





INTRODUCTION

A.  Background

The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council submitted the Reef Fish
Fishery Management Plan in August 1981; it was approved by the Secretary
of Commerce in June 1983, and implemented in MNovember 1984. The
implementing regulations designed to rebuild declining reef fish stocks
included these measures: (1) prohibitions on the use of fish traps,
roller trawls, and powerheads within an inshore stressed area; (2)
construction requirements, maximum size, and numerical limits for fish
traps; (3) permit requirements for fish trap operators; and, (4) a
minimum size Timit of 13 inches total length for red snapper. The record
keeping and reporting requirements specified in the FMP were implemented
in July 1987. The approved reporting requirements include: (1) persons
fishing fish traps; (2) commercial vessel owners and operators; (3)
dealers and processors; and, (4) commercial vessel, charter vessel, and
headboat inventory. The proposed mandatory reporting for recreational
private boat and charter/headboat fishermen was not implemented.

Amendment 1 to the FMP was submitted to the Secretary of Commerce in
August 1989 and was implemented in January 1990, The proposed
regulations were as follows: (1) require a permit for vessels harvesting
reef fish for sale; (2) establish a 50 percent earned income criterion to
qualify for a permit; (3) provide for the charging of fees to cover the
administrative costs of issuing permits and trap tags; (4) require
reporting by operators of charter vessels; (5) require permitted vessels
to display identification numbers; {6) eliminate exemptions to the size
limit for red snapper; (7) establish size 1imits for other major species;
(8) prohibit sale of fish smaller than the size limits; (9) modify the
stressed area where certain gear is prohibited by extending the area off
Louisiana and Texas; (10) prohibit use of longline and buoy gear for
taking reef fish inside of 50 fathoms to the west and inside of 20
fathoms to the east of Cape San Blas, Florida, respectively; {(11)
establish bag 1imits for certain snappers, groupers, and amberjack; {12)
pravide for the possession of two days’ bag limits for charter vessels
and headboats on trips in excess af 24 hours; (13) restrict vessels with
shrimp trawl or entangling net gear aboard to the bag limits; (14}
establish annual commercial quotas for red snapper and deep and shallow
water groupers; (15) prohibit fishing for and sale of reef fish when an
annual quota is reached; (16) reduce the number of traps that may be
fished by a vessel; (17) establish other technical changes ta facilitate
compliance; {18) include a procedure for setting total allowable catch
annually; and, {19) establish as Tong-term optimum yield the restoration
of stocks to a 20 percent spawning stock biomass per recruit ratio level
by the year 2000.



B. FM jectiv

The primary management objective of the Reef Fish Fishery Management
Plan, as amended by Amendment 1 is to "Stabilize long-term population
levels of all reef fish species by establishing a certain survival rate
of biomass into the stock of spawning age to achieve at least 20 percent
spawning stock biomass per recruit.”

C. Probl irin Amendment

The Reef Fish Advisory Panel first recommended that the jewfish
populations be protected by a complete prohibition on its harvest and
possession at its April 1989 meeting during review of Amendment 1 which
contained a proposal for a jewfish 50-inch size limit. The Council
maintained it’s position after reviewing the Advisory Panel’s comments
since other fishermen presented testimony to the Council! in support of
the proposed size 1imit while maintaining that jewfish did not need total
protection.

After Amendment 1 was submitted for Secretarial approval, the Council was
contacted by an Advisory Panel member, a commercial Jewfish fisherman,
who reported that the available stocks of jewfish were much more depleted
than had been reported previously. The approval letter implementing
Amendment 1 recommended the Council reconsider a prohibition on the
harvest of Jewfish given that Florida was proceeding with a complete
prohibition on the harvest and possession of jewfish. Furthermore, since
the Council announced it would be readdressing the question of total
protection for jewfish, numerous Yetters have been received and virtually
all were in agreement that jewfish was indeed seriously overfished and in
need of total protection. Many of these letters were from divers and
dive boat operators who cite personal observations concerning the
continuing deciine of jewfish.

D. Optimum Y

Optimum Yield is any harvest Tevel for each species which maintains, or
is expected to maintain, over time, a survival rate of biomass into the
stock of spawning age to achieve at least a 20 percent spawning stock
biomass per recruit (SSBR) population level, relative to the SSBR that
would occur with no fishing.

E. Overfishing

1. A reef fish stock or stock complex is overfished when it is
below the level of 20 percent of the spawning stock biomass
per recruit that would occur in the absence of fishing.

2. When a reef fish stock or stock complex is overfished,
overfishing is defined as harvesting at a rate that is not
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II.

consistent with a program that has been established to
rebuild the stock or stock complex to the 20 percent
spawning stock biomass per recruit level,

3. When a reef fish stock or stock complex is not overfished,
overfishing is defined as a harvesting rate that, if
continued, would lead to a state of the stock or stock
complex that would not at least allow a harvest of OY on a
continuing basis.

DESCRIPTION OF FISHERY AND UTILIZATION PATTERNS

A. Commercjal Fishery

LittTe information exists on the history of jewfish fishing. However, it
appears that jewfish, historically, have been harvested only as an
incidental species, initialily in the red snapper fishery and later in the
combination grouper/snapper fishery in the Gulf of Mexico. From 1964
through 1969 snapper boats operating out of Alabama ‘1anded 53 to 70
percent of the entire Gulf of Mexico harvest (Swingle, 1976). Even as
tate as the latter 1970s jewfish was such a low priced fish that only a
few fishermen bothered with landing them (D. DeMaria, personal
communication). Although annual commercial landings of jewfish in the
mid 1960s occasionally exceeded 200,000 pounds, most of which were caught
incidental to the snapper fishery operating off Yucatan, Mexico. In 1979
only 37,000 pounds of jewfish were harvested in domestic waters and
commanded a dockside price of approximately 40 cents per pound (Table 1).
However, in 1987 jewfish landings totaled 101,000 pounds--a threefold
increase--with a dockside price ranging from 60 to 90 cents per pound.
As typical in other fisheries, landings apparentiy have increased in
response to increasing market value. Jewfish is a highly valued delicacy
in the Florida Keys and the South Florida metropolitan areas which are
probably the primary markets for jewfish today. Reportedly, most jewfish
sold commercially, at least in the Key West area, are sold directly to
restaurants and are not recorded by the NMFS landings data collection
system (D. DeMaria, personal communication). Even so, reported landings
in the four most southern Florida counties (Monroe, Collier, Charlotte,
and Lee Counties) accounted for 78 percent of the total Gulif landings and
the entire West Florida landings accounted for 99 percent of the Gulf
total (Tables 1 and 2). With the exception of the South and Southwest
Florida areas, jewfish appear to be an incidental harvest to the reef
fish fishery.

