fishery regulatactions that implement a new
FMP or that significantly amend an existing plan. RIRs/ate a comprehensive analysis
of the costs and benefits to society associated withgsed regulatory actions, the
problems and policy objectives prompting the regulatory prappand the major
alternatives that could be used to solve the problems.reMmvs also serve as the basis
for the agency’s determinations as to whether propospdatens are a “significant
regulatory action” under the criteria provided in E.O. 128Gbvanether proposed
regulations will have a significant economic impacteosubstantial number of small
entities in compliance with the RFA. A regulatiorsignificant if it is likely to result in
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an annual effect on the economy of at least $100,000,00@ twag other major
economic effects.
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8.6 Executive Order 12898: Environmental Justice Update section

E.O. 12898 statesAfiency Responsibilitieo the greatest extent practicable and
permitted by law, and consistent with the principledah in the report on the National
Performance Review, each Federal agency shall make achewironmental justice
part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as apprepugproportionately high
and adverse human health or environmental effects pfatgrams, policies, and
activities on minority populations and low-income popolasiin the United States and
its territories and possessions, the District of Cdlianthe Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, and the Commonwealth of the Marian islands.”

Section 3.4.2 describes five fishing communities in Nodholina, two fishing
communities in Florida, and one each in Georgia andrSoarolina. These
communities were identified as key communities involveth@ésnapper-grouper fishery
based on fishing permit and employment data. The demogiafdnimation reported

for these communities were derived from census da¢asus data describes
community-wide demographics and cannot be partitioned ustadhose populations that
rely on the snapper-grouper fishery. A key reason forghise census data combines
fishing occupations with farming and forestry occupations utigeoccupation category,
and with agriculture, forestry, and hunting under the itrghcategory. For this reason,
demographic information on snapper-grouper fishing commungiestiavailable for use
in evaluating the effects of the proposed actions orit@@me and minority populations.
Nevertheless, although demographics of the snapper-grasiperyfare unknown, these
actions would apply to all participants in the fishergarelless of their race, color,
national origin, or income level and, as a resudtraot considered discriminatory. The
current demographic make-up of the respective fishing commsirsteessumed to be the
result of historic cultural and economic conditiond aot the result of specific historic
or current management action that favored or discrimthagainst minority or low-
income participants. Therefore, no environmental jassues are anticipated and no
modifications to any proposed actions have been made tessdelnvironmental justice
issues. Additionally, none of the proposed actioneapected to affect any existing
subsistence consumption patterns or raise any issuesfthere

8.7 Executive Order 12962: Recreational Fisheries

E.O. 12962 requires Federal agencies, in cooperation witesStad Tribes, to improve
the quantity, function, sustainable productivity, and distidoudf U.S. aquatic resources
for increased recreational fishing opportunities through ietyaof methods including,
but not limited to, developing joint partnerships; promotimg restoration of recreational
fishing areas that are limited by water quality and haligegradation; fostering sound
aquatic conservation and restoration endeavors; and engltia¢ effects of Federally-
funded, permitted, or authorized actions on aquatic sysaacthsecreational fisheries,
and documenting those effects. Additionally, the ordealdishes a seven member
National Recreational Fisheries Coordination Courssponsible for, among other
things, ensuring that social and economic values of headjbgtic systems that support
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recreational fisheries are considered by Federal ageimcibe course of their actions,
sharing the latest resource information and managensmidgies, and reducing
duplicative and cost-inefficient programs among Federalagemvolved in conserving
or managing recreational fisheries. The Council slsesponsible for developing, in
cooperation with Federal agencies, States and Triblesci@ational Fishery Resource
Conservation Plan - to include a five-year agenda.

8.8 Executive Order 13089: Coral Reef Protection

E.O. 13089, signed by President William Clinton on June 11, 1688gnizes the
ecological, social, and economic values provided by theNatcoral reefs and ensures
that Federal agencies are protecting these ecosyshMars. specifically, the Order
requires Federal agencies to identify actions thatmay U.S. coral reef ecosystems, to
utilize their program and authorities to protect and enhtdmceonditions of such
ecosystems, and to ensure that their actions do not degeadendition of the coral reef
ecosystem.

Previous snapper-grouper amendments, including Amendment 232G 2003),
eliminated all potential adverse impactsoulinacoral in theOculinaBanks HAPC and
Experimental Closed Area that are associated witloivofishing gear and fulfills the
intentions of E.O. 13089. The use of bottom trawls dmetionglines, dredges, fish traps,
and fish pots is currently prohibited within t@eulinaBanks HAPC and Experimental
Closed Area and that prohibition would not be affectechbyproposed actions.

