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Why is the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council considering
action?

The latest stock assessment (SEDAR 60 2020) indicated the red porgy stock is undergoing
overfishing and remains overfished. Management action is needed because the red porgy stock
did not rebuild by the end of 2017 under the previous rebuilding plan. The South Atlantic
Fishery Management Council (Council) has two years from the time when it receives notification
from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to implement a new rebuilding plan. The
plan must be implemented by June 2022. In addition, the assessment used revised estimates for
recreational catch from the Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP) based on the
Fishing Effort Survey (FES). In 2018, the MRIP fully transitioned its estimation of recreational
effort to the mail-based FES. Previous estimates of recreational catch for red porgy were made
using MRIP’s Coastal Household Telephone Survey (CHTS) methodology. The latter was not as
reliable and robust compared to the new FES survey method (see Section 1.6). Updated
projections of catch and data changes incorporated in the assessment provided information to
update the overfishing limit (OFL), acceptable biological catch (ABC), annual optimum yield
(OY), and annual catch limits (ACL).

The Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) has recommended a new ABC based
on results of the stock assessment, and the total ACL and annual OY must be adjusted
accordingly. The Council cannot set the ABC and total ACL above their SSC’s ABC
recommendation. In addition, sector allocations need to be revised because of revisions to
recreational landing estimates as explained above. Management measures also need to be
adjusted to constrain commercial and recreational harvest to the new fishing levels. Finally, the
Council is revising recreational accountability measures (AM) to ensure they are effective at
keeping recreational landings from exceeding the recreational ACL and correct for overages
when they occur.

Purpose and Need

Purpose: The purpose of this fishery management plan amendment is to establish a
rebuilding plan, set an acceptable biological catch, sector allocations and annual catch
limits for South Atlantic red porgy based on the results of the most recent stock
assessment, and modify management and accountability measures.

Need: The need for this fishery management plan amendment is to end overfishing of
South Atlantic red porgy, rebuild the stock, and achieve optimum yield while
minimizing, to the extent practicable, adverse social and economic effects.

South Atlantic Snapper Grouper Summary
Amendment 50 S-1



What are the acceptable biological catch and overfishing limit
recommendations for red porgy?

The Council’s SSC reviewed the red porgy stock assessment (SEDAR 60 2020) at their April
2020 meeting. The assessment followed a standard approach with data through 2017 and
incorporated the revised estimates for recreational catch from the MRIP FES (Section 1.6). The
current ABC for red porgy is inclusive of CHTS units to account for private recreational and
charter landings, while the updated ABC would be inclusive of FES units for these landings.
The SSC found that the assessment was conducted using the best scientific information available
(BSIA), was adequate for determining stock status and supporting fishing level
recommendations, and addressed uncertainty consistent with expectations and available
information. The findings of the assessment indicated that the South Atlantic red porgy stock is
overfished and undergoing overfishing.

The SSC provided OFL and ABC recommendations to the Council for 2022 through 2026 (Table
S-1). Because these recommendations are based on BSIA, the Council is accepting the
recommendations in this fishery management plan (FMP) amendment and basing the total ACL
options in Action 2 on these values.

Table S-1. South Atlantic red porgy OFL and ABC recommendations (in pounds and numbers
of fish) based on management starting in 2022 (SEFSC, September 2020). NOTE: Catch levels
in numbers of fish were included in the SSC’s recommendations; hence, they are provided here
for completeness.

OFL Recommendations
Year Landings Numbers of Fish
(Ibs ww)
2022 97,000 62,000
2023 102,000 65,000
2024 107,000 67,000
2025 110,000 69,000
2026 113,000 71,000
ABC Recommendations
Year Landings Numbers of Fish
(Ibs ww)
2022 75,000 47,000
2023 81,000 51,000
2024 87,000 54,000
2025 91,000 57,000
2026 95,000 59,000
South Atlantic Snapper Grouper Summary

Amendment 50 S-2



What actions are being proposed in this plan amendment?

Amendment 50 to the FMP for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region
(Snapper Grouper FMP) proposes six actions (one of which contains two sub-actions). Below
are the Council’s preferred alternatives for each action/sub-action.

Action 1: Establish a rebuilding plan for red porgy

Purpose of Action: The latest stock assessment (SEDAR 60 2020) indicated the stock is
undergoing overfishing and remains overfished. Action is needed because the red porgy
stock did not rebuild by the end of 2017 under the previous rebuilding plan. The Council
has two years from when it receives notification from NMFS to implement a new
rebuilding plan. The plan must be implemented by June 2022.

Preferred Alternative 5: Establish the rebuilding plan to equal the time estimated to
rebuild the stock while maintaining fishing mortality at 75% of the Maximum Fishing
Mortality Threshold (MFMT) during the rebuilding period. For red porgy, 75%MFMT =
75%Fmsy. This would equal 26 years with the stock reaching a 50% probability of
rebuilding success in 2047. 2022 would be Year 1.

Action 2: Revise the red porgy acceptable biological catch, total annual catch limit, and
annual optimum yield

Purpose of Action: The SSC recommended a new ABC based on results of SEDAR 60
(2020), and the ABC, total ACL, and annual OY must be adjusted accordingly. The
Council cannot set the ABC or total ACL above their SSC’s recommended ABC. Setting
the total ACL and annual OY at the recommended levels ensures that overfishing is
ended, the level of harvest does not compromise rebuilding targets, and the likelihood of
triggering AMs is diminished, thus reducing negative impacts to fishing communities.
While limiting negative impacts to communities over the short-term is desirable, the
Council acknowledges that the stock has been under rebuilding plans in the South
Atlantic for many years and has not responded as expected to management. This could
indicate that other factors, beyond the Council’s ability to change, may be at play.

Preferred Alternative 2: Revise the ABC based on the recommendation from the SSC.
Revise the total ACL and annual OY for red porgy and set them equal to the updated
ABC based on the results of the latest stock assessment (SEDAR 60 2020). The 2026
total ACL and annual OY would remain in place after 2026 until modified.

Year ABC Annual OY Total ACL Total ACL
(Ibs ww) (Ibs ww) (Ibs ww) (Ibs gw)
2022 75,000 75,000 75,000 72,115
2023 81,000 81,000 81,000 77,885
2024 87,000 87,000 87,000 83,654
2025 91,000 91,000 91,000 87,500
2026+ 95,000 95,000 95,000 91,346
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Action 3: Revise the red porgy sector allocations and sector annual catch limits

Purpose of Action: The Council’s Allocations Trigger Policy (Appendix J) states the
Council will review sector allocations upon completion of a stock assessment. In
addition, recreational landings estimates have been revised to adopt the new FES
methodology. This action allows the Council to consider how to allocate the total ACL
between the commercial and recreational sectors from 2022 onwards under the revised
catch levels. Utilizing the allocation formula (described below) would incorporate
revised recreational landings from the FES, which would result in a slight shift of
allocation to the commercial sector. Although commercial fishing tends to occur in
deeper water than recreational fishing, where mortality of discarded fish is higher, the
Council reasoned that a slightly higher allocation to the commercial sector would
potentially reduce the number of fish that are discarded if the commercial ACL is reached
in-season and a closure becomes necessary.

Preferred Alternative 2: Allocate 51.43% of the red porgy total ACL to the commercial
sector and 48.57% to the recreational sector. Retain the commercial ACL allocation with
30% allocated to season 1 (January through April) and 70% allocated to season 2 (May

through December).
Commercial ACL (Ibs gw .
Year Season 1 égea)son 2 Recreational
Total ACL (Ibs gw)
quota quota

2022 37,089 11,127 25,962 35,026
2023 40,056 12,017 28,039 37,829
2024 43,023 12,907 30,116 40,631
2025 45,001 13,500 31,501 42,499
2026+ 46,979 14,094 32,886 44,367

Note: ACLs would be set in pounds gutted weight. The split of the commercial ACL
was implemented through Regulatory Amendment 27 to the Snapper Grouper FMP
(SAFMC 2019a) and became effective on February 26, 2020.

The preferred allocation is based on the formula: ACL = ((mean landings 2006-2008)*0.5)) +
((mean landings 1986-2008)*0.5) applied to the revised total ACL that includes recreational
landings from the MRIP calculated using the FES method.

Action 4: Modify the red porgy commercial trip limits

Purpose of Action: Because the red porgy total ACL is being adjusted to address the
recent stock assessment and resulting stock status, the Council can adjust management
measures to address overfishing and constrain harvest to the proposed commercial ACL.
The Council only considered modifying the commercial trip limit and is not considering
modifications to other commercial management measures. Council members
acknowledged the importance of red porgy to the seafood market and the need to
maintain a consistent choice of fresh fish for consumers year-round. When a species is
reintroduced to the market after a long hiatus, it can “lose its place” resulting in negative
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economic effects. Commercial fishermen prefer to maintain access to as many species as
possible so they can “put a trip together” throughout the year. Limiting the commercial
harvest to 15 fish per trip, the lowest trip limit that was considered, would increase the
likelihood of the commercial harvest of red porgy remaining open and available to
consumers for as long as possible. The Council acknowledged that the proposed
reduction in the commercial trip limit would likely result in closures in both seasons, but
a small trip limit could be helpful in reducing dead discards of red porgy.

Preferred Sub-alternatives 2a and 3a (combined): Reduce the commercial trip limit
for red porgy to 15 fish per trip in both seasons.

Action 5: Modify the red porgy recreational management measures
Sub-Action 5a: Bag limit

Purpose of Action: A reduction in the recreational bag limit is being considered to
address overfishing and constrain recreational harvest to the proposed recreational ACL.
Given the substantial reduction in harvest needed to end overfishing immediately and
rebuild the red porgy stock, the Council selected the lowest bag limit that was considered
to continue to allow recreational access and to help constrain harvest to the reduced
recreational ACL. The Council also considered vessel limits for the private and charter
modes and the headboat mode independently of each other and in combination. The
Council opted to remove consideration of vessel limits at their June 2021 meeting citing
concerns over potentially creating complications for headboats to manage their red porgy
harvest. Council members reasoned that vessel limits would be overly complicated at
this time given the significant reductions in harvest considered in the amendment.

Preferred Alternative 2: Reduce the recreational bag limit for red porgy to 1 fish per
person per day, or 1 fish per person per trip, whichever is more restrictive.

Sub-Action 5b: Recreational fishing season

Purpose of Action: To constrain recreational harvest to the proposed recreational ACL
and avoid an in-season closure for that sector, the Council is considering establishing a
recreational fishing season for red porgy in the South Atlantic. The Council selected the
most conservative alternative to reduce the chance that the recreational ACL would be
exceeded while still allowing some harvest to recreational anglers. Additionally, under
the preferred alternative, recreational fishing would not be occurring during late summer,
when weather events tend to be more disruptive of fishing activity.

Preferred Alternative 2: Establish a recreational fishing season for red porgy; harvest
would be allowed during May and June.
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Action 6: Modify the red porgy recreational accountability measures

Purpose of Action: Because of the needed reduction in catch levels, the Council is
considering a revision to the recreational AM that would be more effective than the
current one in keeping catch at the proposed level. In addition, the trigger for the AM
may be revised through this action. The proposed revision would eliminate the in-season
closure when the recreational ACL is met or is projected to be met, which makes the
most sense as data are not available in time to implement in-season management under
the proposed two-month season (see Sub-action 5b). Council members agreed that it
would also be appropriate to uncouple the post-season recreational AM (payback of the
overage if the ACL is exceeded) from the total ACL to prevent potential disruptions to
the commercial sector because of post-season paybacks. The proposed revisions also
maintain the intent to reduce the season length the following year in the event of an
overage.

Preferred Alternative 3: If recreational landings exceed the recreational ACL, reduce
the length of the following year’s recreational fishing season by the amount necessary to
prevent the recreational ACL from being exceeded in the following year. However, the
length of the recreational season will not be reduced if the Regional Administrator
determines, using the best scientific information available, that it is not necessary.
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1.1  What actions are being proposed in this plan amendment?

The actions in Amendment 50 to the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for the Snapper Grouper
Fishery of the South Atlantic Region (Snapper Grouper FMP) would modify management of
South Atlantic red porgy. Actions include establishing a rebuilding plan, and revising the
acceptable biological catch (ABC), annual catch limits (ACL), annual optimum yield, sector
allocations, accountability measures (AM), and management measures for the commercial and

recreational sectors.

1.2 Who is proposing the amendment?

The South Atlantic Fishery Management
Council (Council) is responsible for
managing snapper grouper species in the
South Atlantic region. The Council
develops the amendment and submits it to
the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS). NMFS determines whether to
approve, disapprove, or partially approve the
amendment. NMFS also determines
whether to publish a rule to implement the
amendment on behalf of the Secretary of
Commerce. NMFS is an agency of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration within the Department of
Commerce. Guided by the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act),
the Council works with NMFS and other
partners to sustainably manage fishery
resources in the South Atlantic.

The Council and NMFS are also responsible
for making this document available for
public comment. The draft environmental
assessment (EA) was made available to the

South Atlantic Fishery Management
Council

e Responsible for conservation and
management of fish stocks in the South
Atlantic Region.

e Consists of 13 voting members who are
appointed by the Secretary of Commerce, 1
representative from each of the 4 South
Atlantic states, the Southeast Regional
Administrator of NMFS, and 4 non-voting
members.

e Responsible for developing fishery
management plans and amendments under
the Magnuson-Stevens Act; recommends
actions to NMFS for implementation.

e Management area is from 3 to 200 nautical
miles off the coasts of North Carolina, South
Carolina, Georgia, and east Florida through
Key West, except for Mackerel which is
from New York to Florida, and Dolphin-
Wahoo, which is from Maine to Florida.

public during the scoping process, public hearings, and Council meetings. The EA/amendment
was made available for comment during the amendment review and will be available during

rulemaking process.
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1.3 Where is the project located?

Management of the federal snapper grouper fishery located off the southeastern United States
(South Atlantic) in the 3-200 nautical miles U.S. exclusive economic zone (EEZ) is conducted
under the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 1983) (Figure 1.3.1). There are 55 species managed
by the Council under the Snapper Grouper FMP, including red porgy.

Figure 1.3.1. Jurisdictional boundaries of the Council.
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1.4 Why is the Council considering action (purpose and need
statement)?

Purpose: The purpose of this fishery management plan amendment is to establish a rebuilding
plan, set an acceptable biological catch, sector allocations and annual catch limits for South
Atlantic red porgy based on the results of the most recent stock assessment, and modify
management and accountability measures.

Need: The need for this fishery management plan amendment is to end overfishing of South
Atlantic red porgy, rebuild the stock, and achieve optimum yield while minimizing, to the extent
practicable, adverse social and economic effects.

The Council is considering action to respond to the most recent stock assessment for South
Atlantic red porgy (SEDAR 60 2020). The findings of the assessment indicated that the South
Atlantic red porgy stock is overfished and undergoing overfishing. The Council received
notification from NMFS (via letter dated June 12, 2020) of the status of the red porgy stock.
NMES also determined that the stock has not made adequate progress towards rebuilding the
population. Following notification that a stock is undergoing overfishing and overfished, the
Magnuson-Stevens Act requires the Council to develop an FMP amendment with actions that
end overfishing immediately and rebuild the affected stock.

1.5 What are the acceptable biological catch and overfishing limit
recommendations for red porgy?

The Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) reviewed the red porgy stock
assessment (SEDAR 60 2020) at their April 2020 meeting. The assessment followed a standard
approach with data through 2017 and incorporated the revised estimates for recreational catch
from the Marine Recreational Information Program Fishing Effort Survey (MRIP FES; Section
1.6). The current ABC for red porgy is inclusive of Coastal Household Telephone Survey
(CHTYS) units to account for private recreational and charter landings, while the updated ABC
would be inclusive of FES units for these landings. The SSC found that the assessment was
conducted using the best scientific information available (BSIA), was adequate for determining
stock status and supporting fishing level recommendations and addressed uncertainty consistent
with expectations and available information. The findings of the assessment indicated that the
South Atlantic red porgy stock is overfished and undergoing overfishing (Figure 1.5.1).