Commercial landing trends of jewfish are difficult to interpret prior to
1979 because for about 20 years a particular dealer in Southwest Florida
grossly inflated his reported landings. For example, in the years from
1979-1984, the period for which landings are available by dealer, this
particular dealer’s reported tandings were up to five times greater than
the entire remainder of West Florida landings. Since this dealer was
never a major processor of reef fish, the best "adjustment” is to simpiy
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delete the dealer’s landings from the data files. Therefore, all data
reported in this amendment have been adjusted to reflect total reported
landings, excluding those of the dealer discussed above.

Most of -the commercial jewfish harvest is taken from federal waters
(Table 4). The primary gear category used to harvest jewfish is the hand
line which includes bandit rigs and hydraulic and electric reels as well
as the more traditional hand line (Table 5). Speargun and longline gear
types have been taking increasing amounts of jewfish since 1979. The
trawl gear category reportediy takes a small but significant propartion
of the harvest. Some of the harvested fish attributed to trawl gear may
have been caught by hand line gear aboard shrimp vessels while at anchor.

The reported landings of jewfish for the entire Gulf appear to have been
increasing slightly through the years, although some decline in harvest
after 1985 can be observed. Ex-vessel values have increased even more
than landings. Average ex-vessel price per pound for the Gulf increased
from 39 cents in 1979 to 74 cents in 1987 (Table 1). The average
dock;ide price paid for the entire 1979-1987 period was 58 cents per
pound.

Ex-vessel prices apparently varied among different geographical areas,
but no statistical tests can be presented to determine the significance
of these differences. On average, prices were highest in Monroe county
and lowest in the Alabama through Texas areas. Differences in prices
could be due to variations in quality of the product or to differing
strength in demand. The established market in the Keys could account for
a relatively stronger demand in these areas than in others.

Landings and prices also vary from month to month (Table 3}). On average,
peak landings occur in the months of August and September. These peak
landings practically coincide with spawning activities of jewfish.
December and January usually record the lowest landings. Variations in
prices do not seem to correlate inversely with variations in landings,
possibly indicating that price variations are driven primarily by
seasonal changes in demand.

B. Recreational Fishery

Estimates of recreational landings of jewfish are available only since
1979 (Table 6) through the MRFSS, however since jewfish is a relatively
rare species the MRFSS sampling protocol does not provide precise
estimates. Therefore the varying estimates of harvest among years,
fishing areas, and fishing modes, are difficult to interpret for apparent
trends.

The recreational sector apparently has been a strong participant in the
jewfish fishery harvesting about 3,000 fish weighing around 192,000
pounds in 1987 (Table 6). In total weight of fish landed, the
recreational sector accounts for a greater percentage (relative to the
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commercial sector) of jewfish harvest for the 1979-1987 period (Tables !
and 6). There are, however, certain problems with the accuracy of this
percentage share. Through the 1979-1987 period, reported recreational
harvests varied widely probably because the MRFSS survey intercepted a
limited number of jewfish in its dockside survey. It is likely, though,
that recreational participation in the fishery is significant and
possibly has increased in the last few years.

Recreational jewfish harvests occur primarily off Florida and Louisiana
and are virtually nonexistent off other Gulf states. Florida accounts
for most of the jewfish recreational harvest. [t is not clear from
available information as to whether recreational catches are
predominantly in state or federal waters (Table 6). The possibility that
recreational catches from state and federal waters are about the same
cannot be discounted. The private/rental mode of fishing appears to
dominate other fishing modes in the harvest of jewfish. As with the
commercial sector of the fishery, harvest by spearguns is probably the
primary gear targeted toward jewfish, with capture by other gear
representing largely an incidental harvest.

Comments have been received from the recreational fishing public
suggesting that one of the best recreational uses of jewfish is for non-
consumptive exploitation where divers are provided opportunities to
observe and photograph these impressively Targe fish rather than to
harvest them.

C. t he Sto
1. QDistribytion

The jewfish (Epinephelys itajara) is found on both Atlantic and
Pacific sides of Central America (Smith, 1971). In the Atlantic,

jewfish occur from Brazil throughout the Caribbean and Gulf of
Mexico (Smith, 197]1; Hoese and Moore, 1977; Robins and Ray, 1986).
However, Randall (1968) reported that aithough jewfish were common
in waters off Florida and in the Gulf of Mexico, it was relatively
uncommonly seen in the West Indies. In the Gulf of Mexico, jewfish
appear to be most abundant off Southwest Florida and the Florida
Keys, although Hoese and Moore (1977) reported that jewfish "... is
the most common large inshore grouper off Texas from April through
October.” However, the MRFSS has sampled only 2 jewfish outside of
Florida, one in 1979 and another in 1984; the NMFS headboat survey
which has operated in the Gulf since 1986 has abserved no Jewfish
outside of the Southwest Florida area; and, the Texas Parks and
Wildlife surveys (Osburn et al., 1988) of sport-boat fishermen in
Taxas reports harvest of jewfish only by private-boat anglers in the
1983-1984 Territorial Sea high-use weekday and the 1985-1986 EEZ
low-use weekend fishing categories where jewfish accounted for just
0.65 and 2.00 percent of the total harvest of "Other Species”,
respectively. If jewfish, at one time, were relatively common in
the northwestern Gulf, they do not appear to be so today.
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2. Reproduction

Jewfish are suspected to be protogynous hermaphrodites {born female
and changing to male later in life), similar to other groupers.
Smith (1971) found evidence of ova remnants in the gonad of a six
foot male collected near Bimini. The size or age of sexual
transition is unknown and it is possible that some males pass
through an immature female stage and mature only as males (L.
Bullock, FMRI, FDNR, personal communication). Also, many of the
larger fish takenm commercially have been females (see Figure 3).
The ongoing Florida Department of Natural Resources (FDNR) study of
Jjewfish has found no transitional fish among those sampled from the
commercial fishery. Thus, it is not conclusive whether jewfish are
indeed protogynous hermaphrodites or gonochoristic (sexes separate).

In the eastern Gulf of Mexico, females with ripe ova have been found
during July through October with August to mid-October apparently
the period of peak reproductive activity (D. DeMaria, personal
communication). Spawning aggregations of jewfish have been observed
in waters as shallow as 30-40 feet in depth.

In the FDNR study, female jewfish sexually matured at about 50-
inches total length {105 pounds in weight). The youngest sexually
mature female sampled was ten years of age, assuming one annulus per
year. No specific information on fecundity exists. The smallest
mature male was 43-inches total tength, and the youngest sexually
mature male was about five years oid {L. Bullock, FMRI, FDNR,
preliminary unpublished data).

3. Growth

Jewfish are long-lived and can attain a size of 700 pounds {Smith,
1971). Age and growth data collected by FDNR on 449 jewfish (see
Figures 1,2, and 3) were used to develop a von Bertalanffy growth

equation (L. Bullock, FMRI, FDNR, preliminary unpublished data) as
foliows:

L= 2011 * (1 - ™" 0" ) where
Tength is in millimeters { 2011 mm = 79.2 inches).