8.9 Executive Order 13158: Marine Protected Areas

E.O. 13158 was signed on May 26, 2000 to strengthen protectio®obtkean and
coastal resources through the use of Marine Protected Av#As). The E.O. defined
MPAs as “any area of the marine environment that has teserved by Federal, State,
territorial, tribal, or local laws or regulations taprde lasting protection for part or all of
the natural and cultural resources therein.” It direadderal agencies to work closely
with state, local, and non-governmental partners tae€meaomprehensive network of
MPAs “representing diverse U.S. marine ecosystemsthenbation’s natural and
cultural resources”. The South Atlantic Council deped Amendment 14 to the
Snapper-Grouper Fishery Management Plan to estaldishes of deepwater marine
protected areais the South Atlantic EEZ. The amendment was apatdoy the Council
during its June 2007 meeting and the final rule became effdatimaiary 12, 2009.

8.10 Marine Mammal Protection Act

The Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) established@atorium, with certain
exceptions, on the taking of marine mammals in U.Semsand by U.S. citizens on the
high seas. It also prohibits the importing of marine matarand marine mammal
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products into the United States. Under the MMPA, thee®aiy of Commerce
(authority delegated to NOAA Fisheries) is responsibleHferconservation and
management of cetaceans and pinnipeds (other than walrd$esSecretary of the
Interior is responsible for walruses, sea ottersarpodars, manatees, and dugongs.

In 1994, Congress amended the MMPA, to govern the taking mien@ammals
incidental to commercial fishing operations. This amendmeguired the preparation of
stock assessments for all marine mammal stocks in svateler U.S. jurisdiction;
development and implementation of take-reduction planstbcks that may be reduced
or are being maintained below their optimum sustainadyeilation levels due to
interactions with commercial fisheries; and studiegiohiped-fishery interactions. The
MMPA requires a commercial fishery to be placed in ohiree categories, based on
the relative frequency of incidental serious injuried amortalities of marine mammals.
Category | designates fisheries with frequent serious @gwand mortalities incidental to
commercial fishing; Category Il designates fisherigf wccasional serious injuries and
mortalities; and Category Il designates fisheries waitlemote likelihood or no known
serious injuries or mortalities. To legally fish in at€gory | and/or Il fishery, a
fisherman must obtain a marine mammal authoriza@otificate by registering with the
Marine Mammal Authorization Program (50 CFR 229.4), the mcsbmmodate an
observer if requested (50 CFR 229.7(c)) and comply with anicapfe take reduction
plans.

The commercial hook-and-line components of the SotidnAc snapper-grouper fishery
(i.e., bottom longline, bandit gear, and handline) isted as part of a Category llI
fishery (72 FR 66048; November 27, 2007) because there havededenumented
interactions between these gears and marine mamifla¢sblack sea bass pot
component of the South Atlantic snapper-grouper fishgpgiisof the Atlantic mixed
species trap/pot fishery, a Category Il fishery, in2088 LOF (72 FR 66048; November
27, 2007). The Atlantic mixed species trap/pot fishery dasigmwas created in 2003
(68 FR 41725, July 15, 2003), by combining several separately lisi@gdt fisheries
into a single group. This group was designated Categasydl precaution because of
known interactions between marine mammals and gearsistmthose included in this
group. Prior to this consolidation, the black sea basighatry in the South Atlantic was
a part of the “U.S. Mid-Atlantic and Southeast U.SanAtic Black Sea Bass Trap/Pot”
fishery (Category Ill). There has never been a dootgakinteraction between marine
mammals and black sea bass trap/pot gear in the Soatftiétl
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8.11 Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) implemented seakbilateral treaties for bird
conservation between the United States and GreatiBrited United States and Mexico,
the United States and Japan, and the United States afadrtiee Union of Soviet
Socialists Republics. Under the MBTA, it is unlawfulparsue, hunt, take, capture, Kkill,
possess, trade, or transport any migratory bird, or anyngst, or egg of a migratory
bird, included in treaties between the signatures, excemrastted by regulations
issued by the Department of the Interior (16 U.S.C. 703-7¥R)lations of the MBTA
carry criminal penalties. Any equipment and means agpartation used in activities in
violation of the MBTA may be seized by the United Stgi@gernment and, upon
conviction, must be forfeited to the U.S. government.

Executive Order 13186 directs each federal agency taking adtminisave, or are likely
to have, a measurable negative effect on migratory bird pagmdao develop and
implement a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with ti# Bish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) to conserve those bird populations. eintance of unintentional
take of migratory birds, NOAA Fisheries Service would depelnd use principles,
standards, and practices that will lessen the amoumtioteuntional take in cooperation
with the USFWS. Additionally, the MOU would ensurattiNational Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) analyses evaluate the effectsabibas and agency plans on
migratory birds, with emphasis on species of concern.