South Atlantic Snapper Grouper Chapter 1. Introduction
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Figure 1.5.1. Estimated time series of spawning stock biomass (SSB) and fishing mortality (F)
relative to benchmarks. Top: SSB relative to the minimum stock size threshold (MSST), if less
than 1 stock is overfished. Middle: SSB relative to SSBmsy. Bottom: F relative to Fmsy, if > 1
stock is undergoing overfishing.

The SSC recommended revising the overfishing limit (OFL) based on projections under a fishing
mortality rate that would produce maximum sustainable yield (MSY; F = Fmsy) and
recommended the F = 75% Fmsy scenario be used to set the ABC for red porgy. Both sets of
projections used average recruitment from the last three assessment years instead of long-term
recruitment. The findings of SEDAR 60 showed a declining trend in average recruitment
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throughout the time series and has been below the recruitment levels corresponding to MSY
(Rwmsy) for most of the past three decades. Furthermore, recruitment has been lower than
expected at the observed levels of SSB.

The SSC had a difficult time applying the ABC control rule because red porgy has made little to
no progress towards rebuilding given low recruitment in recent years. The projections indicate
the ABCs would have only a very minor impact on stock rebuilding. If recruitment continues to
be low, the productivity of the stock and the benchmark reference points would need to be
reevaluated. The SSC provided OFL and ABC recommendations to the Council for 2022
through 2026 (Table 1.5.1). Because these recommendations are based on BSIA, the Council is
accepting the recommendations in this FMP amendment and basing the total ACL options in
Action 2 on these values (Table 1.5.1). The Council decided at the June 2021 meeting to set the
total ACLs in pounds gutted weight (Ibs gw) instead of pounds whole weight (Ibs ww) because
red porgy is predominantly landed in gutted condition. The converted ACLs are presented in
Action 2. The Council is not exploring options for adjusting the stock status criteria or formulas
for determining the associated stock status values in this FMP amendment. This FMP
amendment would adopt the values as determined by the SEDAR 60 assessment and
recommended by the SSC (Deterministic value in Table 1.5.2).

Table 1.5.1. South Atlantic red porgy OFL and ABC recommendations (in pounds and numbers
of fish) based on management starting in 2022 (SEFSC, September 2020). NOTE: Catch levels
in numbers of fish were included in the SSC’s recommendations; hence, they are provided here
for completeness.

OFL Recommendations
Year Landings Numbers of Fish
(Ibs ww)
2022 97,000 62,000
2023 102,000 65,000
2024 107,000 67,000
2025 110,000 69,000
2026 113,000 71,000
ABC Recommendations
Year Landings Numbers of Fish
(Ibs ww)
2022 75,000 47,000
2023 81,000 51,000
2024 87,000 54,000
2025 91,000 57,000
2026 95,000 59,000
South Atlantic Snapper Grouper Chapter 1. Introduction
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Table 1.5.2. South Atlantic red porgy stock status criteria recommendations based on the results
of SEDAR 60 2020 (SSC Meeting Report, April 2020).

Criteria Deterministic Probabilistic

Overfished evaluation

(SSB/SSBunsy) 0.271 0.285
Overtfishing evaluation 1.730 1.664
MFMT (Fusy) 0.18 0.18
SSBwmsy (mt) 2,883.7 2,902.6
MSST (mt) 2,162.8 2,177.0
MSY (1000 1bs.) 531.4 538.2

Y at 75% Fwmsy (1000 1bs.) 515.7 521.9

1.6 How has recreational data collection changed in the southeast?

The Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistics Survey (MRFSS) was created in 1979 by NMFS.
The program included the Access Point Angler Intercept Survey (APAIS), which consists of
onsite interviews at marinas and other points where recreational anglers fish, to determine catch.
MREFSS also included CHTS, which used random digit dialing of homes in coastal counties to
contact anglers to determine fishing effort. In 2000, the For-Hire Survey (FHS) was
implemented to incorporate for-hire effort due to lack of coverage of charter boat anglers by the
CHTS. The FHS used a directory of all known charter boats and a weekly telephone sample of
the charter boat operators to obtain effort information.

MRIP! replaced MRFSS in 2013 to meet increasing demand for more precise, accurate, and
timely recreational catch estimates. MRIP is a more scientifically sound methodology for
estimating catch because it reduces some sources of potential bias as compared to MRFSS
resulting in more accurate catch estimates. Specifically, CHTS was improved to better estimate
private angling effort. Instead of random telephone calls, MRIP-CHTS used targeted calls to
anglers registered with a federal or state saltwater fishing registry. The MRIP also incorporated
a new survey design for APAIS in 2013. This new design addressed concerns regarding the
validity of the survey approach, specifically that trips recorded during a given time period are
representative of trips for a full day (Foster et al. 2018). The more complete temporal coverage
with the new survey design provides for consistent increases or decreases in APAIS angler catch
rate statistics, which are used in stock assessments and management, for at least some species
(NMFS 2021).

MRIP also transitioned from the legacy CHTS to a new mail survey (FES) beginning in 2015,
and in 2018, the FES replaced the CHTS. Both survey methods collect data needed to estimate
marine recreational fishing effort (number of fishing trips) by shore and private/rental boat
anglers on the Atlantic and Gulf coasts. The new mail-based FES uses angler license and
registration information as one way to identify and contact anglers (supplemented with data from
the U.S. Postal Service, which includes virtually all U.S. households). Because the FES and

! https://media.fisheries.noaa.gov/202 1-09/MRIP-Survey-Design-and-Statistical-Methods-2021-09-15.pdf/
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CHTS are so different, NMFS conducted side-by side testing of the two methods from 2015 to
2018 and developed calibration procedures to convert the historical catch estimates (MRFSS,
MRIP-CHTS, MRIP-APALIS [collectively MRFSS]) into MRIP-FES. In general, landings
estimates are higher using the MRIP-FES as compared to the MRFSS estimates. This is because
the FES is designed to more accurately measure fishing activity than the CHTS, not because
there was a sudden rise in fishing effort. NMFS developed a calibration model to adjust historic
effort estimates so that they can be accurately compared to new estimates from the FES. The
new effort estimates alone do not lead to definitive conclusions about stock size or status in the
past or at current. NMFS determined that the MRIP-FES data, when fully calibrated to ensure
comparability among years and across states, produced the best available data for use in stock
assessments and management (NMFS 2021).

1.7 What is the history of management for the red porgy portion
of the snapper grouper fishery?

Snapper grouper regulations in the South Atlantic were first implemented in 1983. The reader is
referred to Appendix I for the management history of the species in the Snapper Grouper FMP.
Below are amendments to the Snapper Grouper FMP addressing red porgy within the South
Atlantic EEZ.

Snapper Grouper FMP (1983)

The FMP included provisions to prevent growth overfishing in thirteen species in the snapper
grouper complex and established a procedure for preventing overfishing in other species;
established minimum size limits for red snapper, yellowtail snapper, red grouper, Nassau
grouper, and black sea bass; established a 4-inch trawl mesh size to achieve a 12-inch total
length (TL) minimum size limit for vermilion snapper; and included additional harvest and gear
limitations.

Amendment 4 (1991)

The amendment prohibited the use of various gear, including fish traps, the use of bottom
longlines for wreckfish, and powerheads in special management zones off South Carolina;
defined overfishing/overfished and established rebuilding timeframe: red porgy < 10 years (year
1 =1991); established bag limits and minimum size limits for several species (12-inch TL
minimum size limit for red porgy); required permits (commercial and for-hire) and specified data
collection regulations; and required that all snapper grouper species possessed in the South
Atlantic EEZ must have heads and fins intact through landing.

Amendment 9 (1998)
The amendment established a 14-inch TL (recreational and commercial) minimum size limit, 5
fish recreational bag limit, and no purchase or sale in March and April for red porgy.

Amendment 11 (1998)

The amendment amended the Snapper Grouper FMP to make definitions of MSY, optimum yield
(OY), overfishing, and overfished consistent with National Standard Guidelines. Amendment 11
also identified and defined fishing communities, addressed bycatch management measures, and
defined the red snapper Fmsy proxy as F30%SPR.
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Interim Rule for Red Porgy (1999)
This emergency interim rule prohibited harvest of red porgy from September 8, 1999, to August
28, 2000.

Amendment 12 (2000)

The amendment established a rebuilding plan (18 years, 1999=yearl), modified the MSY, OY,
MFMT, and MSST values, implemented a 1-fish recreational bag limit and 50 Ib commercial trip
limit May through December, and prohibited sale during January through April for red porgy.

Amendment 13C (2006)
The amendment increased the commercial trip limit to 120 fish during May through December
and increased the recreational bag limit to three red porgy per person per day.

Amendment 15A (2008)
The amendment established a new rebuilding plan and status determination criteria for red porgy.

Amendment 15B (2008)
The amendment established sector allocations for red porgy (50% commercial and 50%
recreational).

Regulatory Amendment 18 (2012)
The amendment revised ACLs and OY for red porgy.

Regulatory Amendment 21 (2014)
The amendment modified the definition of the overfished threshold (MSST) for red porgy.

Amendment 34/Generic AM Amendment (2015)
The amendment modified AMs for red porgy.

Regulatory Amendment 27 (2019)
The amendment established split seasons for the commercial sector for red porgy, allocated the
commercial ACL 30/70 between the two seasons and established a trip limit in season 1.
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Chapter 2. Proposed Actions and Alternatives
2.1 Action 1. Establish a rebuilding plan for red porgy

2.1.1 Alternatives

Alternative 1 (No Action). The South Atlantic red porgy stock is overfished and undergoing
overfishing. The red porgy stock in the South Atlantic was under an 18-year rebuilding plan that
was expected to rebuild the stock by the end of 2017. Red porgy did not rebuild by the end of
2017.

Alternative 2. Establish a rebuilding plan to equal the shortest possible time to rebuild in the
absence of fishing mortality (Tmin). This would equal 11 years with the rebuilding period ending
in 2032. 2022 would be Year 1.

Alternative 3. Establish a rebuilding plan to equal Tmin + one generation. This would equal 18
years with the rebuilding period ending in 2040. 2022 would be Year 1.

Alternative 4. Establish a rebuilding plan to equal Tmin times two. This would equal 22 years
with the rebuilding period ending in 2044. 2022 would be Year 1.

Preferred Alternative 5. Establish a rebuilding plan to equal the time estimated to rebuild the
stock while maintaining fishing mortality at 75% of the Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold
(MFMT) during the rebuilding period. For red porgy, 75%MFMT = 75%Fmsy. This would equal
26 years with the rebuilding period ending in 2047. 2022 would be Year 1.

Discussion:

Alternative 1 (No Action) is not a viable alternative as the red porgy stock remains overfished
and the stock did not rebuild under the previous rebuilding plan that ended in 2017; hence, a new
rebuilding plan must be put in place. Alternative 2 through Preferred Alternative 5 present
different rebuilding timeframes based on guidance in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) National Standards. Alternative 2
corresponds to the minimum amount of time needed to rebuild (Tmin) in the absence of fishing
mortality (no allowable catch and zero discards). Hence, under Alternative 2, the red porgy
total annual catch limit (ACL) would need to be set equal to zero. Because reducing discards to
zero is unlikely since red porgy are caught incidentally when fishermen target vermilion snapper
and gray triggerfish, it can be expected that under this scenario rebuilding would take longer than
the predicted 11 years. However, under this scenario, a 51.4% probability of rebuilding is
predicted to be achieved in 2032. This projection assumed current fishing mortality from 2018
through 2021.

Alternative 3 proposes a rebuilding timeframe of 18 years based on the time it would take to
rebuild under the Tmin scenario (11 years) plus one generation. Generation time is the length of
time between when an individual is born and the birth of its offspring. The generation time for
red porgy is approximately 7 years (N. Klibansky, SEFSC 2020). The rebuilding timeframe
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under Alternative 4 is equal to 22 years: the time it would take to rebuild under the Tmin scenario
(11 years) times two.

The Council chose not to request predicted catch level projections under the rebuilding
timeframes corresponding to Alternatives 3 and 4 since they would have been above the South
Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s (Council) Scientific and Statistical Committee’s (SSC)
recommended acceptable biological catch (ABC).

Preferred Alternative 5 is based on the maximum time allowed for rebuilding (Tmax) and would
equal 26 years. Catch levels under this scenario also exceed the current recommendation for
ABC. Therefore, it can be expected that rebuilding would happen sooner than predicted under
this rebuilding scenario. Under this scenario, a 51.1% probability of rebuilding success would be
achieved in 2047. This projection assumed current fishing mortality from 2018 through 2021.

2.1.2 Comparison of Alternatives:

In general, prescribing less time to rebuild the stock could result in lower ACLs and more
restrictive management measures, but would translate into greater biological benefits for the
stock in a shorter timeframe. The rebuilding timeframe under Alternative 2 is projected to
rebuild the red porgy stock in the least amount of time; therefore, it can be expected that future
biological benefits may accrue soonest, followed by Alternative 3, Alternative 4, and
Preferred Alternative 5.

Alternative 1 (No Action) would incur the lowest implied economic benefits, as there would be
no rebuilding timeframe which presumably would not aid in the red porgy stock rebuilding. This
alternative is not viable as it does not comply with the Magnuson-Stevens Act to set a rebuilding
timeframe for a species that is determined to be overfished. Alternative 2 would provide the
shortest viable rebuilding period of 11 years, which would be accompanied by the highest
implied long-term economic benefits. Preferred Alternative 5 would provide the longest
rebuilding period of 26 years; hence, it has the lowest implied economic benefits amongst the
viable alternatives. The economic effects for Alternative 3 (18 years) and Alternative 4 (22
years) would fall between those of Alternative 2 and Preferred Alternative 5. In summary, it
can be expected that implied economic benefits would be highest under Alternative 2, followed
in turn by Alternative 3, Alternative 4, Preferred Alternative 5, and Alternative 1 (No
Action), which is not a viable alternative.

Long-term social benefits would be experienced soonest under Alternative 2, followed in turn
by Alternative 3, Alternative 4, Preferred Alternative S, and Alternative 1 (No Action).
Alternatively, fewer short-term negative effects on fishing communities would be seen under
Alternative 1 (No Action), followed in turn by Preferred Alternative 5, Alternative 4,
Alternative 3, and Alternative 2.

The shorter the amount of time required to rebuild the stock would likely require more restrictive
harvest regulations. Alternative 1 (No Action), which would not establish a rebuilding
timeframe, would require subsequent additional management action to adopt a legally compliant
rebuilding timeframe. Therefore, it would have the greatest imposed administrative burden on
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NMFS. Among the action alternatives, Alternatives 2 through Preferred Alternative 5, would
also likely impact the administrative environment for NMFS in the form of developing,

implementing, and monitoring more restrictive harvest regulations for red porgy, in addition to
annually reviewing rebuilding progress.
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2.2 Action 2. Revise the red porgy acceptable biological catch,
total annual catch limit, and annual optimum yield

2.2.1 Alternatives

Alternative 1 (No Action). The total annual catch limit and annual optimum yield for red porgy
are equal to the current acceptable biological catch (328,000 pounds whole weight/315,384
pounds gutted weight).

Preferred Alternative 2. Revise the acceptable biological catch based on the recommendation
of the Scientific and Statistical Committee. Revise the total annual catch limit and annual
optimum yield for red porgy, and set them equal to the recommended acceptable biological
catch. The 2026 acceptable biological catch, total annual catch limit, and annual optimum yield
would remain in place after 2026 until modified.

Year ABC Annual OY Total ACL Total ACL
(Ibs ww) (Ibs ww) (Ibs ww) (Ibs gw)
2022 75,000 75,000 75,000 72,115
2023 81,000 81,000 81,000 77,885
2024 87,000 87,000 87,000 83,654
2025 91,000 91,000 91,000 87,500
2026+ 95,000 95,000 95,000 91,346

Alternative 3. Revise the acceptable biological catch based on the recommendation of the
Scientific and Statistical Committee. Revise the total annual catch limit and annual optimum
yield for red porgy, and set them equal to 90% of the recommended acceptable biological catch.
The 2026 acceptable biological catch, total annual catch limit, and annual optimum yield would
remain in place after 2026 until modified.