Morphometric equations developed for jewfish with the FDNR data (Lew
BuTlock, personal communication) include weight-length,

W, = 3.9*%10"" SL***, and
standard length-total length,
TL,, = 1.176 * SL_, + 32.446,



where W is gutted weight, SL is standard length, and TL is tota}
Tength. Gutted weight to whole weight conversions were made by
multiplying gutted weights by 1.18 to obtain whole weights (NMFS,
ESO commercial Tandings documentation).

Randall (1968) found fishes, hawksbill turtle, crabs, slipper
Tobster, and most often spiny lobster in the stomachs of jewfish.
Smith (1971) reported a Targe proportion of the jewfish’s prey were
crustaceans.

4, wning St r r

The above growth equations and an estimate of total mortality from
the age distribution in Figure 2 provided the material essential for
a relative assessment of spawning stock biomass per recruit (SSBR)
for the jewfish resource. Total mortality was estimated to be 0.85
for fish older than age 11. Natural mortality was assumed to equal
0.15, as in Reef Fish Amendment 1 for other groupers, with fishing
mortality equal to 0.70. These mortality estimates indicate that
approximately 60 percent of the remaining jewfish population die
each year. Size at entry into the fishery was assumed to occur at
20 inches total length,

It appears that uncontrolled fishing (the conditjon that existed
prior to implementation of Amendment 1), if allowed to continue,
would result in an estimated SSBR level of 0.2 percent of the
potential SSBR with no fishing. Under the 50-inch size limit
estabiished by Amendment 1, the projected egquilibrium SSBR level
would be 11 percent or less, depending on the mortality rate of
undersize fish. If as much as 50 percent of the released undersize
fish die, the equilibrium SSBR level would be only 1.3 percent.
Given the difficulty in harvesting jewfish it is very likely that
undersize release mortalities are indeed very high. A logbook
survey of recreational anglers fishing around oil rigs off Louisiana
(Stanley and Wilson, unpublished manuscript) found no record of
Jewfish being harvested after a one and a half year study and they
concluded it was probably due to the difficulty in landing hooked
fish. In addition, divers have reported observing many jewfish
hooked, speared, or injured by powerheads that were in poor health
or dying (letters on file). The jewfish resource is probably
already severely overfished or in the process of becoming severely
overfished under existing fishing conditions throughout its range in
the Gulf of Mexico.
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ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT OPTIONS
A. Propo Option
Prohibit the Harvest or Possession of Jewfish.

Ecological Impacts: A prohibition on the harvest of jewfish would
provide virtually complete protection for the species in waters off
Florida since that state has prohibited the harvest or possession of
jewfish in state waters. Jewfish off the other Gulf states will be
protected in federal waters only. Most fishermen familiar with the
jewfish fishery agree the species is substantially overfished and in need
of total protection. The current conditions in the fishery, if allowed
to continue, would drive the jewfish resource to such Tow levels that the
species eventually may be considered to be threatened or endangered. The
Jjewfish is the largest of westeran North American groupers, reaching
weights of up to 700 pounds and are top predators in the food chain.
They are slow growing, very territorial, and easily harvested, all of
which are 1life history characteristics that make Jjewfish stocks
susceptible to overfishing or to other sources of non-natural mortality.
Avajlable SSBR analyses indicate the jewfish resource is significantly
overfished and may be less than one percent, whereby the Councils goal is
at least a 20 percent SSBR level.

ocigeconomi m :  The direct effects of this measure would be
reductions in ex-vessel revenues of the commercial sector and losses in
consumer benefits in the recreational sector. These short-term losses
from both sectors are not expected to be significant as the fishery for
Jewfish is relatively small. Enhancement of non-consumptive use partly
compensates the loss to the consumptive use segment of the recreational
sector. Consumers of jewfish will also experience short-term losses in
benefits if other supply sources of jewfish or its close substitutes
cannot make up for the loss due to closure of the fishery in the Gulf.
The price for Jjewfish is expected to increase although at less than
proportional change in quantity supplied considering the inflexibility of
demand for the species.

Fishermen and for-hire vessel operators would be adversely impacted by
this measure, although there appears to be strong support for this
proposed measure by both user groups. The recreational divers that
attended the public hearing in Louisiana voiced opposition to this
proposed measure claiming it would adversely affect their operations and
that jewfish were not depleted in their area. However, a one and a haif
year study of recreational angling around oil rigs--areas where jewfish
would be most 1ikely found--recorded no landings of jewfish (Staniey and
Wilson, unpublished manuscript}.

Current biological information appears to indicate that the jewfish
resource is not likely to support a sustained fishery. As the stock is
considered to be overfished, this measure will likely result in erhancing
the benefits derived from the stock. When and how this benefit will be
shared by present and future participants in the fishery is not readily
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determinable, particularly since the period of time necessary for the
closure to be effective cannot be predicted.

B. Alternati ion Consider

Status Quo - Maintain the 50-inch minimum size 1imit, as implemented in
Amendment 1 to the Reef Fish FMP,

Ecological Impacts: The status quo option of maintaining a 50-inch
minimum size 1imit provides some protection to immature fish but none to

mature spawning fish when they are most susceptible to harvest.
Anecdotail reports from recreational and commercial divers indicate that
the status quo measure would be insufficient to rebuild the jewfish
stocks to former levels of abundance. The jewfish is of such large size
that only a few fishermen are successful at harvesting them efficiently
enough to prevent waste of fish that are mortally wounded but not
harvested. Potential SSBR levels with the 50-inch minimum size limit may
be from 1 to 11 percent, significantly less than the Council’s goal of 20
percent SSBR.

i nomi m :  Considered as the status quo, no short-term
aeffects ensue from adopting this measure. Its long-term effects are
closely linked with the biological status of the stock. The ecological
analysis pointed out that the size limit measure is not adequate to
restore the stock to its previous level of abundance, specifically in
terms of SSBR level targeted by the Council. The economic implication of
this is that some benefits from a more restrictive management of the
stock will be foregone by adopting this measure,

REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW AND REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS
A. Introduction

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) requires a Regulatory Impact
Review (RIR) for all regulatory actions that are of public interest. The
RIR does three things: 1) it provides a comprehensive review of the
level and incidence of impacts associated with a proposed or final
requlatory action, 2) it provides a review of the problems and policy
objectives prompting the regulatory proposals and an evaluation of the
major alternatives that could be used to solve the problem, and 3) it
ensures that the regulatory agency systematically and comprehensively
considers all available alternatives so that the public welfare can be
enhanced in the most efficient and cost effective way.