An MOU is currently being developed, which will addressitizgdental take of
migratory birds in commercial fisheries under the jucisdn of NOAA Fisheries.

NOAA Fisheries Service must monitor, report, and takpssto reduce the incidental
take of seabirds that occurs in fishing operations. Theetli$tates has already
developed the U.S. National Plan of Action for Reducimgdental Catch of Seabirds in
Longline Fisheries. Under that plan many potential M&@lhponents are already being
implemented.

8.12 National Environmental Policy Act

Concerned with the degree of damages incurred by humanyaotiihe sensitive
ecological environment in the United States, Congresgegaaad Richard Nixon signed
into law, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEP#%)1969, 42 U.S.C. 8§88 43zt
seq. NEPA sets the national environmental policy by providingaadate and
framework for federal agencies to consider all reasigrfareseeable environmental
effects of their actions. In addition, it requires tlisare of information regarding the
environmental impacts of any federal or federally fundeaadt public officials and
citizens before decisions are made and actions takiem.analyses and results are
presented to the public and other agencies through the dewslbpfiNEPA
documentation. The Final Environmental Impact StatentitS) integrated into
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Amendment 16 to the FMP serves as the documentatgatisfy the requirements of
NEPA.

8.13 National Marine Sanctuaries Act

Under the National Marine Sanctuaries Act (NMSA) (&sown as Title Il of the
Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1833mended, the U.S.
Secretary of Commerce is authorized to designate Natidarine Sanctuaries to protect
distinctive natural and cultural resources whose prateetnd beneficial use requires
comprehensive planning and management. The National Maaimetuary Program is
administered by the Sanctuaries and Reserves Divisithe MOAA. The Act provides
authority for comprehensive and coordinated conservatidmamnagement of these
marine areas. The National Marine Sanctuary Prograrartilyrcomprises 13
sanctuaries around the country, including sites in Amer&amoa and Hawaii. These
sites include significant coral reef and kelp forest lagditand breeding and feeding
grounds of whales, sea lions, sharks, and sea turtlestwb main sanctuaries in the
South Atlantic EEZ are Gray’s Reef and Florida Kewgidhal Marine Sanctuaries. The
Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary represents tileddf the ESA-listedAcropora
species’ range in the South Atlantic region.

8.14 Paperwork Reduction Act

The purpose of the Paperwork Reduction Act is to controlrpapk requirements
imposed on the public by the federal government. The atythormanage information
collection and record keeping requirements is vestddtwé Director of the Office of
Management and Budget. This authority encompasses dstadtisof guidelines and
policies, approval of information collection requestsl eeduction of paperwork burdens
and duplications.

The Council is not proposing, in this amendment, meadhet would involve increased
paperwork and consideration under this Act.

8.15 Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) of 1980 (5 U.S.C. 60Xket).) requires Federal
agencies to assess the impacts of regulatory actionsnmapted through notice and
comment rulemaking procedures on small businesses, sgafiipations, and small
governmental entities, with the goal of minimizing adeeimpacts of burdensome
regulations and record-keeping requirements on thoseentlnder the RFA, NMFS
must determine whether a proposed fishery regulation waayd a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small entitiesiotf a certification to this effect must
be prepared and submitted to the Chief Counsel for Advodabg &mall Business
Administration. Alternatively, if a regulation is tdemined to significantly impact a

SOUTH ATLANTIC SNAPPER-GROUPER 8-8 OTHER APPLICABLE MA
AMENDMENT 18



substantial number of small entities, the Act requinesaigency to prepare an initial and
final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis to accompany the praggband final rule,
respectively. These analyses, which describe the typ@amber of small businesses
affected, the nature and size of the impacts, and attees that minimize these impacts
while accomplishing stated objectives, must be publishdteiRg¢deral Registein full

or in summary for public comment and submitted to the duahsel for advocacy of the
Small Business Administration. Changes to the RF3uime 1996 enable small entities
to seek court review of an agency’s compliance with ttiesArovisions.

8.16 Small Business Act Update with significance determination

Enacted in 1953, the Small Business Act requires that agesssest and protect small-
business interests to the extent possible to preservednegetitive enterprise.

8.17 Public Law 99-659: Vessel Safety

Public Law 99-659 amended the Magnuson-Stevens Act to reqaira EMP or FMP
amendment must consider, and may provide for, temporargtatents (after
consultation with the U.S. Coast Guard and personzinglthe fishery) regarding access
to a fishery for vessels that would be otherwise priekefiom participating in the

fishery because of safety concerns related to weatheradther ocean conditions.