Year ABC Annual OY | Total ACL Total ACL
(Ibs ww) (Ibs ww) (Ibs ww) (Ibs gw)
2022 75,000 67,500 67,500 64,904
2023 81,000 72,900 72,900 70,096
2024 87,000 78,300 78,300 75,288
2025 91,000 81,900 81,900 78,750
2026+ 95,000 85,500 85,500 82,212

Alternative 4. Revise the acceptable biological catch based on the recommendation of the
Scientific and Statistical Committee. Revise the total annual catch limit and annual optimum
yield for red porgy, and set them equal to 80% of the recommended acceptable biological catch.
The 2026 acceptable biological catch, total annual catch limit, and annual optimum yield would
remain in place after 2026 until modified.
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Year ABC Annual OY Total ACL Total ACL
(Ibs ww) (Ibs ww) (Ibs ww) (Ibs gw)
2022 75,000 60,000 60,000 57,692
2023 81,000 64,800 64,800 62,308
2024 87,000 69,600 69,600 66,923
2025 91,000 72,800 72,800 70,000
2026+ 95,000 76,000 76,000 73,077

Discussion:

The updated ABC recommendations from the SSC are based on the results of the SEDAR 60
2020 red porgy stock assessment. The assessment included updated estimates of recreational
fishing effort resulting from the Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP)-Fishing
Effort survey (FES; Sections 1.5 and 1.6).

Per the guidance provided at 50 CFR § 600.310(f)(4)(iv) and implemented through the
Comprehensive ACL Amendment (SAFMC 2011), the Council has chosen to specify optimum
yield (OY) for red porgy on an annual basis and set it equal to the ABC and ACL.

Alternative 1 (No Action) would retain the current ABC, total ACL, and annual OY
implemented through Regulatory Amendment 18 to the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for the
Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region (Snapper Grouper FMP; SAFMC 2013).
Preferred Alternative 2 would implement the ABC recommended by the SSC and would have
ABC=ACL=0Y. Alternatives 3 and 4 would also adopt the ABC recommended by the SSC but
would add a 10% and 20% buffer, respectively, between the ABC and total ACL and annual OY.

2.2.2 Comparison of Alternatives:

Alternative 1 (No Action) would no longer be based on the best scientific information available
(BSIA) and, therefore, is not a viable alternative for consideration in this plan amendment
because of the results from SEDAR 60 and the recommendations from the SSC. Relative to
Alternative 1 (No Action), Preferred Alternative 2 through Alternative 4 would be expected
to end overfishing as they do not exceed the SSC’s recommended ABCs and would be expected
to result in positive biological effects to the red porgy stock. Preferred Alternative 2 could
result in the least biological benefit to the red porgy stock as there would be no buffer between
the SSC’s recommended ABCs and the total ACLs and OYs. Biological benefits resulting from
Alternatives 3 and 4 would increase as the buffer increases. Although Preferred Alternative 2
would allow the greatest amount of harvest of the action alternatives considered, it is equal to the
SSC’s ABC recommendation and BSIA and represents a catch level that does not result in
overfishing, and is consistent with rebuilding within the timeline selected in Action 1.

Reducing the ABCs, total ACLs and OY's from the current level, as proposed under Preferred
Alternative 2 through Alternative 4, would result in smaller ACLs (Action 3) for the
commercial and recreational sectors. As such, the ACLs would be constraining on the sectors
thereby resulting in reduced landings. Total short-term economic benefits for both commercial
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and recreational vessels would be highest under Alternative 1 (No Action), followed in turn by
Preferred Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4.

In general, a higher ACL would lower the chance of triggering an accountability measure (AM)
and result in the lowest level of negative effects on fishing communities. Among the action
alternatives, Preferred Alternative 2 would be the most beneficial for fishermen, followed in
turn by Alternative 3, and Alternative 4. As stated above, Alternative 1 (No Action) is not a
viable alternative because it is not based on BSIA given the results from SEDAR 60 and the
SSC’s recommendations.

Reducing the ABC, total ACL, and annual OY for red porgy from the current level, as proposed
under Preferred Alternative 2 through Alternative 4, would not have effects on the
administrative environment, outside of the requisite public notices.
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2.3 Action 3. Revise the red porgy sector allocations and sector
annual catch limits

2.3.1 Alternatives

Note: The revised total annual catch limit in Alternative 1 (No Action) and Preferred Alternative
2, reflects the revised total annual catch limit chosen in Preferred Alternative 2 in Action 2. The
revised total annual catch limit includes recreational landings from the Marine Recreational
Information Program using the Fishery Effort Survey method used in the latest assessment
(SEDAR 60 2020).

Alternative 1 (No Action). Retain the current commercial and recreational sector allocations, as
applied to the revised total annual catch limit for red porgy. The current red porgy total annual
catch limit is allocated 50% to the commercial sector and 50% to the recreational sector. The
commercial annual catch limit is split into two seasons with 30% allocated to season 1 (January
through April) and 70% allocated to season 2 (May through December).

Commercial ACL (Ibs gw) .
Year Season 1 Season 2 Lo e
Total ACL (Ibs gw)
quota quota
2022 36,058 10,817 25,240 36,058
2023 38,942 11,683 27,260 38,942
2024 41,827 12,548 29,279 41,827
2025 43,750 13,125 30,625 43,750
2026+ 45,673 13,702 31,971 45,673

Preferred Alternative 2. Allocate 51.43% of the red porgy total annual catch limit to the
commercial sector and 48.57% to the recreational sector. Retain the commercial annual catch
limit allocation with 30% allocated to season 1 (January through April) and 70% allocated to
season 2 (May through December).

Commercial ACL (Ibs gw) .
Year Season 1 Season 2 L UL
Total ACL (Ibs gw)
quota quota
2022 37,089 11,127 25,962 35,026
2023 40,056 12,017 28,039 37,829
2024 43,023 12,907 30,116 40,631
2025 45,001 13,500 31,501 42,499
2026+ 46,979 14,094 32,886 44,367
Discussion:

The Council’s Allocations Trigger Policy (Appendix J) states the Council will review sector
allocations upon completion of a stock assessment. In addition, recreational landings estimates
have been revised to adopt the new MRIP-FES methodology (Section 1.6). This action allows
the Council to consider how to allocate the total ACL between the commercial and recreational
sectors from 2022 onwards under the revised catch levels.
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The Council is only considering two allocation scenarios for red porgy. The MRIP-FES update
to the recreational landings stream did not substantially change the historical landings ratio
between sectors. Because red porgy is most often an incidentally harvested species, the Council
is satisfied with the two alternatives presented.

The current sector allocations for red porgy were implemented through Amendment 15B to the
Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 2009). The Council selected an equal allocation because it was
closest to status quo at the time (2001-2003 landings were 51% recreational and 49%
commercial). The Council discussed having to adjust the total allowable catch if the commercial
sector was allocated greater than 50% due to higher commercial discard mortality. Updated
discard mortality estimates used in SEDAR 60 are discussed in Appendix G (Bycatch
Practicability Analysis).

The sector allocations proposed under Preferred Alternative 2 result from applying the
allocation formula adopted through the Comprehensive ACL Amendment (SAFMC 2011) for
unassessed snapper grouper species: Annual catch limit = ((mean landings 2006-2008)*0.5)) +
((mean landings 1986-2008)*0.5) to the revised total annual catch limit that includes recreational
landings from the MRIP-FES method. The same formula has also been used to allocate the total
ACL for some assessed species (i.e., golden tilefish). This formula was not used in Amendment
15B to establish the current red porgy sector allocations. Preferred Alternative 2 would not
change the seasonal allocation of the commercial ACL.

It is difficult to use landings from recent years to determine sector allocations because the ACLs
and management actions have affected those landings. Since closures likely disrupt how the
fishery would otherwise operate, and closures might occur for one sector and not the other, there
necessarily would be some biases in the landings data and then ultimately in the allocations too.
Also, note that there was an economic downturn in 2009 that had significant impacts on the
fishing community, both commercial and recreational. Using data from the years where the
economy was performing poorly could also introduce biases, further misaligning allocations for
the red porgy fishery into the future. The time series used in the allocation formula (Preferred
Alternative 2) was selected by the Council in 2011 with these issues in mind.

2.3.2 Comparison of Alternatives:

Biological effects are not expected to be substantially different between Alternative 1 (No
Action) and Preferred Alternative 2, since the allocation percentages would be similar and do
not affect the total ACL specified in Action 2. Preferred Alternative 2 would allocate a slightly
higher percentage to the commercial sector. Because the commercial sector tends to harvest red
porgy from deeper water than the recreational sector, it is possible that a higher allocation to the
commercial sector could increase overall discard mortality. Therefore, Preferred Alternative 2
could incur negative biological effects on the red porgy stock relative to Alternative 1 (No
Action). However, the commercial sector has effective in-season and post-season AMs in place
to prevent the commercial ACL from being exceeded.

Under Alternative 1 (No Action), sector allocations would remain at 50 percent of the total
ACL for each sector. This allocation results in a reduction in total economic benefits being
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derived to both the commercial and recreational sectors under the new ACLs, but no change in
net economic benefits. The economic effects of changes in the sector allocations on a pound
basis under this alternative are addressed in Preferred Alternative 2 of Action 1. Under
Preferred Alternative 2, the commercial sector would receive an additional 1,072 pounds (1bs)
whole weight (ww) of red porgy, while the recreational sector would receive 1,072 lbs ww less.
The economic effects of this alternative would depend on the year examined, but in the first year
that the new total ACL is implemented (2022), the expected change in net economic benefits is a
reduction in net benefits to the recreational sector of $7,257, an increase in net benefits to the
commercial sector of $1,044 and a reduction in total net benefits of $6,213.

Alternative 1 (No Action) may have few social effects as both sectors would have an equal
ACL. With Preferred Alternative 2, there would be a slight decrease in the recreational
allocation compared to Alternative 1 (No Action), which could have some negative social
effects if recreational fishermen have a negative perception of this change due to the slight
decrease in fishing opportunity and concerns about long-term social effects, especially if future
actions further decreased harvest opportunities. Both the commercial and recreational sectors are
projected to experience closures under Preferred Alternative 2, even considering proposed
actions that aim to reduce harvest (Action 4 and Sub-Actions 5a and 5b). While closures are
likely to result in short-term negative social effects to fishing communities associated with
decreased access to the resource, ending overfishing and slowing the rate of harvest is expected
to contribute to rebuilding goals for red porgy, which would be expected to contribute to the
sustainability of harvest and the health of the red porgy stock and provide for long-term social
benefits.

Administrative effects would not vary between Alternative 1 (No Action) and Preferred
Alternative 2 because under either of the sector allocations an in-season closure is predicted for
both sectors.
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2.4 Action 4. Modify the red porgy commercial trip limits

2.4.1 Alternatives

Alternative 1 (No Action). The commercial trip limit for red porgy in the South Atlantic
exclusive economic zone is 60 fish from January 1 through April 30 and 120 fish from May 1
through December 31.

Preferred Alternative 2. Reduce the commercial trip limit for red porgy from January 1
through April 30 to:

Preferred Sub-alternative 2a. 15 fish per trip.

Sub-alternative 2b. 20 fish per trip.

Sub-alternative 2¢. 30 fish per trip.

Sub-alternative 2d. 45 fish per trip.

Preferred Alternative 3. Reduce the commercial trip limit for red porgy from May 1 through
December 31 to:

Preferred Sub-alternative 3a. 15 fish per trip.

Sub-alternative 3b. 20 fish per trip.

Sub-alternative 3¢. 30 fish per trip.

Sub-alternative 3d. 45 fish per trip.

Sub-alternative 3e. 60 fish per trip.

Discussion:

Regulatory Amendment 27 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 2019a), effective February
26, 2020, established the red porgy split season and modified the commercial trip limits. The
amendment removed the January to April spawning season closure and allowed harvest during
those months for the first time since 1999. The amendment established a 60 fish trip limit from
January through April. That action was intended to reduce discarding of red porgy by the
commercial sector during the early part of the fishing year and essentially create a “bycatch
allowance” so commercial fishermen could retain small numbers of the species during January
through April. The 120 fish trip limit was retained for the second commercial season (June
through December).

Because the proposed commercial ACL is lower than the current ACL (Action 3) and red porgy
are undergoing overfishing (SEDAR 60 2020), the Council is considering a reduction to
commercial trip limit. The sub-alternatives under Preferred Alternatives 2 and 3 would reduce
trip limits during each of the commercial split seasons (January through April and May through
December, respectively). Thus, the Council has the flexibility to modify the trip limit for one or
both of the seasons.

2.4.2 Comparison of Alternatives:

The biological effects of Preferred Alternatives 2 and 3, and their respective sub-alternatives,
would not differ from Alternative 1 (No Action) in terms of risk of overfishing as overall
harvest would be limited to the commercial ACL and split-season quotas, and AMs would be
triggered if the ACL was projected to be reached. Reducing commercial trip limits in
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combination with a reduction in the commercial ACL under Action 3 could extend the length of
the respective commercial fishing seasons relative to Alternative 1 (No Action). Sub-
alternatives 2¢ and 3¢ would impart the highest biological benefit to the stock among the
alternatives and sub-alternatives considered relative to Alternative 1 (No Action).

Since the revised commercial sector ACL for red porgy is expected to be fully harvested
regardless of the alternative or sub-alternative chosen, the total net economic effects are expected
to be similar amongst the alternatives. In terms of potential net economic benefits Alternative 1
(No Action) would allow for the most benefits followed by Sub-alternative 3e, 3d and 2d, 3¢
and 2c¢, 3b and 2b, and Preferred Sub-alternatives 3a and 2a.

Social effects depend on how commercial fishing communities are affected by a lower trip limit
and a longer season or a higher trip limit and a shorter season and the likelihood of commercial
harvest being open during times of the year when it is profitable to target red porgy. The
majority of trips landing red porgy harvested less than 30 fish during a trip (see Section 4.4.1).
Sub-alternatives 2¢ and 3¢ propose a trip limit of 30 fish during both fishing seasons. While
those low trip limits result in shorter fishing seasons, matching the trip limit to what fishermen
are already catching on an average trip may reduce the negative social effects associated with a
lower trip limit. In terms of potential social benefits Alternative 1 (No Action) would allow for
the most benefits followed by Sub-alternative 3e, 3d and 2d, 3¢ and 2¢, 3b and 2b, and
Preferred Sub-alternatives 3a and 2a.

Alternative 1 (No Action), and Preferred Alternative 2 and 3 would not substantially change
the administrative environment from its current state. The probability of an in-season closure
increases with increasing trip limits; therefore, Alternative 1 (No Action) would impose the
most administrative burden, followed by combinations of Sub-alternatives 2d, 2¢, 2b and 3e,
3d, 3¢, and 3b. Preferred Sub-alternatives 2a and 3a would impose the least administrative
burden of the proposed alternatives.
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2.5 Action 5. Modify the red porgy recreational management
measures

2.5.1 Sub-Action Sa.  Bag limit

2.5.1.1 Alternatives

Alternative 1 (No Action). The recreational bag limit for red porgy in the South Atlantic
exclusive economic zone is 3 per person per day, or 3 per person per trip, whichever is more
restrictive.

Preferred Alternative 2. Reduce the recreational bag limit for red porgy to 1 fish per person
per day, or 1 fish per person per trip, whichever is more restrictive.

Alternative 3. Reduce the recreational bag limit for red porgy to 2 fish per person per day, or 2
fish per person per trip, whichever is more restrictive.