The RIR also serves as the basis for determining whether any proposed
regulations are major under criteria provided in Executive Order 12291
(E.0. 12291) and whether the proposed regulations would have a
significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities in
compliance with the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 (RFA). The
primary purpose of the RFA is to relieve small businesses, small
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organizations, and small governmental jurisdictions (collectively: "smali
entities") of burdensome regulatory and recordkeeping requirements. The
RFA requires that if regulatory and recordkeeping requirements are not
burdensome, then the head of a Federal agency must certify that the
requirement, if promulgated, will not have a significant effect on a
substantial number of small entities.

This RIR/RFA analyzes the impacts of alternative measures affecting
jewfish, as considered under Amendment 2 to the Reef Fish FMP. Amendment
1 to the Reef Fish FMP has been approved and implemented and so is
considered the base case for purposes of this RIR.

B. Probl nagement M

The problems in the fishery as well as the objectives and measures
considered in this Amendment have been outlined in previous sections.

C. Impacts of Management Measures
1. Current Scenario

The Reef Fish FMP, implemented in 1984, imposed no restrictions on
fishing of jewfish. Amendment 1 to this FMP proposed a host of
measures affecting the reef fish fishery, including a minimum size
limit of 50 inches on harvested jewfish. Currently, there is only
one specific restriction on the harvest of jewfish in waters within
the direct jurisdiction of the Gulf states. Florida has, as of
February 1, 1990, prohibited the harvest or possession of jewfish
completely.

Reported comercial landings of Jewfish in the Gulf increased
threefold from 37,000 pounds in 1979 to 121,000 pounds in 1985, but
have since declined. Average commercial landings for the nine-year
period were 78,000 pounds valued at $45,000 using the 1987 price.
Recreational harvests for the 1979-1987 period have sharply
fluctuated, with the average number of fish caught equal to about
8,000 that was equivalent to about 306,000 pounds. For this nine-
year period, the recreational harvest of jewfish has accounted for
about 78 percent (in weight) of all jewfish harvested in the Gulf
(Tables 1 and 6).

2. Proposed Option: Prohibition of Harvest or Possession of
Jewfish
Short-term Impacts: Closure of this fishery translates in the

short-term benefits foregone by both commercial and recreational
sectors. Based on the 1979-1987 average catch and 1987 price for
jewfish, the commercial harvest sector would have to forego revenues
amounting to $45,000. The actual amount could be less than this
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because of the reduction in revenue due to the size 1imit pursuant
to Amendment 1. Also it is not possible to estimate the portion of
this amount attributable to the recreational anglers who seld their
catch but would be prevented from doing so under the minimum income
requirement of Amendment 1.

The commercial jewfish fishery currently supports a relativeiy few
number of fishermen. Hand 1ines account for most of the reported
catches, probably as bycatch in other segments of the reef fish
fishery. Longlines, spearguns, and trawls are the other gear types
used in the commercial harvest of jewfish. The directed fishery
probably consists primarily of speargun users. West Florida
accounts for most of the jewfish landings. Although some landings
are reported for Alabama and Louisiana, landings in the rest of the
Gulf states have been relatively insignificant. At a sales level of
$45,000, the commercial harvest sector for jewfish can be considered
to support only around two to three full-time equivalent jobs.
Since in actuality these full-time jobs are distributed to several
fishermen, it can be expected that the impact of this proposed
measure will be proportionately distributed to these persons with no
single person being literally put out of work.

Gulfwide average ex-vessel price (weighted by state landings) for
jewfish has increased considerably within the last several years,
from 39 cents per pound in 1979 to 74 cents per pound in 1987. In
the Key West area, price per pound has even increased to as much as
$1.25 from 50 to 60 cents per pound 11 years ago (D. DeMaria,
personal communication, 1989). This increase is not totally due to
general price inflation. Deflating these prices by the general
producer price index with 1979 as the base year would result in a
1987 average price of 55 cents, which still represents a 41 percent
increase over the 1979 price. With an increase in supply this price
increase can be attributed mainly to the increase in demand for
Jjewfish. Using price as a rough indicator of strength in demand, it
can be said that commercial demand for jewfish is relatively
stronger in Florida than in any of the Gulf states (see Table 2).
A closure of the Gulf jewfish fishery would tend to increase the
price for Jewfish in Florida more than in any of the Gulf areas.
Using the grouper ex-vessel demand (as employed in Amendment 1) as
an approximation of jewfish demand, closure of the fishery could
increase the price by as much as 46 percent (using a price
flexibility of 0.46 as estimated by Keithly and Prochaska, 1985).
This condition creates incentives to supply Jewfish taken from other
areas, such as the Atlantic side of Florida beyond state waters
{since Florida has virtually closed this fishery in state waters).
If this substitution is not enough to bring down the price to its
original level, consumers will have to bear some welfare losses from
the closure of the fishery.

As with the commercial sector, the extent of the recreational
fishery is not precisely known. Using a very limited sample of
recreational catch of jewfish for the period 1985-1987, it was
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estimated in Amendment 1 that the 50-inch size limit would
substantially impact the recreational catch of jewfish, with the
reduction amounting to as much as 92 percent of total recreationai
catch of jewfish. If the years 1979 through 1987 were used a 61
percent reduction in recreational catch would occur (see Table 7).
In the deliberations of the Council leading to the formulation of
measures adopted for Amendment 1, the 1985-1987 period was chosen to
reflect current conditions in the fast changing reef fish fishery.
With indications that the recreational fishery for jewfish had
increased in recent years (several letters to the Gulf Council by
fishermen), there was good reason to believe the 1985-1987 period
would be reflective of the current recreationai fishery. However,
the MRFSS survey which is the primary basis for data pertaining to
recreational catches, has consistently recorded only a very limited
number of jewfish catches therefore the 1979-1987 period would be
preferred from a statistical standpoint. Without a compelling
reason to choose one period over the other, the 61 to 92 percent is
taken as a range of reduction in recreational catch due to the 50-
inch size 1imit. Thus, closure of the fishery can be expected to
reduce recreational catch by a range of 8 to 39 percent over the
size limit reduction.

Using methods similar to those employed in Amendment 1, Table 8
presents the welfare losses resulting from an 8 to 39 percent
reduction in recreational catch. Since it is virtually impossible
to approximate the number of anglers targeting jewfish and the
average trip each angler takes, only the losses per angler per trip
are presented in this table, These Tlosses are very rough
approximations. Welfare loss per angler would range from $0.43 to
$1.54 per trip. Although no data can be presented, it is believed
that anglers affected by the closure would be relatively few.

Welfare losses to the entire recreational sector are mitigated by
the fact that the Jjewfish fishery also attracts non-consumptive
exploitation, such as viewing or photographing. Closure of the
fishery would significantly enhance this non-consumptive use as more
and ultimately bigger fish would be available for observation.

Reductions in revenues to the for-hire sector can be expected from
the closure of the jewfish fishery, but there is not enough data to
approximate the revenue losses to this sector. 1If reported
observations that jewfish anglers rarely keep the jewfish they catch
are indicative of the majority of jewfish anglers, it is possible
that closure of the fishery would hardly impinge on the revenues of
the for-hire sector since catch and release can still be practiced
by customers of for-hire vessels. Non-consumptive users definitely
u}]i not drop out and in fact will be implicitly encouraged by the
closure.