No vessel would be forced to participate in the snapperpgr fishery under adverse
weather or ocean conditions as a result of the itipaaf management regulations
proposed in this amendment.

The fact that low quotas are being implemented witmaaly f' start date may force
fishermen to fish in the winter.

No concerns have been raised by people participatidgeifighery nor by the U.S. Coast
Guard that the proposed management measures direattyirecctly pose a hazard to
crew or vessel safety under adverse weather or oosaitions. Therefore, this
amendment proposes neither procedures for making managadjestments due to
vessel safety problems nor procedures to monitor, evalrateport on the effects of
management measures on vessel or crew safety undereadether or ocean
conditions.

SOUTH ATLANTIC SNAPPER-GROUPER 8-9 OTHER APPLICABLE MA
AMENDMENT 18



9 List of Preparers

Name Title Agency | Division Location
Myra Brouwer Fishery Scientist SAFMC N/A SAFMC
David Dale EFH Specialist NMFS HC SERO
Rick DeVictor Environmental Impact | SAFMC | N/A SAFMC
Scientist
Tracy Dunn Enforcement Specialist NMFS LE SERO
Andy Herndon Biologist NMFS PR SERO
Tony Lamberte Economist NMES SF SERQ
Palma Ingles Anthropologist NMFS SF SERQC
Jennifer Lee Council Liaison NMFS PR SERQG
Jack McGovern Fishery Biologist NMFS SF SERQ
Janet Miller Permits NMFS SF SERO
Roger Pugliese Senior Fishery Biologist SAFMC N/A SAFMC
Kate Quigley Economist SAFMC N/A SAFMC
Monica Smit- Attorney Advisor NOAA | GC SERO
Brunello
Jim Waters Economist NMFES Economics SEFSC
Kate Michie Plan Coordinator NMFS SF SERQ
Gregg Waugh Deputy Director SAFMC N/A SAFMC
Erik Williams Stock Assessment NMFS SF SEFSC
Biologist
SOUTH ATLANTIC SNAPPER-GROUPER 9-1 LIST OF PREPARERS

AMENDMENT 18



10 List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons To Whom Copiestbie
Statement Are Sent

Responsible Agency

Amendment 18: Environmental Impact Statement:
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council NMFS, 8east Region

4055 Faber Place Drive, Suite 201 268 M%enue South
Charleston, South Carolina 29405 St. Petersburg, Florida 33701
(843) 571-4366 (TEL) (727) 824-5301 (TEL)

Toll Free: 866-SAFMC-10 (727) 824-5320 (FAX)

(843) 769-4520 (FAX)
safmc@safmc.net

List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Consulted
SAFMC Law Enforcement Advisory Panel
SAFMC Snapper-Grouper Advisory Panel
SAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee
North Carolina Coastal Zone Management Program
South Carolina Coastal Zone Management Program
Georgia Coastal Zone Management Program
Florida Coastal Zone Management Program
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Georgia Department of Natural Resources
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources
North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries
North Carolina Sea Grant
South Carolina Sea Grant
Georgia Sea Grant
Florida Sea Grant
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries Development Foundation
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
National Marine Fisheries Service

- Washington Office

- Office of Ecology and Conservation

- Southeast Regional Office

- Southeast Fisheries Science Center
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12 Index

Will be added prior to public hearings.

Appendix A. Alternatives Considered but Rejected

Data Reporting Action Alternatives:

Commercial:

Alternative 5. Require all vessels with a Federal Snapper-Grouper caeiahpermit to
have an electronic camera monitoring system on beardbsel.

Alternative 6. Require all vessels with a Federal snapper-grouper ptermtven an
electronic camera monitoring system on board the vasselevel that represents 10% of
all trips by vessels with the permit.

Alternative 8. Require observers on 20-100% of all trips by vessels witdegdilefish
endorsements.

For-Hire:

Alternative 4. Require all vessels with a Federal For-Hire permiigee an electronic
logbook tied to the vessel's GPS onboard the vessel.

Alternative 5. Require all vessels with Federal For-Hire permitshiaste an electronic
camera monitoring system onboard the vessel.

Alternative 6. Require vessels with a Federal For-Hire permit telaavelectronic
camera monitoring system onboard the vessel.

Alternative 7. Require observers to be onboard vessels with a Fdttarilire permit at
a level that represents 5% of all trips by vesselk tiie permit.

Private Recreational:

Alternative 3. Require all vessels with a state recreationalrighicense to have an
electronic camera monitoring system onboard the vessel.

Alternative 4. Require all vessels with a state recreational fishaggse to have an
electronic camera monitoring system on board the vasselevel that represents 5% of
all trips by vessels with the license.
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