Discussion:

The proposed overall reduction in the red porgy ACL based on SEDAR 60 (2020) is needed to
end overfishing of red porgy. Hence a reduction from current levels of harvest is needed and
modification to management measures is necessary to constrain harvest to the revised ACLs.
Preferred Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 propose reductions to the red porgy recreational bag
limit that would help reduce recreational harvest to end overfishing and rebuild the stock.

2.5.1.2 Comparison of Alternatives

The most restrictive bag limit alternative (Preferred Alternative 2) would be expected to impart
the most biological benefit to the red porgy stock as it would result in the greatest reduction in
potential harvest of the alternatives considered.

Leaving the bag limit at 3 fish per person per day (Alternative 1 (No Action)), which would
allow more than an average of 2 fish per person (Alternative 3), is expected to have minimal
economic effects on a trip, while setting the bag limit at 1 fish per person (Preferred
Alternative 2) would have noticeably larger negative economic effects on a per trip level.
Conversely, more restrictive retention limits would allow for longer open harvest seasons. Since
the revised recreational sector ACL for red porgy is expected to be fully harvested regardless of
the alternative chosen, the total net economic effects are expected to be similar amongst the
alternatives.

In general, the social effects of modifying the recreational bag limit would be a trade-off between
longer seasons under lower bag limits, and the negative effects on recreational fishing
opportunities because the bag limit is too low. While Preferred Alternative 2 and Alternative
3 would limit recreational fishing opportunities for red porgy and change the recreational fishing
experience by restricting the number of red porgy that can be kept, the season would also likely
be longer because the rate of harvest would be slower.
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Administrative effects would not vary much between Alternative 1 (No Action), Preferred
Alternative 2, and Alternative 3.

2.5.2 Sub-Action Sb. Recreational fishing season

2.5.2.1 Alternatives

Alternative 1 (No Action). Recreational harvest is allowed year-round until the recreational
annual catch limit is met or is projected to be met.

Preferred Alternative 2. Establish a recreational fishing season for red porgy; harvest would be
allowed during May through June.

Alternative 3. Establish a recreational fishing season for red porgy; harvest would be allowed
during July through August.

Alternative 4. Establish a recreational fishing season for red porgy; harvest would be allowed
during June through August.

Discussion:

A recreational season is being considered to reduce recreational harvest and end overfishing of
red porgy. Alternatives under this action consider allowing recreational fishing during various
portions of the year. Preferred Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 propose 2-month seasons
during Waves 3 and 4 of the MRIP survey, respectively. Alternative 4 would allow recreational
harvest during three months of the year, from June through August.

2.5.2.2 Comparison of Alternatives

Biological effects would be similar among Preferred Alternative 2, Alternatives 3 and 4 since
they would all shift fishing effort away from when red porgy are spawning.

Generally, prolonged time periods when recreational harvest is allowed can result in increased
economic benefits. Allowing the recreational harvest to close once the sector ACL is met or
projected to be met (Alternative 1 (No Action)) can help ensure that the ACL is harvested each
year and all associate economic benefits from that harvest to recreational anglers is incurred.
Conversely, this also creates unpredictability in the season length and knowing when harvest
would close. Establishing a fishing season helps increase predictability of the time period in
which harvest would be allowed. This may create economic benefits if harvest during the
spawning season is curtailed (Preferred Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4),
thereby leading to greater rebuilding of the red porgy stock and associated long-term economic
benefits. If the ACL is not fully harvested during the established season, it can lead to fewer
short-term economic benefits (as measured in consumer surplus (CS)) due to the decreased
harvest, thus there is the potential for Preferred Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4
to have lower economic benefits than Alternative 1 (No Action).
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Imposing a recreational season could change the level of access to red porgy during periods
when they are available and when participation in the red porgy portion of the snapper grouper
fishery is highest. However, long-term biological benefits of maintaining a healthy stock would
contribute to future fishing opportunities for both the commercial and recreational sectors.
Considering the proposed recreational allocation (Preferred Alternative 2, Action 3), proposed
recreational bag limit (Preferred Alternative 2, Sub-Action 5a), and peak harvest of red porgy,
Preferred Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4 are anticipated to result in similar
season lengths and thus similar social benefits for South Atlantic fishing communities.
However, social benefits for individual communities highly engaged in recreational fishing for
red porgy would vary based on when participation is the highest in that community.

Administrative burdens associated with recreational fishing seasons would be related to
distributing information, education, and enforcement.

South Atlantic Snapper Grouper Chapter 2. Proposed Actions
Amendment 50 28



2.6 Action 6. Revise the red porgy recreational accountability
measures

2.6.1 Alternatives

Alternative 1 (No Action). Ifrecreational landings reach or are projected to reach the
recreational annual catch limit, recreational harvest of red porgy is closed for the remainder of
the fishing year, regardless of stock status, unless National Marine Fisheries Service determines
that no closure is necessary based on the best scientific information available.

If recreational landings exceed the recreational annual catch limit, then during the following
fishing year recreational landings will be monitored for a persistence in increased landings. If
the total annual catch limit is exceeded and red porgy are overfished, the length of the
recreational fishing season and the recreational annual catch limit are reduced by the amount of
the recreational annual catch limit overage.

Alternative 2. National Marine Fisheries Service will annually announce the recreational
fishing season start and end dates in the Federal Register and by other methods, as deemed
appropriate. The fishing season will start on May 1 and end on the date National Marine
Fisheries Service projects the recreational annual catch limit will be met.

Preferred Alternative 3. If recreational landings exceed the recreational annual catch limit,
reduce the length of the following year’s recreational fishing season by the amount necessary to
prevent the recreational annual catch limit from being exceeded in the following year. However,
the length of the recreational season will not be reduced if the Regional Administrator
determines, using the best scientific information available, that it is not necessary.

Discussion:

Due to the substantial reduction in allowable harvest proposed in this plan amendment and red
porgy’s overfished status, it is likely that recreational AMs would be triggered for this species in
the future.

Alternative 1 (No Action) would retain an in-season closure and a potential payback provision
for an overage of the sector ACL, if the total ACL were exceeded, that would reduce the sector
ACL by the amount of the overage. Since the recreational AM is likely to be triggered under the
proposed reduced catch level, the total ACL may become a “moving target” if payback is
triggered in the recreational sector.

Under Alternative 2, NMFS would announce the length of the recreational season annually prior
to the start date each year, with an end date corresponding to when the recreational ACL is
projected to be met for that year. The start date for the recreational season would correspond to
the preferred alternative in Sub-Action 5b. Hence, the May through June timeframe would be
the “book-ends” within which recreational harvest of red porgy would be allowed based on how
long NMFS determines the season can last.
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Preferred Alternative 3 would remove the current potential “double penalty” of a reduction in
the season length and a payback of the overage if the total ACL was exceeded. Under this
alternative, the AM would not be tied to the total ACL, but rather only to the recreational ACL.
Since the recreational AM is likely to be triggered under the proposed catch level reductions, the
proposed modification would ensure that overages in the recreational sector do not in turn affect
the catch level for the commercial sector. The reduced season length would apply to the fishing
season following an overage.

2.6.2 Comparison of Alternatives:

Biological benefits would be expected to be greater for the alternative that provides the most
timely and realistic option chosen to trigger and implement an AM. Biological benefits to the
red porgy stock would be greatest under Alternative 1 (No Action), followed by Alternative 2
and Preferred Alternative 3.

By curtailing harvest and fishing activity to prevent ACL overages, recreational AMs can
indirectly negatively affect net revenues of for-hire operations and consumer surplus on
recreational fishing trips. Over the long term, these measures help reduce the risk of overfishing
a stock to the point of depletion, which can result in long-term economic benefits through
sustained harvest and fishing activity as well as the foregone need for more stringent restrictive
management measures needed to rebuild a depleted stock. In terms of potential short-term
negative economic effects to the recreational sector, Alternative 1 (No Action) would have the
highest potential negative economic effects, followed by Alternative 2, and Preferred
Alternative 3.

AMs can also have direct and indirect social effects because, when triggered, it can restrict
harvest in the current or subsequent fishing seasons. While the negative effects are usually short-
term, they may at times induce other indirect effects through changes in fishing behavior or
business operations that could have long-term social effects. In terms of potential short-term
social effects to fishing communities, Alternative 1 (No Action) would have the highest
negative social effects, followed by Alternative 2, and Preferred Alternative 3.

Administrative burdens such as data monitoring, rulemaking, outreach, and enforcement would
be similar for Alternative 1 (No Action), Alternative 2, and Preferred Alternative 3.
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Affected Environment

This section describes the affected environment in the proposed project area. The affected
environment is divided into five major components:

o Habitat environment (Section 3.1)

Biological and Ecological environment (Section 3.2)

Economic environment (Sections 3.3)

Social environment (Sections 3.4)

Administrative environment (Section 3.5)

3.1 Habitat Environment

Information on the habitat utilized by species in the snapper grouper fishery management unit
(Snapper Grouper FMU) and managed through the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for the
Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region (Snapper Grouper FMP) is included in
Volume II of the Fishery Ecosystem Plan? (FEP; SAFMC 2009) and a Managed Species
summary document, which are incorporated here by reference. South Atlantic Fishery
Management Council (Council) designated essential fish habitat (EFH) and EFH-Habitat Areas
of Particular Concern (HAPC) are presented in the SAFMC EFH User Guide and spatial
representations of these and other habitat related layers are in within the Council’s SAFMC Atlas
and directly at the following link:
https://myfwc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=961{8908250a404ba99fac3aa
37ac723

3.1.1 Essential Fish Habitat

EFH is defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
(Magnuson-Stevens Act) as “those waters and substrates necessary to fish for spawning,
breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity” (16 U.S. C. 1802(10)). EFH for species in the Snapper
Grouper FMU includes coral reefs, live/hard bottom, submerged aquatic vegetation, artificial
reefs and medium to high profile outcroppings on and around the shelf break zone from shore to
at least 600 ft (but to at least 2000 ft for wreckfish) where the annual water temperature range is
sufficiently warm to maintain adult populations of members of this largely tropical complex.
EFH includes the spawning area in the water column above the adult habitat and the additional

2 The FEP can be found at: http://safmc.net/ecosystem-management/fishery-ecosystem-plan/.
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pelagic environment, including Sargassum, required for larval survival and growth up to and
including settlement. In addition, the Gulf Stream is an EFH because it provides a mechanism to
disperse snapper grouper larvae.

For specific life stages of estuarine dependent and nearshore snapper grouper species, EFH
includes areas inshore of the 100-foot contour, such as attached macroalgae; submerged rooted
vascular plants (seagrasses); estuarine emergent vegetated wetlands (saltmarshes, brackish
marsh); tidal creeks; estuarine scrub/shrub (mangrove fringe); oyster reefs and shell banks;
unconsolidated bottom (soft sediments); artificial reefs; and coral reefs and live/hard bottom.

3.1.2 Habitat Areas of Particular Concern

EFH-HAPC:s for species in the Snapper Grouper FMU in the Atlantic include medium to high
profile offshore hard bottoms where spawning normally occurs; localities of known or likely
periodic spawning aggregations; near shore hard bottom areas; The Point, The Ten Fathom
Ledge, and Big Rock (North Carolina); The Charleston Bump (South Carolina); mangrove
habitat; seagrass habitat; oyster/shell habitat; all coastal inlets; all state-designated nursery
habitats of particular importance to snapper grouper (e.g., primary and secondary nursery areas
designated in North Carolina); pelagic and benthic Sargassum; Hoyt Hills for wreckfish; the
Oculina Bank HAPC; all hermatypic coral habitats and reefs; manganese outcroppings on the
Blake Plateau; Council-designated artificial reef special management zones; and deep-water
marine protected areas. Areas that meet the criteria for EFH-HAPCs include habitats required
during each life stage (including egg, larval, post-larval, juvenile, and adult stages).

The Council established the special management zone (SMZ) designation process in 1983 in the
Snapper Grouper FMP, and SMZs have been designated in federal waters off North Carolina,
South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida since that time. The purpose of the original SMZ
designation process, and the subsequent specification of SMZs, was to protect snapper grouper
populations at the relatively small, permitted artificial reef sites and “create fishing opportunities
that would not otherwise exist.” Thus, the SMZ designation process was centered around
protecting the relatively small habitats, which are known to attract desirable snapper grouper
species.

Similarly, in the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 1 (CE-BA 1; SAFMC 2010), the
Council designated EFH areas and EFH-HAPCs under the Snapper Grouper FMP. Under the
Magnuson-Stevens Act, FMPs are required to describe and identify EFH and to minimize the
adverse effects of fishing on such habitat to the extent practicable. An EFH-HAPC designation
adds an additional layer to the EFH designation. Under the Snapper Grouper FMP, EFH-HAPCs
are designated based upon ecological importance, susceptibility to human-induced environmental
degradation, susceptibility to stress from development, or rarity of habitat type. The Council
determined in CE-BA 1 that the Council-designated SMZs met the criteria to be EFH-HAPCs for
species included in the Snapper Grouper FMP. Since CE-BA 1, the Council has designated
additional SMZs in the Snapper Grouper FMP. The SMZ and EFH-HAPC designations serve
similar purposes in pursuit of identifying and protecting valuable and unique habitat for the
benefit of fish populations, which are important to both fish and fishers. Therefore, the Council
determined that a designated SMZ meets the criteria for an EFH-HAPC designation, and the
Council intends that all SMZs designated under the Snapper Grouper FMP also be designated as
EFH-HAPCs under the Snapper Grouper FMP.
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3.2 Biological and Ecological Environment

The waters off the South Atlantic coast are home to a diverse population of fish. The Snapper
Grouper FMU contains 55 species of fish, many of them neither “snappers” nor “groupers.”
These species live in depths from a few feet (typically as juveniles) to hundreds of feet. As far as
north/south distribution, the more temperate species tend to live in the upper reaches of the South
Atlantic management area (e.g., black sea bass, red porgy) while the tropical variety’s core
residence is in the waters off south Florida, Caribbean Islands, and northern South America (e.g.,
black grouper, mutton snapper). These are reef-dwelling species that live amongst each other.
These species rely on the reef environment for protection and food. There are several reef tracts
that follow the southeastern coast. The fact that these fish populations congregate dictates the
nature of the fishery (multi-species) and further forms the type of management regulations
proposed in this amendment. The specific components of the ecological environment affected by
actions in this amendment include red porgy, other affected species, and protected species.

These components are described in detail in the following sections.

3.2.1 Red Porgy

3.2.1.1 Life History

Red porgy, Pagrus pagrus, are distributed throughout the Atlantic Ocean at depths of 18 to 280
m (Manooch and Hassler 1978). In the South Atlantic region, red porgy is commonly associated
with “live bottom” habitat with rocky outcrops and rocky ledges (Manooch and Hassler 1978,
Grimes et al. 1982). Red porgy are protogynous, meaning the begin life as female and change to
male later on. Therefore, most of the smaller fish are females, but males occur in all age groups
(SEDAR 1 2002). In the Northeast Gulf of Mexico, red porgy appear to be pair spawners (do not
form aggregations), and change sex over a wide range of sizes and ages (DeVries 2006).
Spawning occurs from November through May, with peak spawning in March and April
(Manooch 1976, Farmer et al. 2017). Red porgy grow slowly and live relatively long (an 18-
year-old specimen is the oldest on record), but maturity occurs at younger ages. Roumillat and
Waltz (1993) collected red porgy along the continental shelf between Cape Fear, North Carolina,
and Cape Canaveral, Florida. The study determined the vast majority of females were mature by
age two.

3.2.1.2 Stock Status

The Southeast Data, Assessment, and Review (SEDAR) process is a
cooperative Fishery Management Council initiative to improve the
quality and reliability of fishery stock assessments in the South
Atlantic, Gulf of Mexico, and U.S. Caribbean. SEDAR seeks
improvements in the scientific quality of stock assessments, constituent
and stakeholder participation in assessment development, transparency
in the assessment process, and a rigorous and independent scientific
review of completed stock assessments. Tessment

o
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SEDAR is organized around three public workshops. First is the Data Workshop, during which
fisheries monitoring and life history data are reviewed and compiled. Second is the Assessment
Workshop, which may be conducted via a workshop and several webinars, during which
assessment models are developed and population parameters are estimated using the information
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provided from the Data Workshop. Third and final is the Review Workshop, during which
independent experts review the input data, assessment methods, and assessment products. The
completed assessment, including the reports of all three workshops and all supporting
documentation, are then forwarded to the Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC).
The SSC considers whether the assessment represents the best available science and develops
fishing level recommendations for Council consideration.