The impacts of closure of the fishery on economic activities are
expected to be minimal as the size of both commercial and
recreational sectors of the fishery is considered to be relatively
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small. At an average sales level of $45,000 in the commercial
sector, total impacts (direct, indirect, and induced} can be
expected to be less than $100,000 since the output multiplier is
only around two for groupers, including jewfish. Recreational
expenditures directly related to the jewfish fishery is not known
but is expected not to be significant.

Long-term Impacts: The discussion above on the status of the stock
revealed that the SSBR Tevel for jewfish would reach around 0.2
percent if fishing under the no-regulation management regime is
continued. The 50-inch size limit would potentially raise this
ratio to 11 percent but could be as low as 1.3 percent if the
undersize released mortality is as great as 50 percent. Given this
information, the jewfish stock may be considered to be overfished,
and overfishing would continue even under a 50-inch management
regime. If the state of current harvest is beyond maximum
sustainable yield, as can be expected from an overfished species, a
strong possibility exists that harvest of the species also far
exceeds maximum economic yield. Under this condition, closure of
the fishery which provides maximum protection for the species is
expected to increase long-term economic benefits from the fishery,
given that the appliicable interest rate is not high.

In the absence of some biological information, uncertainty as to
when the fishery could be opened is introduced by the proposed
measure. Among others, the exact length of the closure period has
to be known to determine if future gains actually outweigh short-
term losses to both commercial and recreational sectors. It has to
be reiterated that short-term impacts are not all losses as non-
consumptive benefits will be enhanced. This benefit tends to
increase as the fishery closure extends further into the future.

Although the fishery will be totally closed, incidental catches will
still occur. Discards and survival of the released fish become
important issues in this regard.

3, : --50-Inch Mini i imi
Short-term Impacts: Since the 50-inch size 1imit, as proposed in

Amendment 1, is considered the status quo for the purpose of this
RIR, no short-term effects result from this option.

Long-term Impacts: Under the 50-inch size 1imit, initial percentage
reduction in both commercial and recreational harvests are expected
to be substantial relative to the case of no regulation. However,
it has been contended by some fishermen that this measure is not
sufficient to protect the dwindling Jewfish stock. This claim
appears to be supported by the SSBR analysis which indicated that at
best only 11 percent SSBR level will be attained under the 50-inch
minimum size 1imit measure. Stock depletion is then unlikely to be
prevented by maintaining the "status quo." Under this situation,
economic rent from the fishery will eventually disappear. Indeed
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VI.

this is an inevitable result of an open access system of fishery
management. From testimonies of fishermen targeting this species
and the SSBR assessment, the long-term condition of diminishing
economic rent from the fishery will occur in the near future under
current management. Along this Tine, certain benefits relative to
the proposed option, for example, will be foregone by maintaining
the status quo.

HABITAT CONCERNS

Adult and juvenile jewfish inhabit shallow waters and reside around
bottom features which provide cover and protection, e.q., shipwrecks,
reefs, ledges, piers, bridges, and mangrove 1ined shores (Godcharles,
personal communication; Hoese and Moore, 1977; Robins and Ray, 1986; C.
L. Smith, 1971; Thompson and Munro, 1978). Juveniles have been found
along bulkheads and bridges (Springer and Woodburn, 1960) and in upiand
canals in Tampa Bay (Lindall et al., 1975). The preferred habitat of
adults is the high-relief ledges and wrecks further offshore (G. B.
Smith, 1976). The habitat preferences of Jewfish make them easily
accessible to fishermen, and especially vulnerable to spearfishermen.
Furthermore, their narrow habitat preference causes this species to be
highly susceptible to hypothermia (Gilmore et al., 1978) and red tide
(Smith, 1976) induced mortalities. Large numbers of these fish are
reported to aggregate around isolated reefs, rock ledges, and wrecks in
150 foot depths and less on the southwest and southeast Florida shelf
during the spawning season (P. Colin and D. OeMaria, personal
communication). Indeed, aggregations up to 24 fish in depths as shallow
as 15 feet have been observed in Hobe Sound, Florida (W. Parks, persocnal
communication).

VESSEL SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS

Am- :ment by P.L. 99-659 to the Magnuson Act requires that a fishery
mar ement plan or amendment must consider, and may provide for,
temporary adjustments (after consultation with the Coast Guard and
persons utilizing the fishery) regarding access to the fishery for
vessels otherwise prevented from harvesting because of weather or other
ocean conditions affecting the safety of the vessels.

No vessel will be forced to participate in the fishery under adverse
weather or ocean conditions as a result of the imposition of management
regulations set forth in this amendment to the Reef Fish Fishery
Management Plan. Therefore, no management adjustments for fishery access
will be provided.

There are no fishery conditions, management measures, or regulations
contained in this amendment that would result in the loss of harvesting
opportunity because of crew and vessel safety effects of adverse weather
or ocean conditions. No concerns have been raised by the people engaged
in the fishery or the Coast Guard that the proposed management measures
directly or indirectly pose a hazard to crew or vessel safety under
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VII.

YIII.

adverse weather or ocean conditions. Therefore, there are no procedures
for making management adjustments in the amendment due to vessel safety
problems because no person will be precluded from a fair or equitable
harvesting opportunity by the management measures set forth.

There afe no procedures proposed to monitor, evaluate, and report on the
effects of management measures on vessel or crew safety under adverse
weather or ocean conditions.

COASTAL ZONE CONSISTENCY

Section 307(c)(1) of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 -
requires that all federal activities which directly affect the coastal
zone be consistent with approved State coastal zone management programs
to the maximum extent practicable. The proposed changes in federal
requlations governing reef fish in the EEZ of the Gulf of Mexico will
make federal regulations more consistent with either existing or proposed
State of Florida regulations and are necessary to maintain the health of
the Gulf of Mexico jewfish resource.

while it is the goal of the Council to have compiementary management
measures with those of the states, federal and state administrative
procedures vary and regulatory changes are unlikely to be fully
instituted at the same time. Based upon the assessment of this
amendment’s impacts in previous sections, the Council has concluded that
this amendment is an improvement to the federal management measures for
the jewfish fishery.

This amendment is consistent with the Coastal Zone Management Program of
the States of Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, and Mississippi to the maximum
extent possible; Texas does not have an approved Coastal Zone Management
Program.

This determination has been submitted to the responsible state agencies
under Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act administering
approved Coastal Zone Management Programs in the states of Alabama,
Florida, Mississippi, and Louisiana.