The South Atlantic red porgy stock was first assessed in 1991 and Amendment 4 to the Snapper
Grouper FMP indicated the red porgy stock was undergoing overfishing and was overfished.
Amendment 4 established an initial rebuilding plan, and the associated final rule (56 FR 56016,
October 31, 1991) implemented a minimum size limit for red porgy. The rebuilding plan was
put into effect in 1991 with a target time to rebuild of 10 years. The stock was assessed in 1999
(Vaughan 1999) and based on the findings the stock was determined to be subject to overfishing
and overfished. In an emergency rule published September 3, 1999 (64 FR 48324), the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) prohibited the harvest and possession of red porgy in or from
the exclusive economic zone (EEZ) off the southern Atlantic states. NMFS extended the
prohibition on harvest and possession of red porgy through August 28, 2000 (65 FR 10039;
February 25, 2000).

The red porgy stock in the South Atlantic was the first stock assessed through the Southeast
Data, Assessment, and Review (SEDAR) process in 2002. The findings of the assessment
indicated the stock was overfished but not undergoing overfishing. The final rule for
Amendment 12 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (65 FR 51248, August 23, 2000) closed
commercial harvest during the red porgy peak spawning season, reduced the commercial trip
limit, and reduced the recreational bag limit; and the amendment specified a new 18-year
rebuilding plan, which was the maximum recommended timeframe based on the formula: Tmin
(10 years) + one generation time (8 years, based on data used in the assessment). The rebuilding
schedule began with the implementation of the no harvest emergency rule on September 3, 1999
(64 FR 48324) and ended on December 31, 2017. The findings from subsequent update
assessments in 2006 and 2012 resulted in the same determinations. The stock has not rebuilt
despite management efforts throughout its management history.

A standard assessment of the red porgy stock in the South Atlantic (SEDAR 60) was completed
in 2020 with data through 2017 (SEDAR 60 2020). The findings of the assessment indicated
that the South Atlantic red porgy stock is overfished and undergoing overfishing. The findings
of SEDAR 60 also indicated average recruitment showed a declining trend throughout the time
series and has been below the recruitment levels corresponding to maximum sustainable yield for
most of the past three decades.
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3.2.1.3

Commercial

Commercial landings of South Atlantic red porgy have consistently declined since 2015 (Table
3.2.1). Landings from 2014 to present have been monitored in pounds whole weight (Ibs ww).
Landings previous to 2014 were monitored in pounds gutted weight (Ibs gw).

Landings

Table 3.2.1. South Atlantic red porgy commercial landings and ACLs in 1bs ww and lbs gw,
2015-2019. Red porgy ACL and percent of the ACL landed are presented in lbs ww.

Landings Landings
Year (Ibs gw) (Ibs ww) —— 2 LE,
2019 79,657 82,844 164,000 51%
2018 109,800 114,192 164,000 70%
2017 112,283 116,774 164,000 71%
2016 113,608 118,152 164,000 72%
2015 140,912 146,549 164,000 89%

Sources: SEFSC Commercial ACL Database [April 5, 2021]

Recreational
Recreational landings of South Atlantic red porgy have fluctuated over the time series (Table
3.2.2). Landings are monitored in lbs ww.

Table 3.2.2. South Atlantic red porgy recreational landings and ACLs in lbs ww, 2015-2019.
Red porgy ACLs are presented in Ibs ww.

Year Landings (Ibs ww) | ACL

2019 45,821 164,000
2018 387,053 164,000
2017 145,645 164,000
2016 581,889 164,000
2015 162,639 164,000

Sources: SEFSC MRIP FES Recreational ACL Database [June 22, 2020]

3.2.2 Bycatch

The implications of bycatch on the red porgy stock and snapper grouper fishery are discussed in
Appendix G (Bycatch Practicability Analysis).

3.2.3 Other Species Affected

This amendment indirectly affects other species in the Snapper Grouper FMU (greater
amberjack, vermilion snapper, red snapper, and gray triggerfish) that are caught while fishing for
red porgy. For summary information on other snapper grouper species that may be affected by
the actions in this plan amendment, refer to Section 3.2.5 in Vision Blueprint Regulatory
Amendment 27 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 2019a).
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3.2.4 Protected Species

NMEFS manages marine protected species in the Southeast region under the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) and the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA). There are 29 ESA-listed species
or distinct population segments (DPS) of marine mammals, sea turtles, fish, and corals managed
by NMFS that may occur in federal waters of the South Atlantic or Gulf of Mexico. There are
91 stocks of marine mammals managed within the Southeast region plus the addition of the
stocks such as North Atlantic right whales (NARW), and humpback, sei, fin, minke, and blue
whales that regularly or sometimes occur in Southeast region managed waters for a portion of the
year (Hayes et al. 2017). All marine mammals in U.S. waters are protected under the MMPA.
The MMPA requires that each commercial fishery be classified by the number of marine
mammals they seriously injure or kill. NMFS’s List of Fisheries (LOF)? classifies U.S.
commercial fisheries into three categories based on the number of incidental mortality or serious
injury they cause to marine mammals.

Five of the marine mammal species (sperm, sei, fin, blue, and NARW) protected by the MMPA,
are also listed as endangered under the ESA. In addition to those five marine mammals, six
species or DPSs of sea turtles [green (the North Atlantic DPS and the South Atlantic DPS),
hawksbill, Kemp’s ridley, leatherback, and the Northwest Atlantic DPS of loggerhead]; nine
species or DPSs of fish (the smalltooth sawfish; five DPSs of Atlantic sturgeon; Nassau grouper;
oceanic whitetip shark, and giant manta ray); and seven species of coral (elkhorn coral, staghorn
coral, rough cactus coral, pillar coral, lobed star coral, mountainous star coral, and boulder coral)
are also protected under the ESA and occur within the action area of the snapper grouper fishery.
Portions of designated critical habitat for NARW, the Northwest Atlantic DPS of loggerhead sea
turtles, and Acropora corals occur within the Council’s jurisdiction.

NMEFS completed a formal consultation and resulting biological opinion (Bi-Op) on the
conservation regulations under the ESA and the authorization of the South Atlantic snapper
grouper fishery in federal waters under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, including the fishery
managed by the Snapper Grouper FMP, on threatened and endangered species and designated
critical habitat dated December 1, 2016. NMFS concluded that the activities addressed in the
consultation are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened or endangered
species.

Since completing the December 2016 Bi-Op, NMFS published several final rules that listed
additional species and designated critical habitat. NMFS has reinitiated formal consultation to
address these listings and concluded the authorization of the South Atlantic snapper grouper
fishery in federal waters during the re-initiation period will not violate ESA Sections 7(a)(2) or
7(d). For summary information on the protected species that may be adversely affected by the
snapper grouper fishery and how they are affected refer to Section 3.2.5 in Vision Blueprint
Regulatory Amendment 27 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 2019a).

3 https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/marine-mammal-protection/marine-mammal-protection-act-list-fisheries/
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3.3 Economic Environment

3.3.1 Economic Description of the Commercial Sector

3.3.1.1 Snapper Grouper and Red Porgy

Commercial fishing vessels that participate in the federal snapper grouper (SG) fishery must
have a SG permit, which either limits trips to landing no more than 225 lbs of snapper grouper or
has no such limit. A condition of the permit is that SG permitted vessels must report their
fishing activity via logbooks submitted for each trip. On average, 82.99% of SG permitted
vessels report landings of snapper grouper species annually (Table 3.3.1.1).

Table 3.3.1.1. Number and percentage of SG permitted vessels that reported landing snapper
grouper, 2015-2019.

xietsl?els Vessels Total Vessels | Permitted g:ﬁ:ﬁ:iﬁe o
Year . . with 225- | with SG Vessels that
DT e Ib Permit | Permit Landed SG VESE ST
Permit Landed SG
2015 571 121 692 580 83.82%
2016 565 116 681 561 82.38%
2017 554 114 668 568 85.03%
2018 549 110 659 541 82.09%
2019 543 108 651 530 81.41%
Average 556 114 670 556 82.99%

Source: NMFS SERO for permits (October 15, 2020) and SEFSC Socioeconomic Panel (Jan 2021) accessed by the
SEFSC Economic Query System (April 2021).

Average annual dockside revenue from the sale of all reported snapper grouper landings by SG
permitted vessels was approximately $18.14 million (2019 dollars) from 2015 through 2019.
That $18.14 million generated an annual average of 2,307 jobs, $66.78 million (2019 dollars) in
income, and other economic impacts as shown in Table 3.3.1.2.

4 Economic impacts are the employment, personal income, and output generated by the commercial harvest sector
and other major components of the U.S. seafood industry. The premise behind economic impact modeling is that
every dollar spent in a regional economy (direct impact) is either saved or re-spent on additional goods or services.
If those dollars are re-spent on other goods and services in the regional economy, this spending generates additional
economic activity in the region. Four different measures are commonly used to show how commercial fisheries
landings affect the economy in a region (state or nationwide): sales, income, value added, and employment. The
term sales refers to the gross value of all sales by regional businesses affected by an activity, such as commercial
fishing. The category includes both the direct sales of fish landed and sales made between businesses and
households resulting from the original sale. Income includes personal income (wages and salaries) and proprietors’
income (income from self-employment). Value-added is the contribution made to the gross domestic product in a
region. Employment is specified on the basis of full-time and part-time jobs supported directly or indirectly by the
sales of seafood or purchases of inputs to commercial fishing. See Fisheries Economics of the United States
(NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-F/SPO-187 December 2018) for more information about economic impacts
generated by commercial fishing.
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Table 3.3.1.2. Average annual dockside revenue (2019 $) from SG landings and jobs and other
economic impacts (2019 §) of that average landings revenue, 2015-2019.

Ave. Dockside Jobs Income Total Value Sales
Revenue Added
$18,144,615 2,323 $67.27 million | $95.05 million $183.19 million

Source: Estimates of economic impacts calculated by NMFS SERO using model developed for NMFS (2017) and
Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) for GDP deflator (April 2021).

On average, 24% (159) of all 670 SG permitted vessels report landings of red porgy annually
(Table 3.3.1.3). Those 159 SG permitted vessels represent approximately 29% of the average
annual (557) SG-permitted vessels that report harvesting any snapper grouper.

Table 3.3.1.3. Numbers of snapper-grouper permitted vessels and those that reported landing
SG and red porgy (RP) and percentages that landed RP, 2015-2019.

SG Vessels | Vessels | Percentage SG Percentage Vessels

Year Permitted | Landed | Landed | Permitted Vessels | with SG Landings
Vessels SG RP Landed RP Landed RP

2015 692 580 159 22.98% 27.41%

2016 681 561 146 21.44% 26.02%

2017 668 568 166 24.85% 29.23%

2018 659 541 174 26.40% 31.16%

2019 651 530 158 24.27% 29.81%

Average 670 556 161 23.99% 28.93%

Source: NMFS SERO for permits (October 15, 2020) and SEFSC Socioeconomic Panel (Jan21) accessed by the
SEFSC Economic Query System (April 2021) for vessels that land SG and RP.

During the same 5-year period, annual red porgy landings represent, on average, 2.04% of all
reported snapper grouper landings by weight and 1.31% by value (Table 3.3.1.4). It follows that
red porgy landings accounted for 1.31% of the average annual economic impacts from the sale of
snapper grouper landings from 2015 through 2019. The average nominal dockside price per Ib
gw of red porgy varied from $2.13 to $2.35, whereas the average nominal dockside price per Ib
gw of snapper grouper varied from $3.30 to $3.76 during the 5-year period. Note that reported
red porgy landings in 2019 (77,319 lbs gw) were 61.49% of what they had been in 2015

(125,735 1bs gw).

South Atlantic Snapper Grouper Chapter 3. Affected Environment
Amendment 50 38



Table 3.3.1.4. Reported SG and RP landings (Ibs gw) and dockside revenue (2019 $) by SG
ermitted vessels and percentage of SG landings and dockside revenue from RP, 2014-2019.

Percentage RP Percentage
SG RP SG SG Dockside . SG
Year . . . Dockside
Landings | Landings | Landings | Revenue Revenue Revenue
from RP from RP
2015 5,331,941 125,735 2.36% $18,832,311 | $287,426 | 1.53%
2016 5,177,907 102,208 1.98% $18,743,100 | $239,341 | 1.28%
2017 5,520,308 102,327 1.86% $19,985,292 | $251,034 | 1.26%
2018 4,381,998 | 98,036 2.24% $16,419,804 | $233,225 | 1.42%
2019 4,449,268 | 77,319 1.74% $16,742,569 | $177,748 | 1.06%
Average | 4,972,284 |101,125 2.04% $18,144,615 | $237,755 | 1.31%

SEFSC Socioeconomic Panel (Jan21) accessed by the SEFSC Economic Query System (April 2021) and BEA GDP
deflator (April 2021).

Because this action concerns fishing for red porgy, the remainder of this section focuses on red
porgy and not the snapper grouper fishery as a whole. Therefore, the following focus is on the
average 161 SG permitted vessels that report landings of red porgy annually, and it does not
include the average 395 SG permitted vessels that report SG landings without red porgy annually
as in Table 3.3.14. For additional information on SG permitted vessels and their landings, see
the report, Socio-Economic Profile of the Snapper Grouper Fishery in the South Atlantic Region,
which is incorporated herein by reference® (SAFMC 2018) and Regulatory Amendment 27 to the
FMP (SAFMC 2019a).

Total dockside revenue from reported red porgy landings varies considerably across the four
South Atlantic states (Figure 3.3.1.1). From 2015 through 2019, dockside revenue from all
reported red porgy landings in Georgia never reached $16,000, while that in South Carolina
never fell below $76,000 (2019 $). Dockside revenue from all reported red porgy landings in
Florida fell from $109,789 in 2015 to $41,118 (2019 $) in 2019.
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Figure 3.3.1.1. Dockside revenue (2019 §) from reported RP landings by state, 2015-2019.
Source: SEFSC Socioeconomic Panel (Jan21) accessed by the SEFSC Economic Query System (April 2021) and
BEA GDP deflator (April 2021).

5 http://safimc.net/download/SGProfileReport May2018.pdf
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Dockside revenue from red porgy landings accounts for 2.16% of the average 161 SG permitted
vessel’s annual dockside revenue from all landings; however, that average varies across the
states. In Florida, for example, dockside revenue from red porgy landings accounts for an annual
average of 1.88% of dockside revenue from all landings by the SG permitted vessels that land
red porgy in that state, whereas it accounts for 4.43% of dockside revenue from all landings by
SG permitted vessels that land red porgy in Georgia (Table 3.3.1.5).

Table 3.3.1.5. Percentage of average SG permitted vessel’s total annual dockside revenue from
red porgy landings by state where red porgy landed, 2015-2019.

Year FL GA NC SC All

2015 2.26% 5.07% 2.19% 2.44% 2.37%
2016 2.17% 4.90% 1.89% 2.31% 2.20%
2017 1.82% 6.34% 2.03% 2.90% 2.33%
2018 1.94% 2.74% 2.21% 2.56% 2.24%
2019 1.19% 3.10% 1.45% 2.42% 1.68%
Average 1.88% 4.43% 1.96% 2.53% 2.16%

Source: SEFSC Socioeconomic Panel (Jan21) accessed by the SEFSC Economic Query System (April 2021) and
BEA GDP deflator (April 2021).

Although red porgy landings account for a relatively small percentage of the average SG
permitted vessel’s annual dockside revenue from all landings of those vessels that land red
porgy, the average trip with red porgy landings generates larger dockside revenue than the
average trip without red porgy landings (Table 3.3.1.6). From 2015 through 2019, the average
trip with red porgy landings had dockside revenue from all its landings of $3,900, whereas the
average trip with no red porgy landings had dockside revenue had dockside revenue of all its
landings of $1,858 (2019 $). Red porgy landings account for $189 (4.84%) of the $3,900 that is
the average revenue of a trip with red porgy landings (Table 3.3.1.7).

Table 3.3.1.6. Dockside revenue (2019 $) from trips that landed red porgy and from trips that
did not, and average dockside revenue (2019 $) per trip for those trips, 2015-2019.

Ave. Ave.
Revenue Revenue Revenue Non-RP | Revenue
Year from RP RP Trips from Non- .
Trips per RP RP Trips Trips per No.n-
Trip RP Trip
2015 $5,198,321 1,351 $3,848 $6,953,932 3,333 $2,086
2016 $4,656,258 1,233 $3,776 $6,232,044 2,999 $2,078
2017 $5,005,645 1,276 $3,923 $5,790,432 3,394 $1,706
2018 $4,975,509 1,206 $4,126 $5,421,978 3,246 $1,670
2019 $4,630,615 1,210 $3,827 $5,938,658 3,397 $1,748
Average | $4,893,269 1,255 $3,900 $6,067,409 3,274 $1,858

Source: SEFSC Socioeconomic Panel (Jan 2021) accessed by the SEFSC Economic Query System (April 2021) and
BEA GDP deflator (April 2021).
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Table 3.3.1.7. Dockside revenue (2019 $) from red porgy and jointly caught species and
average dockside revenue (2019 §) per trip from red porgy and jointly caught species, 2015-

2019.
Ave.
Ave. Revenue LOTILE
Revenue . Revenue | from Jointly . fr(?m
pla from RP RP Trips from RP | Caught RP Trips ‘g:::ﬁ’t
per Trip | Species Species
per Trip
2015 $287,426 1,351 $213 $4,910,895 1,351 $3,635
2016 $239,341 1,233 $194 $4,416,917 1,233 $3,582
2017 $251,034 1,276 $197 $4,754,611 1,276 $3,726
2018 $233,225 1,206 $193 $4,742,284 1,206 $3,932
2019 $177,749 1,210 $147 $4,452,866 1,210 $3,680
Average $237,755 | 1,255 $189 $4,655,515 1,255 $3,711

Source: SEFSC Socioeconomic Panel (Jan 2021) accessed by the SEFSC Economic Query System (April 2021) and
BEA GDP deflator (April 2021).

From 2015 through 2019, no person could sell or purchase a red porgy harvested from or
possessed in the South Atlantic EEZ from January 1 through April 31. Despite that prohibition,
there were reported landings of red porgy by permitted vessels during those months, although, on
average, 99.5% of annual landings occurred from May through December (Table 3.3.1.8).

Table 3.3.1.8. Monthly and average monthly landings (Ibs gw) of red porgy and average
ercentage of annual landings, 2015-2019.

Month | 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Average | Percentage
Jan 45 41 198 1 6 58 0.06%
Feb 240 225 11 25 0 100 0.10%
Mar 0 0 8 10 9 5 0.01%
Apr 0 246 704 582 18 310 0.31%
May 18,601 11,197 14,805 15,972 12,440 14,603 14.44%
Jun 15,773 11,181 10,739 15,759 13,349 13,360 13.21%
Jul 31,146 26,700 24,545 13,933 12,668 21,798 21.55%
Aug 25,699 19,338 18,454 16,938 11,764 18,439 18.23%
Sep 19,751 18,693 11,620 11,014 8,806 13,977 13.82%
Oct 5,100 5,033 11,050 13,039 7,860 8,416 8.32%
Nov 4,765 5,238 7,038 4,735 5,495 5,454 5.39%
Dec 4,615 4,316 3,156 6,117 4,904 4,622 4.57%
Total 125,735 102,208 | 102,328 | 98,125 77,319 101,143 | 100.00%

Source: SEFSC Socioeconomic Panel (Jan 2021) accessed by the SEFSC Economic Query System (April 2021).

Regulatory Amendment 27 to the Snapper Grouper FMP, effective February 2020, eliminated
the sale prohibition from January 1 through April 30 and established two commercial fishing
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seasons for red porgy.® Season 1 is from January 1 through April 30, and Season 2 is from May
1 through December 31. Since February 26, 2020, the commercial trip limit for red porgy during
Season 1 is 60 fish. During Season 2, the commercial trip limit for red porgy is 120 fish, and it
has been 120 fish from May through December since 2006.

As explained in Appendix F the average red porgy landed in North Carolina weighs 1.65 lbs gw
(1.72 1bs ww), that landed in South Carolina weights 2.12 Ibs gw (2.20 Ibs ww), and the average
red porgy landed in either Georgia and Florida weighs 2.00 lbs gw (2.08 1bs ww). A 120-fish
limit would translate to 198 Ibs gw for red porgy landed in North Carolina, 254 1bs gw for those
landed in South Carolina, and 240 for those landed in Georgia and Florida. Those averages are
used to estimate the average numbers of red porgy landed in those states per trip during Season 2
from 2015 through 2019. The average number of red porgy landed ranges from 37 to 67 (Figure
3.3.1.2). Note that Georgia and Florida landings (Ibs) and trips are combined to avoid disclosure
of confidential information.
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Figure 3.3.1.2. Average number of red porgy landed per trip during Season 2 by state, 2015 -
2019.
Source: SEFSC Socioeconomic Panel (Jan 2021) accessed by the SEFSC Economic Query System (April 2021).

3.3.2 Economic Description of the Recreational Sector

3.3.2.1 South Atlantic Snapper Grouper Fishery

Any for-hire fishing vessel that takes anglers into the South Atlantic EEZ where they harvest
species within the SG fishery must have a charter/headboat permit for SG, which is an open-
access permit that is specifically assigned to that vessel. From 2015 through 2019, there was an
increase in the number of for-hire fishing vessels with the SG permit (Table 3.3.2.1). However,
as of October 26, 2020, there were 1,700 vessels with the permit, which falls outside the 2015-
2019 range (NMFS SERO PIMS).”

¢ Preliminary landings for 2020 indicate 6,896 lbs of red porgy were landed by permitted vessels in March and 4,672
1bs were landed by those vessels in April.

7 As of November 4, 2020, there are 1,807 for-hire vessels with a dolphin/wahoo permit, 1,715 for-hire vessels with
a pelagic fish permit, and 1,650 for-hire vessels with the snapper-grouper permit. All of these permits are open-
access permits.
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Table 3.3.2.1. Number of for-hire vessels with South Atlantic charter/headboat snapper grouper

permit.
Year Number of For-Hire Vessels with SG Permit
2015 1,779
2016 1,867
2017 1,982
2018 2,128
2019 2,183
Average 1,987

Source: NMFS SERO SFD Permit Counts (October 2020)

As of October 14, 2020, 91.5% of the South Atlantic charter/headboat permits were held by
entities residing in a South Atlantic state (Table 3.3.2.2). Florida entities ranks first with
approximately 62% of the permits.

Table 3.3.2.2. Number of for-hire vessels with South Atlantic charter/headboat snapper grouper
permit by state as of October 14, 2020.

State Number For-Hire Vessels with SG Permit | Percent of Vessels with Permit
FL 1,405 62.2%

GA 50 3.0%

NC 297 17.7%

SC 145 8.6%

Other 142 8.5%

Total 1,679 100.0%

Source: NMFS SERO Permit FOIA Page.

Although the for-hire permit application collects information on the primary method of
operation, the permit itself does not identify the permitted vessel as either a charter vessel or a
headboat. Operation as either a charter vessel or headboat is not restricted by permitting
regulations and vessels may operate in both capacities on separate trips. However, only selected
headboats are required to submit harvest and effort information to the NMFS Southeast Region
Headboat Survey (SRHS). Participation in the SRHS is based on determination by the NMFS
Southeast Fisheries Science Center (SEFSC) that the vessel primarily operates as a headboat.

Charter vessels and headboats are differentiated by passenger capacity and the method
passengers pay. Specifically, a headboat is defined as a federally permitted for-hire vessel that
participates in the SRHS, and a vessel in the SRHS meets all or a combination of the following
criteria: 1) is licensed to carry 15 or more passengers, 2) fishes in federal waters or state and
adjoining waters for federally managed species, and 3) charges primarily per angler (by the
head). A charter vessel is defined as a federally permitted for-hire fishing vessel that does not
participate in the SRHS.

Private recreational fishing vessels are not required to have a federal permit to harvest snapper
grouper species/species groups from the EEZ. Recreational fishers (anglers) aboard these
vessels, however, must either be federally registered or licensed in states that have a system to
provide complete information on the states’ saltwater anglers to the national registry.
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Angler fishing effort refers to the estimated number of angler fishing trips taken, and an angler
trip is an individual fishing trip taken by a single angler for any amount of time, whether it is half
an hour or an entire day. Currently, angler fishing effort is estimated by conducting telephone
surveys of coastal households (Coastal Household Telephone Survey) and for-hire (charter)
vessel captains (For-Hire Survey), as well as on-site survey methods (Marine Recreational
Information Program Access point Intercept Survey (MRIP APAIS)). From these survey
interviews, NMFS can estimate how many people are fishing, where people are fishing, and how
often people go fishing. Moreover, with the MRIP APAIS (survey of anglers by the private boat,
charter vessel and shore modes as they complete a trip), NMFS can estimate how many trips
target snapper grouper, how many trips catch snapper grouper and how many are being caught,
how many snapper grouper are kept, how many are discarded, the condition of discarded fish,
and the size and weight of snapper grouper caught. The data are used to generate estimates of
effort of the shore, private vessel and charter vessel and modes. SRHS data are used to generate
estimates of headboat effort.

Targeted trips are those trips where individual anglers reported snapper grouper as the primary or
secondary target species of the trip. From 2015 through 2019, combined anglers fishing from the
shore, private vessel and charter vessel modes took an annual average of 1.70 million trips that
targeted snapper grouper (Table 3.3.2.3). The majority of the annual directed angler trips are by
private vessels. Headboats do not make targeted trips.

Table 3.3.2.3. Number of trips that targeted (primary or secondary) snapper grouper, 2015 —
20109.

. Percent | Percent | Percent
Year Shore Private Charter | Total Shore Private | Charter
2015 448,988 | 858,656 | 22,287 1,329,931 | 33.76% 64.56% | 1.68%
2016 732,078 | 756,902 17,535 1,506,515 | 48.59% 50.24% | 1.16%
2017 565,053 | 1,017,339 | 22,284 1,604,676 | 35.21% 63.40% | 1.39%
2018 350,997 | 2,037,591 | 18,343 2,406,931 | 14.58% 84.66% | 0.76%
2019 689,172 | 917,679 | 44,459 1,651,310 | 41.73% 55.57% | 2.69%
Average 557,258 | 1,117,633 | 24,982 1,699,873 | 34.78% 63.69% | 1.54%

Source: SERO LAPP, November 13, 2020.

Those targeted trips generate economic impacts, such as jobs and income. From 2015 through
2019, the average 1.12 million annual trips by anglers on private vessels that targeted snapper
grouper generated 694,595 jobs, approximately $32.01 million in income, $113.11 million in
sales and $56.53 million in value-added impacts (2018 dollars) (Table 3.3.2.4). Trips that
targeted red porgy represented none of the shore trips, 0.02% of the charter vessel trips and

0.04% to 0.05% of private vessel trips.
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Table 3.3.2.4. Average annual jobs and other economic impacts (2019 $) from trips that

targeted (primary or secondary) snapper grouper, 2015 —2019.
Targeted
Mode | Trips Value Add Sales Income Jobs
Shore | 557,258 $311,667,878 $581,690,491 | $201,061,612 | 4,039,149
Private | 1,117,633 $56,529,614 $113,110,949 | $32,014,484 | 694,595
Charter | 24,982 $1,603,488 $3,054,326 $929,173 22,021

Source: Estimates of economic impacts calculated by NMFS SERO using model developed for NMFS and BEA
GDP deflator (April 2021).

Similar analysis of recreational angler trips is not possible for the headboat mode because
headboat data are not collected at the angler level. Also, target species are not collected.
Estimates of effort by the headboat mode are provided in terms of angler days, or the total
number of standardized full-day angler trips.® From 2015 through 2019, an annual average of
210,551 angler days (Table 3.3.2.5).

Table 3.3.2.5. Number of angler days, 2015 — 2019.

Year Angler Days
2015 257,397
2016 260,432
2017 183,210
2018 174,984
2019 176,734
Average 210,551

The actions of this amendment concern fishing for red porgy only. Consequently, the remainder
of this section focuses exclusively on recreational fishing for red porgy in the region.

Additional information on recreational landings and fishing for the snapper grouper fishery as a
whole or the other species or complexes within it can be found in previous amendments to the
Snapper Grouper FMP?, and are incorporated herein by reference. Information about for-hire
fishing vessels in the South Atlantic region in general can also be found in Holland et al. (2012).

3.3.2.2 Red Porgy

Anglers fishing from shore, private/rental and charter vessels do not report that they target red
porgy. Consequently, if there are any angler trips that target red porgy, they represent at most a
minimal percentage of the economic impacts of snapper-grouper targeted trips.

$ Headboat trip categories include half-, three-quarter-, full-, and 2-day trips. A full-day trip
equals one angler day, a half-day trip equals .5 angler days, etc. Angler days are not standardized
to an hourly measure of effort and actual trip durations may vary within each category.

% Regulatory Amendment 26 to the FMP (SAFMC 2019b), Amendment 13C to the FMP (SAFMC 2006),
Amendment 15A to the FMP (SAFMC 2008a), Amendment 15B to the FMP (SAFMC 2008b), Amendment 16 to
the FMP (SAFMC 2009), Regulatory Amendment 9 to the FMP (SAFMC 2011d), Amendment 25 to the FMP
(SAFMC 2012), and Regulatory Amendment 25 to the FMP (SAFMC 2016
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Recreational saltwater fishing trips have associated expenses. These trip-related expenses can
include bait, ice, charter fees, boat fuel, boat and equipment rentals, lodging, public and other
vehicle transportation, access and parking, and food. There are also durable goods expenditures
associated with recreational fishing, such as, but not limited to rods and reels, tackle, boat
purchases and maintenance, boat accessories, and clothing. These expenditures represent only
part of the value of the recreational fishing sector. Fish harvested by saltwater anglers for their
own or family’s consumption are not included in traditional economic (market) valuation of the
recreational sector, although those fish harvested may have substantial personal and social
values, especially to the individuals and families that rely on recreationally caught fish and
shellfish to feed themselves and their families throughout the year and especially at times of
economic hardship. There is relaxation, camaraderie of being with family and friends, being out
in nature, the thrill of adventure, and other factors that cause one to value recreational fishing
beyond the expenses. One method used to put a dollar value on those values is determining
saltwater angler’s willingness to pay in excess of expenses, and that extra amount (above
expenses) is termed consumer surplus. Although estimates of consumer surplus from
recreational fishing for red porgy are not available, estimates of consumer surplus of a generic
snapper and generic grouper are. The estimated value of the consumer surplus for a second
snapper kept on a trip is approximately $13.32 with bounds of $8.80 ad $19.25 at the 95%
confidence level (Haab et al. 2012; values updated to 2019 dollars using BEA GDP deflator,
issued April 2021), and that for a second grouper is approximately $109 (SAFMC 2019b; value
updated to 2019 dollars using BEA GDP deflator issued April 2021).