ENDANGERED SPECIES AND MARINE MAMMAL ACTS

The proposed actions have no anticipated impact on threatened or
endangered species or on marine mammals. A Section 7 consultation was
conducted for the original FMP, and it was determined the FMP was not
1ikely to jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or endangered
animals or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat
that may be critical to those species; this amendment proposes no changes
to the FMP relative to species included in the Endangered Species Act or
the Marine Mammal Act.



IX. PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT

The purpose of the Paperwork Reduction Act is to control paperwork
requirements imposed on the public by the federal government. The
authority to manage information collection and record keeping
requirements is vested with the Director of the Office of Management and
Budget. This authority encompasses establishment of guidelines and
policies, approval of information collection requests, and reduction of
paperwork burdens and duplications.

The Council proposes through this amendment te establish no additional
permit or data collection programs, therefore no reporting burden on the
public or cost to the government will be incurred through this amendment.

X. FEDERALISH

No federalism issues have been identified relative to the actions
proposed in this amendment and associated reqgulations. The affected
states have been closely involved in developing the proposed management
measures and the principal state officials responsible for fisheries
management in their respective states have not expressed federalism
related opposition to adoption of this amendment.

XI. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT -- ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

The discussion of the need for this amendment, proposed actions and
alternatives, and their environmental impacts are contained in Section
II1 of this amendment.

The proposed amendment is not a majJor action having significant impact on
the quality of the marine or human environment of the Gulf of Mexico.
The proposed action is an adjustment of the original regulations of the
FMP to protect the Jewfish resource from depletion. The proposed action
should not result in impacts significantly different in context or
intensity from those described in the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) published with the initial regulations implementing the approved
FMP. The preparation of a formal EIS is not required for this amendment
by Section 102(2){(c)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act or its
implementation regulations. For a discussion of the need for this
amendment, please refer to Sections I and III.

Mitigating measures related to proposed actions are unnecessary. No
unavoidable adverse impacts on protected species, wetlands or the marine
environment are expected to result from the proposed management measures
in this amendment.

Both the short- and long-term benefits of more compatible regulations and
reductions in jewfish mortality will protect the resource from further
depletion, better achieve the objectives of the FMP, and lessen the
environmental impacts of the fishery. Overall, the benefits to the

-
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nation resulting from implementation of this amendment is greater than
management costs incurred.

Finding of No Significant Environmental Impact

Having reviewed the environmental assessment and the available
information relating to the proposed actions, I have determined that
there will be no significant environmental impact resulting from the
proposed actions.

Approved:

Assistant Administrator for Fisheries Date

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY:

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
Lincoln Center, Suite 881

5401 West Kennedy Boulevard

Tampa, Florida 33609

(813) 228-2815
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LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS CONSULTED:

In addition to comments received during the development of this amendment and six
public hearings (minutes and 1list of persons attending are available upon
request), comments were solicited from the following governmental bodies:

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
- Reef Fish Advisory Panel
- Reef Fish Special Scientific and Statistical Committee
- Standing Scientific and Statistical Committee

Alabama Coastal Zone Management Program
Florida Coastal Zone Management Pragram
Louisiana Coastal Zone Management Program
Mississippi Coastal Zone Management Program

Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
Florida Marine Fisheries Commission

Florida Department of Natural Resources

Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Mississippi Department of Wildlife Conservation

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

National Marine Fisheries Service
- Southeast Region
- Southeast Center

United States Coast Guard

LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS:

Douglas R. Gregory, Jr., Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
Antonio 8. Lamberte, Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council

LOCATION AND DATES OF PUBLIC HEARINGS:

January 3, 1990 American Legion Hall, 5610 Junior College Road,
Key West, Florida

January 3, 1990 Freeport Community House, 1300 West Second Street,
Freeport, Texas

January 4, 1990 Lee County Courthouse--Lee Room, 2115 Second St.,
Ft. Myers, Florida

January 8, 1990 Marine Education Center Auditorium, 115 Beach Blvd.,
Bitoxi, Mississippi

January 9, 1990 Howard Johnson Hotel, 6401 Veterans Boulevard,
Metairie, Louisiana

January 24, 1990 Wyndam Hotel, 900 North Shoreline Boulevard,
Corpus Christi, Texas
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TABLE 1

Commercial JEWFISH Landings snd valus data by geogrephic region -- 1_S.FL a Monroe County; 2_SW.FL = Charlotte,
Cotlier, and Loe Counties; 5 _W.FL s Hillsborough, Manates, FPasco, Pinellas, and Sarssota Counties; &4 _NW.FL =
8oy, Citrus, Dixie, Escambia, Franklin, Gulf, Hernando, Jefferson, Levy, Okaloosa, Sants Rosa, Taylor, Wakulla,
and Waiton Counties; 5_AL-TX = Alsbeme, Lovisisna, Rissisaippi, srxd Texas. Pounds and value calculations represent
totals for aach combirstion of region arxl year whereas price/lb ia an svarsge valus.

L R ] demavEmsmamanm PR Masssmms .- P T T P T dwemamm B R L L L L L L L) R E

Gengraphic Category Year

R.ﬂiﬂ'l ....................... B L R Mt teemammm e Year
™ L] a1 a2 as B4 85 86 a7 Yotala
------------------------ L L L L L T I Y, T Ay
1_5.FL Poury 19984 15766 25800 22008 22939 14521 22632 229TB 26244 193853
Value, 3 trals ST&T 11242 8913 3.8 6BV 146880 25226 23979 116325
Price/lb,% 0.45 0.43 0.48 0.49 0.51 .56 0.53 1.10 .72 0.5
2_%uW.FL Powmy 4493 12440 BaLL 15035 280%0 32292  S07AL 70004  S2B5% 285714
value,3 1214 &1 3532 653 12728 ATIA 26999 39S 31126 140933
Price/ib,$ 0.33 0.3% 0,43 0.44 0.50 0.51 0.53 0.56 0.81 0.51
3_u.FL Poury 8189 1207& IT117 10901 146897 22845 23812 15428 19730 147207
Value,$ 1973 3762 6582 Le14 7218 134580 18783 11112 15517 a0703
Pricesib, % 0.30 0.35 0.45 D.48 0.52 0.45 0.9 0.73 0.76 0.59¢
&_Wd,FL Powrds 1458 1315 2189 1030 35 494 126 3.2 713 8505
value, $ £03 817 L 528 J2 1033 &1 37 515 L70T
Price/\b, 8 0.43 0.5 0.51 0.3 0.5? 1.30 0.30 0.59 0.7 a.60
S_AL-TX Powurcs 2590 887 6062 14101 14327 7240 13178 ars 1581 82937
value, 3 874 101 2423 &08T 5331 2m 5349 564 995 28309
Price/lb, S 0.33 0.32 0.38 0.50 0.43 0.33 0.49 0. 54 0.564& 0.43
Gulf Total Pounds IATYT  LAATE 51012 A399T  AXS4Q TTA14 1205371 109825 101121 698315
Value, 8 11763 15288  244T94&  27\TA  3L04P  BBATS &3R4 TBOBA 722327 3aA9TT
Price/ib,$ 0.3¢9 0.40 0.45 0.48 0.5 0.5% 0.70 0.76 0.74 0.58

Lee County, Floridas Landings were sdjustad for known felass reporting by daisting & particular daaler's records.