Economic value for for-hire vessels can be measured by producer surplus per passenger trip,
which is the amount of money that a vessel owner earns in excess of the cost of providing the
trip. Estimates of producer surplus per for-hire passenger trip are not available. Instead, net
operating revenue, which is the return used to pay all labor wages, returns to capital, and owner
profits, is used here as a proxy for producer surplus. For vessels in the South Atlantic, the
estimated net operating revenue is $175 per charter angler trip (SAFMC 2019b). The estimated
net operating revenue per headboat angler trip is approximately $48 (SAFMC 2019b; values
updated to 2019 dollars using BEA GDP deflator issued April 2021).
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3.4 Social Environment

This amendment affects the commercial and recreational management of red porgy in the South
Atlantic. This section provides the background for the proposed action, which is evaluated in
Chapter 4. Commercial and recreational landings and permits by state are included to provide
information on the geographic distribution of fishing involvement. Descriptions of the top-
ranking communities by the number of commercial snapper grouper permits are included, along
with descriptions of the top communities involved in commercial snapper grouper, descriptions
of the top-ranking communities by the number of for-hire permits, descriptions of communities
with SRHS landings of red porgy, and descriptions of top recreational fishing communities based
on recreational engagement and reliance. Community level data are presented in order to meet
the requirements of National Standard 8 of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, which requires the
consideration of the importance of fishery resources to human communities when changes to
fishing regulations are considered. Lastly, social vulnerability data are presented to assess the
potential for environmental justice concerns. Additional detailed information about communities
in the following analysis can be found on the SERO’s Community Snapshots website. '

3.4.1 Commercial Sector

Landings by State

The greatest proportion of commercial red porgy landings came from waters adjacent to South
Carolina (38.1% in 2019, SEFSC Commercial ACL File), followed by North Carolina (37%),
Florida (21.9%) and Georgia (3.1%).

Permits

As of April 8, 2021, there were 518 South Atlantic commercial snapper grouper unlimited
permits (SERO Permits Office). The majority of snapper grouper unlimited permits are issued to
individuals in Florida (67.2%), followed by North Carolina (19.3%), South Carolina (7.9%), and
Georgia (1.5%, SERO Permits Office, April 8, 2021). Residents of other states (Illinois
Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Texas, and West Virginia) also
hold snapper grouper unlimited permits, but these states represent a small percentage of the
issued permits.

South Atlantic snapper grouper unlimited permits are held by individuals with mailing addresses
in 152 communities (SERO Permits Office, April 8, 2021). Communities with the most snapper
grouper unlimited permits are located in Florida, South Carolina, North Carolina, and Texas
(Table 3.4.1.1). The communities with the most snapper grouper unlimited permits are Key
West (9.8% of snapper grouper unlimited permits), Jacksonville (7.9%), and Miami, Florida
(3.7%).

10 https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/southeast/socioeconomics/snapshots-human-communities-and-fisheries-gulf-
mexico-and-south-atlantic

South Atlantic Snapper Grouper Chapter 3. Affected Environment
Amendment 50 47


https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/southeast/socioeconomics/snapshots-human-communities-and-fisheries-gulf-mexico-and-south-atlantic
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/southeast/socioeconomics/snapshots-human-communities-and-fisheries-gulf-mexico-and-south-atlantic

Table 3.4.1.1. Top communities by number of South Atlantic snapper grouper unlimited permits
and 225-1b trip-limited permits.

225-1b Trip-
Unlimited Limited

State Community Permits State Community Permits

FL Key West 51 | FL Key West 9
FL Jacksonville 41 | FL Marathon 8
FL Miami 19 | FL Jupiter 6
FL Rockledge 13 | FL Big Pine Key 5
SC Little River 12 | FL Miami 5
FL Marathon 11 | FL Summerland Key 5
NC Southport 11 | FL Fort Pierce 3
FL Key Largo 10 | FL Key Largo 3
FL Summerland Key 10 | NC Wilmington 3
NC Hampstead 10

SC Murrells Inlet 10

FL Hialeah 9

FL Jupiter 9

FL Port Orange 9

FL Tavernier 9

FL Winter Springs 8

X Corpus Christi 8

Source: SERO Permits Office, April 8, 2021.

As of April 8, 2021, there were 97 South Atlantic commercial snapper grouper 225-1b trip-
limited permits (SERO Permits Office). The majority of snapper grouper 225-Ib trip-limited
permits are issued to individuals in Florida (85.6%), followed by North Carolina (9.3%, SERO
Permits Office, April 8, 2021). Residents of other states (New Jersey, South Carolina, Texas,
and Virginia) also hold snapper grouper 225-1b trip-limited permits, but these states represent a
small percentage of the issued permits.

South Atlantic commercial snapper grouper 225-1Ib trip-limited permits are held by individuals
with mailing addresses in 51 communities (SERO Permits Office, April 8, 2021). Communities
with the most commercial snapper grouper 225-1b trip-limited permits are located in Florida and
North Carolina (Table 3.4.1.1). The communities with the most snapper grouper 225-1b trip-
limited permits are Key West (9.3% of snapper grouper 225-Ib trip-limited permits), Marathon
(8.2%), and Jupiter, Florida (6.2%).

Regional Quotient

The descriptions of communities include information about the top communities based on a
“regional quotient” (RQ) of commercial landings for red porgy. The RQ is the proportion of
landings out of the total landings of that species for that region and that year, and is a relative
measure. Figure 3.4.1.1 includes the top red porgy communities by RQ landings and value
during 2019. The top red porgy communities are located in Florida, South Carolina, and North
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Carolina. About 37% of red porgy is landed in the top three communities (Mayport, Florida;
Little River, South Carolina; and Supply, North Carolina), representing about 35% of the South
Atlantic-wide ex-vessel value for the species.

H Pounds RQ Value RQ

MAYPORT
LITTLE RIVER
SUPPLY
BEAUFORT
MYRTLE BEACH
CHARLESTON
SOUTHPORT
MURRELLS INLET
MOREHEAD CITY
JACKSONVILLE
MCCLELLANVILLE
SNEADS FERRY
MELBOURNE
WILMINGTON

JACKSONVILLE BEACH

FL SC NC NC SC SC NC SC NC FL SC NC

M
—

FL NC

Figure 3.4.1.1. Top South Atlantic communities ranked by pounds and value RQ of red porgy.

The actual RQ values (y-axis) are omitted from the figure to maintain confidentiality.
Source: SERO, Community ALS 2019.

3.4.2 Recreational Sector

Landings by State

The greatest proportion of recreational red porgy landings came from waters adjacent to Florida
and Georgia (41.9% in 2019, SEFSC MRIP FES Recreational ACL Dataset), followed by North
Carolina (40%), and South Carolina (18.1%). The landings for Florida and Georgia are
combined because of the manner in which headboat landings are reported for confidentiality.
The portion of combined category that is attributable to Georgia is minor.

Permits

As of April 8, 2021, there were 1,626 South Atlantic for-hire snapper grouper permits (SERO
Permits Office). The majority of for-hire snapper grouper permits are issued to individuals in
Florida (63.3%), followed by North Carolina (17.2%), South Carolina (8.8%), and Georgia
(2.5%, SERO Permits Office, April 8, 2021). Residents of other Gulf states (Alabama,
Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas) also hold a sizable amount of for-hire snapper grouper
permits (2.5%). Residents of other states and territories (Arkansas, California, Delaware, lowa,
Illinois, Indiana, Massachusetts, Maryland, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey,
New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island, and Virginia) also hold for-hire
snapper grouper permits.

South Atlantic Snapper Grouper Chapter 3. Affected Environment
Amendment 50 49



South Atlantic for-hire snapper grouper permits are held by those with mailing addresses in 429
communities (SERO Permits Office, April 8, 2021). Communities with the most for-hire
snapper grouper permits are located in communities in Florida, North Carolina, and South
Carolina (Table 3.4.2.1). A large number of communities with the most for-hire snapper grouper
permits are located in the Florida Keys (Key West, Marathon, Islamorada, Tavernier,
Summerland Key, and Key Largo). The communities with most South Atlantic for-hire snapper
grouper permits are Key West (8.4% of for-hire snapper grouper permits), Marathon (3%), and
Islamorada, Florida (2.9%).

Table 3.4.2.1. Top communities by number of South Atlantic for-hire snapper grouper permits.

State Community Permits
FL Key West 136
FL Marathon 49
FL Islamorada 47
FL Tavernier 36
FL St. Augustine 35
FL Fort Lauderdale 30
FL Jacksonville 29
FL Merritt Island 28
FL Jupiter 23
NC Wilmington 23
FL Summerland Key 22
NC Hatteras 22
FL Key Largo 21
FL Port Orange 19
SC Charleston 19
FL Miami 18
SC Mt. Pleasant 18

Source: SERO Permits Office, April 8, 2021.

Headboat Landings

Recreational landings data are available for headboats by species and can be linked to specific
communities through the homeport identified for each vessel. These data are available for
headboats registered in the SRHS.

In 2019, 18 federal for-hire vessels in the South Atlantic were registered in the SRHS and landed
red porgy (SRHS, SERO LAPPs/Data Management database). Headboats with red porgy
landings are registered in South Carolina, followed by North Carolina, Florida, and Georgia.

The number of vessels by state are not included to maintain confidentiality.

Figure 3.4.2.1 includes all South Atlantic communities based on a RQ of recreational headboat
landings for red porgy. The RQ is the proportion of landings out of the total SRHS landings for
that region and is a relative measure. The top four homeports represent about 86% of the red
porgy landings by vessels participating in the SRHS.
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Figure 3.4.2.1. All South Atlantic communities ranked by number of fish landed by headboats
included in the SRHS RQ for red porgy. The actual RQ values (y-axis) are omitted from the

figure to maintain confidentiality.
Source: SEFSC SRHS (2019).
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Engagement and Reliance

Landings for the remainder of the recreational sector are not available by species at the
community level; therefore, it is not possible with available information to identify communities
as dependent on recreational fishing for red porgy. Because limited data are available
concerning how recreational fishing communities are engaged and reliant on specific species,
indices were created using secondary data from permit and infrastructure information for the
southeast recreational fishing sector at the community level (Jacob et al. 2013; Jepson and
Colburn 2013). Recreational fishing engagement is represented by the number of recreational
permits and vessels designated as “recreational” by homeport and owners address. Fishing
reliance includes the same variables as fishing engagement, divided by population. Factor scores
of both engagement and reliance were plotted.

Figure 3.4.2.2 identifies the top communities that are engaged and reliant upon recreational
fishing in general. All included communities demonstrate high levels of recreational
engagement. Six communities (Islamorada, Florida; Marathon, Florida; Cudjoe Key, Florida;
Hatteras, North Carolina; Manteo, North Carolina; and Ponce Inlet, Florida) demonstrate high
levels of recreational reliance.
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Figure 3.4.2.2. Top 20 recreational fishing communities’ engagement and reliance.
Source: SERO, Community Social Vulnerability Indicators Database 2018.

3.4.3 Environmental Justice

Executive Order (E.O.) 12898 (1994) requires federal agencies conduct their programs, policies,
and activities in a manner to ensure individuals or populations are not excluded from
participation in, or denied the benefits of, or subjected to discrimination because of their race,
color, or national origin, which is referred to as “environmental justice” (EJ). In addition, and
specifically with respect to subsistence consumption of fish and wildlife, federal agencies are
required to collect, maintain, and analyze information on the consumption patterns of
populations who principally rely on fish and/or wildlife for subsistence. The main focus of E.O.
12898 is to consider “the disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income
populations in the United States and its territories...”

Information is available concerning communities’ overall status with regard to minorities and
poverty (e.g., census data). To help assess whether any EJ concerns may be present within
regional communities, a suite of indices was created to examine the social vulnerability of
coastal communities. The three indices are poverty, population composition, and personal
disruptions. The variables included in each of these indices have been identified through the
literature as being important components that contribute to a community’s vulnerability.
Indicators such as increased poverty rates for different groups, more single female-headed
households and households with children under the age of five, disruptions such as higher
separation rates, higher crime rates, and unemployment all are signs of populations experiencing
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vulnerabilities. Again, for those communities that exceed the threshold it would be expected that
they would exhibit vulnerabilities to sudden changes or social disruption that might accrue from
regulatory change.

Figures 3.4.3.1 and 3.4.3.2 provide the social vulnerability of the top commercial and
recreational snapper grouper and red porgy communities. One community exceeds the threshold
of one standard deviation above the mean for all three indices, Fort Pierce, Florida. Three other
communities exceed the threshold of one standard deviation above the mean for any of the
indices (Hialeah, Florida; Miami, Florida; and Myrtle Beach, South Carolina). These
communities would be the most likely to exhibit vulnerabilities to social or economic disruption
due to regulatory change.
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Figure 3.4.3.1. Social vulnerability indices for top snapper grouper and red porgy communities.
Source: SERO, Community Social Vulnerability Indicators Database 2018.
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Figure 3.4.3.2. Social vulnerability indices for top snapper grouper and red porgy communities
continued.
Source: SERO, Community Social Vulnerability Indicators Database 2018.

People in these communities may be affected by fishing regulations in two ways: participation
and employment. Although these communities may have the greatest potential for EJ concerns,
complete data are not available on the race and income status for those involved in the local
fishing industry (employment), or for their dependence on red porgy specifically (participation).
Although no EJ issues have been identified in this amendment, the absence of potential EJ
concerns cannot be assumed.
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3.5 Administrative Environment

3.5.1 Federal Fishery Management

Federal fishery management is conducted under the authority of the Magnuson-Stevens Act (16
U.S.C. 1801 et seq.), originally enacted in 1976 as the Fishery Conservation and Management
Act. The Magnuson-Stevens Act claims sovereign rights and exclusive fishery management
authority over most fishery resources within the EEZ, an area extending 200 nm from the
seaward boundary of each of the coastal states, and authority over U.S. anadromous species and
continental shelf resources that occur beyond the U.S. EEZ.

Responsibility for federal fishery management decision-making is divided between the U.S.
Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) and eight regional fishery management councils that
represent the expertise and interests of constituent states. Regional councils are responsible for
preparing, monitoring, and revising management plans for fisheries needing management within
their jurisdiction. The Secretary is responsible for collecting and providing the data necessary
for the councils to prepare fishery management plans and for promulgating regulations to
implement proposed plans and amendments after ensuring that management measures are
consistent with the Magnuson-Stevens Act and with other applicable laws. In most cases, the
Secretary has delegated this authority to NMFS.

The Council is responsible for conservation and management of fishery resources in federal
waters of the U.S. South Atlantic. These waters extend from 3 to 200 mi offshore from the
seaward boundary of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and east Florida to Key West.
The Council has thirteen voting members: one from NMFS; one each from the state fishery
agencies of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida; and eight public members
appointed by the Secretary. On the Council, there are two public members from each of the four
South Atlantic States. Non-voting members include representatives of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, U.S. Coast Guard (USCGQG), State Department, and Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission (ASMFC). The Council has adopted procedures whereby the non-voting members
serving on the Council Committees have full voting rights at the Committee level but not at the
full Council level. The Council also established two voting seats for the Mid-Atlantic Council
on the South Atlantic Mackerel Committee. Council members serve three-year terms and are
recommended by state governors and appointed by the Secretary from lists of nominees
submitted by state governors. Appointed members may serve a maximum of three consecutive
terms.

Public interests also are involved in the fishery management process through participation on
Advisory Panels and through council meetings, which, with few exceptions for discussing
personnel and legal matters, are open to the public. The Council uses its Scientific and Statistical
Committee (SSC) to review the data and science being used in assessments and fishery
management plans/amendments. In addition, the regulatory process is in accordance with the
Administrative Procedure Act, in the form of “notice and comment” rulemaking.

3.5.2 State Fishery Management

The state governments of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida have the
authority to manage fisheries that occur in waters extending three nautical miles from their
respective shorelines. North Carolina’s marine fisheries are managed by the Marine Fisheries
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Division of the North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality. The Marine Resources
Division of the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources manages South Carolina’s
marine fisheries. Georgia’s marine fisheries are managed by the Coastal Resources Division of
the Department of Natural Resources. The Division of Marine Fisheries Management of the
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission is responsible for managing Florida’s
marine fisheries. Each state fishery management agency has a designated seat on the South
Atlantic Council. The purpose of state representation at the Council level is to ensure state
participation in federal fishery management decision-making and to promote the development of
compatible regulations in state and federal waters.