TABLE 2

Commeccial JEWFISN lendings erd value dets by atste for 1979-1947. Alebems, Nississippi, Louisieng, and Tezas dats uere
combined to protect confidentialily of statistics (f.e., to sssure that at least 3 different fish deslers were represented
in esch cell of the tsble.

asmddA-s—wdsmmmanaaa R R N L L L L L] R g P R L L

State Group Category Yanrs
samssssammmmsmmmn demsaddv FEEamgassrdvemmnranEmEmsesannn [ Atl

b2 a0 a a2 1] L] 8 87 Yenrs
P L T L L tessaysdpraenrsaPpasssssrPrmnnrrrPporsrarsiaplunnnnrfoosnnasnpanasssvPrernnna ravamee P
AL WS, LA, TX Poundie 2690 JanT 6082 14101 14327 TeR0 13178 ars 1170 62528
Value,$ avé4 on 2425 &7 5339 2T 5349 5ok &A% 25997
Price/lb, % 0.3 0.32 0.38 0.50 0.4% 0.3 0.49 .54 0.63 0.42
W. Floride Pounde 36107 41591 54950 49004 SBG1S TOIPL 107355 108932 99951 435789
Velue, 8 10887 14277 22371 20189 29618 35104 6D483 77520 71349 32580
Price/lb, % 0.40 0.40 0.48 0.47 0.51 0.58 a.n Q.76 0.7% 0.59
Guif Total Pounds 597 LMTE A1012 A30P93 82942  T7614 120531 10982% 101121 49A315
Yelue,§ 11743 15288 24796 27176 34949 3BATS 45814  TEOBA 72232 348577
Price/lb, B 0.39 0.40 0.43 0.48 0.5 0.35% 0.70 .78 0.74 0.58

sssmdvessumsamvaseswwsamaros F e N Y L L L L L T R e R Frra s emdEasa sa—ama

Les County, Floride lendings were adjusted for known false reporting by deleting & particular desler's records.



TABLE 3

Commrciol JEWFISH monthly landings and value data for all Gulf states canbined, 1979-1987. Data from NMFS
landings data files.

Months Category Years
certebeanman B P - tessmmeveseamturr—nan temmma PR < AlL
™ a0 81 a2 as & L] 84 a7 Tears
------------------------- L L L L L e e L T N L I
Jan Pounds 2124 2397 ST59  ABLS TIABD 2572 34A2 4992 1559 1o0Md
value, 9 410 80 2154 2999 3839 1159 2423 2432 227D 19128
Pricestb,3 0.34 0.41 0.40 0.47 0.53 0.57 0.8 0.6 0.58 Q.56
Feb Pourcis 3872 %43 13869 5057 3508 3528 12774 ML 8416 1AM
Value,$ 13N 880 5923 1980 1906 2243  TB16 435 5458 33576
Price/ib,$ 0.41 Q.43 0.47 0.50 0,52 0.0 0.7% 0.95 0.80 0.62
Mer Pounds 4435 3020 4926 LO0T6 2107 40T MLB2  TZ3Y ABST 47NN
Yeiue,$ 1256 81 2912 1474 968 2041 6239  4BE L6k2 25535
i Price/lb,$ 0.2 0.3%9 9,50 0.5 0.57 0.57 0.82 0.82 0.2 0.8
Apr Pounds 3 2892 5723 4R 5075 Bibs 126493 11412 a2rs  s32m
value,3 1291 838 2366 19wk 4B LBAT 6358 TOBL MGG 34873
Price/lb,3 0.5% 0,35 047 048 0.5 0.60 0.40 Q.60 0.A% 0.5
May Pourcis 4588 4190 4153 4934 5144 G937 12003 11000 12514 64503
Value,3 1589 1400 1429 2152 2243 2823 6348 7205 10229 35214
Price/lh,$ 0.3¢  0.34 0.43 0.5t 0.3 0.1 .73 0.73 0.7 0.58
Jun Pounds 5 ™ 5678 4429 11 177 12748 10920 3173 &B27M
value,$ Ble 2830 2148 1993 3ITE0 2616 4252 EB13 5192 33740
Price/Lb,8 0.37 0.4 D.46 0.49 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.45 0.55
Jul Pounds 2836 &T2T 5004 SS67 13335 6ke3 11277 &825 12919 TIEDY
Value,$ 930 2049 2130 2834 5073 2989 5834 6484 BT40 37037
Price/Lh,s 0.43 0.38 0.45 0.42 0.5 055 0.82 0.73 0.85 0.54
Aug Pourdis 423 333 3158 11447 11933 10150 19255 4472 18R 9777
value,$ 1486 1266 1285  &B77 4426 5292 9641 1a296 12219 5472~
Price/lb,$ 2.9 0.4 0.4 D65 0.5 0.5 0.56 0.97 Q.73 0.%
Sep Pourcis 2349 4362 2497 6188 12099  BS4B 19067 1A6B5  BeSP  TESTT
Volue,$ "L B Y r ] P53 3115 49086 4251 10949 9308 6398 424l
Price/ib,$ 0.43 Q.42 O0.44 051 0.50 050 0.3 0.9 0.8 0.62
oct Pounds 2117 3100 1418 3452 49V 1191 2E39 TI0A 2950 42525
Value,3 680  11a3 &9 1405 2870 HO79 1535 44k 2204 21037
Price/lb,8 0.3 0.3 0.4 0N 0.48 0.48 0.7% 0.70 0.7 0.54
New Pourcis 1588 2028 3154 3493 348G A7BD 3420 TSRS 37 127B8
valys,$ +82 739 103 1261 1362 2395 1882 43338 2270 14094
Price/1b,8 0.34 0,42 0.48 Q.46 047 0.58 0.63 D080 0.75 D.55
Dec Pourds W0 1893 3676 2396 2T6T LBA3 2096 2677 ATET 28409
vatue,3 &91 733 1664 B92 1113 2382 1037 1521 590 15735
Price/ld,$ 0.34 0,484 O.44 D42 054 0.57 0.5 0.6 0.82 0.55
Yesr Total Pourds JATRT  AAATE 69012 43593 B2WA2 77614 120531 109825 101121 498315
Value,$ 117643 15288 24794 27ITA  34P49 38475 45814  7808L 72232 168977
Price/ib,8 0.39 040 045 0.48 0.1 0.5 0.7 0.T6 0.76 D0.58

e L L e L] S AEY AR ARSI ESlAS AR AN NN AR SSSSssEsSAEEEEERASsSSmsSsmEEEE

Les County, Florida landings wars sdjusted for known false reporting by dalating a particular dseler's records.
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TABLE 4

Percentage distribution of commercisl JEWFISN landings by year and distance from shore. Dats from NWES
Geraral Carrvas files.

State group Distence from shore YEAR

™ 80 81 a2 a3 B4 35 8 87 TYears

--------------------------------- LR R L R L R e kL L R e N T L LT I
AL, MS, LA, TX Unknown 0.0 0.0 a.0 a.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 2. 0.0
0-3mm, 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.4 0.0 0.0 3.8
3 - 12 . g0 25.3 8.0 3.9 0.1 6.1 9.0 100.0 0.0 G4
12 - 200 rm, 100.0 74.7 $2.0 6.1 9.9 939 K& 0.0 979 2.0
ALl Distances 100.0 t00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.¢ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
W. Florida Unkrosn 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0
0-3mrm 7. 4.2 3.3 3.2 0.8 1.9 0.1 4.0 T.4 2.4
3 - 12 m. 8.5 3.6 6.7 4.1 12,0 16.% 9.8 9.7 1.2 8.5
12 - 200 rm, h.¢ 92,9 9.0 92.8 87.2 81.7 0.2 B8A3 77.8 789
AllL Distances 100.0 100.0¢ 104.0 100.0 t00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 300.0 100.0
Gulf Total Unkrown 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0
0-3 e 76.3 &.2 3.2 2.9 0.7 1.8 1.7 %0 7.5 1.3
3 - 12 . 8.1 3.4 6.7 4.0 11,2 15.6 8.8 10.5 4.0 a.3
12 + 200 rm. 15.% 2.0 %0.1 93.0 88.0 224 89.5 B3 6 TR0 9.4

All Distances 100.0 100.0 1300.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

----------------- A A AR A RN A S B R R R A R T R e A A ek AR R e === =



TABLE' 5

Fercentage diatribution of commerciel JEWFISH lLandingm by ywar and {igshing gear type. Data from NMFS
General Carvas Files,

------------ B L L R R R L L

State group Gear type YEAR

by 80 3] a2 a3 84 a5 BS 47 rears

frmE s aEERssEmjEsijesAaNssasmasnaa— EEEL EEEEEEL ST +tfrmmrdvdriarraifrtsnnrhacaana LI RN Puwmm Pramsen $rwnasan
AL, WS LA, TX unlc, Mine. 00 00 0.0 0.0 ©€.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0
Trawl 0.0 25.3 8.0 1.6 6.9 1.4 0.2 B.b 0.0 6.5
Handt ine 100.0 75.7 52.0 91.5 93,1 96.4 998 2%.4 97.9 919
Longl i ne/Bucy a.0 0.0 0.0 8.8 0.0 g.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.5
All Gear 100.0 100.,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10D,0
W, Florida unk, /Mise. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0
Trawl 7.3 1.1 1.3 0.8 1.0 0.7 0.1 1.8 1.7 1.9
Handl ing ar.z ar.s ot.1 9.8 &4 AT.A 39.7 404 390 6%.0
Longl ine/Blay 0.0 7.1 1.2 1.1 28.2 20.7T M.6 20.0 145 15.7
Speargun 5.4 4.1 4.4 8.3 8.6 19.Y 2.3 37.B 44,3 135
ALl Gear 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Gulf Total Unk. /Misc. 0.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 a.0 a.0 0.0 0.4 0.0
Trawl 7.2 1.3 1.% 0.9 1.2 0.3 a.% 2.4 1.7 2.0
Handl ine ar.e Ar.é ol.3 71,3 8.4 9.5 45,6 40.2 Wy 7.0
Lorgl i e /Buay 4.0 7.0 109 20,1 24.5 19.3 2.3 9.8 144 157
Speargun 9.4 &1 $.2 7.7 7.8 10.4 26.0 37.5 &1.B 13.0

ALl Gear 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 104.0 100.0 100.0 100.0



TABLE 6

Percentage distritutfon, in rumbers of fish, of recreational reef fish landed (A+81) by apecies, state,

fishing mrea, and fi{shing mode by in the Gulf of mexico, 197T9-1987. Dats are from the WNFS Marine Recreationsl
Fishary Statistics Survey: the Texas dats do not frciude charter/perty or private/rental boat modes in 1982-1984
nar sy modes for 17856-1987 and the party boat mode is mot included for any state during 1985-1987.

™ a0 a - ¢} 8 a5 . a7 79-87
------------------------- R L L L N LT LE P P P
State Al abasm ] 0 1] 1] 1] 0.0 [+ 0 ] 0.0
Florfds n.e 90.4& 100.0 856.3 0 0 100.0 10.9 ?7.8 80.5
Louisiana 0 9.6 0 13.7 0 100.0 1} 5.1 2.2 18.2
Nissisnippi 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas 22.1 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 1.2
Area fished State waters 100.0 k.2 100.0 9 0 0.0 0.0 0 37.5 52.3
Foderal wuaters 0 &5.1 Q 6.9 0 0 100.0 100.0 82.5 41,8
Unknown 0 t0.7 0 0 0 100.0 1] 0 1} 6.2
Fishing mode Shors 22.1 0 0 0 0 0.9 0 0 a 1.2
Party/cherter ) 35.4 0 0 0 1tww.0 0 0.0 39.7 13.9
Private/rentsl T77.9 &b 6 100.0 100.0 b 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.3 8.9

Total Harvemt Eatimates:
Total Numbar of fimh (A+B1) 382% 14904 14330 10173 0- 2456 10431 ™63 3q39 49341
Total Pounds of fish (A+81) 187089 4562998 0. 1173528 0 228324 27O 33000 192472 25703

...... P T T L L R L L L L L L L LT L Y L L Y R L R Y

* Ho jewfish were intercepted during the docksids sampling camponent of MRFSS during 1983 end during 1981 although
catches of jewfish wers intercapted nane wers measured for length or weight.



‘TABLE 7

Size frequency of jewfish measured on the MRFSS intercept
surveys for the years 1979 through 1987.

Length Number Weight Number
Class of Class of
{inches TL) Fish (Pounds) Fish
10 1 1 1
16 1 3 1
17 1 4 2
20 1 11 1
26 1 12 1
30 1 14 1
32 2 20 1
33 1 21 2
34 1 22 2
37 1 23 1
41 1 26 1
48 1 30 1
49 1 49 1
51 1 51 1
53 2 57 1
58 1 62 2
59 1 70 1
60 1 92 1
62 1 110 1
125 1
144 1
242 1

~N
[+,]

Totals 21




TABLE 8

Per Trip Loss in Consumer Surplus to an Angler due to the
Closure of the Jewfish Fishery

Reduction Low High
8 percent $0.43 $0.86
39 percent $0.77 $1.54

Note: The method and basic information used in calculating
these numbers are simtilar to those found in Amendment 1 to
the Reef Fish FMP.
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