The South Atlantic states are also involved through ASMFC in management of marine fisheries.
This commission was created to coordinate state regulations and develop management plans for
interstate fisheries. It has significant authority, through the Atlantic Striped Bass Conservation
Act and the Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act, to compel adoption of
complementary state regulations to conserve coastal species. The ASFMC is also represented at
the Council but does not have voting authority at the Council level.

NMEFS’s State-Federal Fisheries Division is responsible for building cooperative partnerships to
strengthen marine fisheries management and conservation at the state, inter-regional, and
national levels. This division implements and oversees the distribution of grants for two national
(Inter-jurisdictional Fisheries Act and Anadromous Fish Conservation Act) and two regional
(Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act and Atlantic Striped Bass Conservation
Act) programs. Additionally, it works with the ASMFC to develop and implement cooperative
State-Federal fisheries regulations.

3.5.3 Enforcement

Both the NMFS Office for Law Enforcement (NOAA/OLE) and the USCG have the authority
and the responsibility to enforce Council regulations. NOAA/OLE agents, who specialize in
living marine resource violations, provide fisheries expertise and investigative support for the
overall fisheries mission. The USCG is a multi-mission agency, which provides at sea patrol
services for the fisheries mission.

Neither NOAA/OLE nor the USCG can provide a continuous law enforcement presence in all
areas due to the limited resources of NOAA/OLE and the priority tasking of the USCG. To
supplement at sea and dockside inspections of fishing vessels, NOAA entered into Cooperative
Enforcement Agreements with all but one of the states in the Southeast Region (North Carolina),
which granted authority to state officers to enforce the laws for which NOAA/OLE has
jurisdiction. In recent years, the level of involvement by the states has increased through Joint
Enforcement Agreements, whereby states conduct patrols that focus on federal priorities and, in
some circumstances, prosecute resultant violators through the state when a state violation has
occurred.

The NOAA Office of General Counsel Penalty Policy and Penalty Schedule is available online at
http://www.gc.noaa.gov/enforce-office3.html.
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Environmental Effects and Comparison of
Alternatives

4.1

4.1.1 Biological Effects

Action 1. Establish a rebuilding plan for red porgy

Expected effects to red porgy, co-occurring species, and essential fish habitat

Alternative 1 (No Action) would have adverse effects
on the stock as red porgy is overfished and currently
without a rebuilding plan. The red porgy stock in the
South Atlantic was previously under an 18-year
rebuilding plan that was expected to rebuild the stock
by the end of 2017. A rebuilding plan allows fishery
managers to gauge the progress, success, and
shortcomings of a rebuilding program. The absence of
an updated rebuilding plan may compromise the
ability to set proper annual catch limits (ACL) and
management measures to benefit the red porgy stock
and ensure overfishing does not occur. Moreover,
Alternative 1 (No Action) is not based upon the best
scientific information available (BSIA) as it would not
address the results of the latest stock assessment.

The alternatives to establish a rebuilding plan
(Alternatives 2 through Preferred Alternative 5), in
contrast, are based on the BSIA and would likely have
beneficial effects to the red porgy stock as they would
establish a timeframe for rebuilding the stock. In
general, prescribing less time to rebuild the stock
could result in lower ACLs and more restrictive
management measures, but would translate into
greater biological benefits for the stock in a shorter
timeframe. The rebuilding timeframe under
Alternative 2 is projected to rebuild the red porgy

Alternatives*

1 (No Action). No rebuilding plan is
currently in place for red porgy.

2. Establish the rebuilding plan to equal
the shortest possible time to rebuild in
the absence of fishing mortality (Tmin).
This would equal 11 years.

3. Establish the rebuilding plan to equal
Tmin + One generation. This would equal
18 years.

4. Establish the rebuilding plan to equal
Tmin times two. This would equal 22
years.

5. Establish the rebuilding plan to
equal the time estimated to rebuild
the stock while maintaining fishing
mortality at 75% of the Maximum
Fishing Mortality Threshold during
the rebuilding period. This would
equal 26 years.

*See Chapter 2 for detailed language of
alternatives. Preferred indicated in
bold.

stock in the least amount of time; therefore, it can be expected that future biological benefits may
accrue soonest, followed by Alternative 3, Alternative 4, and Preferred Alternative 5.

South Atlantic Snapper Grouper
Amendment 50 57

Chapter 4. Environmental Effects




Defining the Range of Alternatives

Guidance on how to define the upper and lower bounds of a rebuilding timeframe are
specified in the National Standard 1 (NS 1) Guidelines
(https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/laws-and-policies/national-standard-guidelines).

In regard to the determining the minimum time for rebuilding a stock (Tmin), NS 1 specifies
that “Tmin means the amount of time the stock or stock complex is expected to take to rebuild
to its maximum sustainable yield (MSY) biomass level in the absence of any fishing mortality.
In this context, the term “expected” means to have at least a 50 percent probability of
attaining the Bmsy, where such probabilities can be calculated. The starting year for the Tmin
calculation should be the first year that the rebuilding plan is expected to be implemented.”
For red porgy, according to projections originating from SEDAR 60 2020, the minimum
predicted time for red porgy to rebuild in the absence of any fishing mortality under long-
term average recruitment is 11 years, thus Tmin is specified as being 11 years (Alternative
2).

With Tmin corresponding to greater than 10 years, NS 1 provides guidance to define the
maximum time for rebuilding a stock (Tmax) as follows; “If Twmin for the stock or stock
complex exceeds 10 years, then one of the following methods can be used to determine Tnax:
(1) Twmin plus the length of time associated with one generation time for that stock or stock
complex (Alternative 3); (ii) The amount of time the stock or stock complex is expected to
take to rebuild to Busy if fished at 75 percent of MFMT (Preferred Alternative 5); or (iii)
T'min multiplied by two (Alternative 4). ”

The rebuilding timeframe based on Tmin is Alternative 2 and the range of potential rebuilding
timeframes based on Tmax is captured in Alternatives 3 through Preferred Alternative 5.
Year 1 for all the rebuilding timeframes would be 2022 (Refer to Chapter 2, Section 2.1.1).

Alternatives proposed under Action 1 would not result in any biological effects, positive or
negative, on co-occurring species (refer to Bycatch Practicability Analysis [BPA; Appendix GJ).

The actions in this amendment are not expected to negatively impact snapper grouper essential
fish habitat (EFH). Fishing effort is not expected to significantly increase as a result of this
action, nor are changes in fishing techniques or behavior expected that would affect EFH. The
predicted effects on EFH are applicable to all actions in this amendment.

Expected effects to protected species

The actions in this amendment would not significantly modify the way in which the snapper
grouper fishery is prosecuted in terms of gear types. Therefore, there are no additional impacts
on Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed species or designated critical habitats anticipated as a
result of this action (see Section 3.2.4 for a more detailed description of ESA-listed species and
critical habitat in the action area). The predicted effects on ESA-listed species and designated
critical habitats are applicable to all actions in this amendment.
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4.1.2 Economic Effects

A rebuilding timeframe does not impose direct economic effects, as it does not directly constrain
harvest or fishing effort. There are potential indirect economic effects that can occur due to a
rebuilding timeframe, as the length of the rebuilding period selected can determine how future,
long term economic benefits from an improved stock, such as improved catch rates and increased
ACLs; with shorter rebuilding periods potentially accruing benefits sooner than longer rebuilding
periods.

Alternative 1 (No Action) would incur the lowest implied long-term economic benefits, as there
would be no rebuilding timeframe, which presumably would not aid in the red porgy stock
rebuilding. This alternative is not viable as it does not comply with the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) to set a rebuilding
timeframe for a species that is determined to be overfished. Alternative 2 would provide the
shortest viable rebuilding period of 11 years, which would be accompanied by the highest
implied long-term economic benefits. Preferred Alternative 5 would provide the longest
rebuilding period of 26 years; hence, it has the lowest implied long-term economic benefits
amongst the viable alternatives. The economic effects for Alternative 3 (18 years) and
Alternative 4 (22 years) would fall between those of Alternative 2 and Preferred Alternative
5. In summary, it can be expected that implied long-term economic benefits would be highest
under Alternative 2, followed in turn by Alternative 3, Alternative 4, Preferred Alternative 5,
and Alternative 1 (No Action), which is not a viable alternative.

4.1.3 Social Effects

Although defining a rebuilding timeframe is an administrative action, the timeframe would
determine the severity of the management measures necessary to rebuild the red porgy resource
within the allotted period. The severity of these measures would determine the magnitude of the
associated social effects that are expected to accrue during the rebuilding period. Generally, the
shorter the rebuilding timeframe, the more severe the harvest restrictions. The more severe the
harvest restrictions, the greater the short-term negative effects on fishing communities.
Commercial and recreational fishermen may be able to adjust to the restrictions by switching to
other species and/or seeking other employment or recreational pursuits, thereby mitigating any
potential negative social effects. However, if other species are also depleted, regulations may
prevent switching to another species and net negative social effects are potentially more severe.
If current resource users choose or are economically forced to exit the red porgy portion of the
snapper grouper fishery due to measures implemented to achieve rebuilding, long-term benefits
associated with recovery may be realized by a different set of users.

Because the most recent South Atlantic red porgy stock assessment (SEDAR 60 2020) indicates
that the stock is overfished and undergoing overfishing, a rebuilding timeframe must be
established, as proposed in Alternative 2 through Preferred Alternative 5. Therefore,
Alternative 1 (No Action), which would not establish a rebuilding timeframe, would require
subsequent additional management action to adopt a legally compliant rebuilding plan. Overall,
if the rebuilding timeframe and subsequent management measures ensure the sustainability of the
red porgy resource, as envisioned, there would be long-term positive social effects throughout
the red porgy portion of the snapper grouper fishery in the form of consistent access to the
resource. Long-term benefits would be experienced soonest under Alternative 2, followed in
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turn by Alternative 3, Alternative 4, Preferred Alternative 5, and Alternative 1 (No Action).
Alternatively, fewer short-term negative effects on fishing communities would be seen under
Alternative 1 (No Action), followed by Preferred Alternative 5, Alternative 4, Alternative 3,
and Alternative 2.

4.1.4 Administrative Effects

Alternative 1 (No Action) would not establish a rebuilding timeframe for the red porgy stock
and would, therefore, not comply with Magnuson-Stevens Act requirements. Alternative 2
would rebuild the red porgy stock in the least amount of time (11 years) followed by Alternative
3 (18 years), Alternative 4 (22 years), and Preferred Alternative 5 would have the longest
rebuilding timeframe considered (26 years). The shorter the amount of time required to rebuild
the stock would likely require more restrictive harvest regulations for red porgy. Alternative 1
(No Action), which would not establish a rebuilding timeframe, would require subsequent
additional management action to adopt a legally compliant rebuilding timeframe. Therefore, it
would have the greatest imposed administrative burden on the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS). Among the action alternatives, Alternatives 2 through Preferred Alternative S,
would also likely impact the administrative environment for NMFS in the form of developing,
implementing, and monitoring more restrictive harvest regulations for red porgy, in addition to
annually reviewing rebuilding progress.
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4.2 Action 2. Revise the red porgy acceptable biological catch,
total annual catch limit, and annual optimum yield

4.2.1 Biological Effects

Expected effects to red porgy and co-occurring species

Alternative 1 (No Action) would retain a total ACL
that exceeds the most recent acceptable biological
catch (ABC) and overtfishing limit (OFL)
recommendations of the Scientific and Statistical
Committee (SSC); and would not end overfishing of
red porgy. Alternative 1 (No Action) would no
longer be based on BSIA and, therefore, is not a viable
alternative. Alternative 1 (No Action) would be
expected to result in adverse biological effects to the
red porgy stock as it would not end overfishing.
Potential adverse impacts from overfishing (fishing
mortality too high) include a decrease in the average
age and size structure, decline in recruitment, and
reduced stock resilience to environmental
perturbations.

Relative to Alternative 1 (No Action), Preferred
Alternative 2 through Alternative 4 would be
expected to end overfishing as they do not exceed the
SSC recommended ABCs and would be expected to
result in positive biological effects to the red porgy
stock. However lower catch levels than what is
currently allowed, as proposed by Preferred

Alternatives*

1 (No Action). Current ACL and
annual QY are equal to the ABC.

2. Revise the ABC. The Total ACL
and annual OY are set equal to the
updated ABC. The 2026 ACL and
annual OY would remain in place
until modified.

3. Revise the ABC. The total ACL
and annual OY are set at 90% of the
updated ABC. The 2026 ACL and
annual OY would remain in place until
modified.

4. Revise the ABC. The total ACL
and annual QY are set at 80% of the
updated ABC. The 2026 ACL and
annual OY would remain in place until
modified.

*See Chapter 2 for detailed language
of alternatives. Preferred indicated in

Alternative 2, Alternative 3 and Alternative 4, could result in increased discards of red porgy.
Over the long term, reducing harvest of red porgy to help improve the age structure of the
population would be expected to allow the stock to be less susceptible to adverse environmental
conditions that might affect recruitment success. Preferred Alternative 2 would result in the
least biological benefit to the red porgy stock as there would be no buffer between the ABCs and
the total ACLs. Biological benefits resulting from Alternatives 3 and 4 would increase as the
buffer increases. Although Preferred Alternative 2 would allow the greatest amount of harvest
of the action alternatives considered, it is based on the SSC’s ABC recommendation and BSIA,
and represents a catch level that does not result in overfishing.

Red porgy are often harvested incidentally when fishing for other snapper grouper species, such
as vermilion snapper, gray triggerfish, red snapper, and black sea bass. Substantial changes in
fishing effort or behavior are not expected as a result of this action, thus the proposed ACLs
under this action would not be expected to result in any biological effects, positive or negative,
on co-occurring species (refer to BPA in Appendix G).
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4.2.2 Economic Effects

In general, ACLs that allow for more fish to be landed can result in increased positive economic
effects if harvest increases without notable effects on the stock of a species. The ACL does not
directly impact the fishery for a species unless harvest changes, fishing behavior changes, or the
ACL is exceeded, thereby potentially triggering AMs such as harvest closures or other restrictive
measure. In the case of red porgy, the revised ACLs being considered in Preferred Alternative
2 through Alternative 4 would be constraining on harvest and are projected to reduce landings
of red porgy for both the commercial and recreational sectors.

The ACL is set equal to the ABC in Alternative 1 (No Action) and Preferred Alternative 2,
with the differences between the two occurring due to the current versus updated ABC and how
the non-headboat recreational component of the total ACL would be accounted for moving
forward. Specifically, the current ABC is inclusive of Marine Recreational Information Program
(MRIP)-Coastal Household Telephone Survey (CHTS) units to account for private recreational
and charter landings while the updated ABC would be inclusive of MRIP-Fishing Effort Survey
(FES) units for these landings. Projections that allow for conversion between both units are not
available, as there is no forward-looking conversion between the two units. As such, a direct
comparison of Alternative 1 (No Action), which is not a viable alternative, to Preferred
Alternative 2 is not possible. This applies to comparisons of Alternative 1 (No Action) to
Alternatives 3 and 4 as well since these two alternatives also incorporate the updated ABC and
thus FES units. As a proxy for the status quo (Alternative 1 (No Action)), the five-year (2015-
2019) average landings of red porgy are compared to Preferred Alternative 2, Alternative 3,
and Alternative 4 to estimate the economic effects of each alternative.

Commercial

Reducing the total ACL under Preferred Alternative 2 through Alternative 4 would result in a
smaller sector ACL for the commercial sector. As such the ACL would be constraining on the
sector, thereby resulting in reduced commercial landings and subsequent revenues derived from
fewer red porgy harvested commercially. According to Overstreet, Perruso, and Liese (2018),
from 2014 through 2016, average annual net cash flow for commercial vessels landing snapper
grouper species was 18.9% of the total gross revenue. Net cash flow represents the net flow of
revenue to the business. Specifically, net cash flow is total annual revenue minus the costs for
fuel, other supplies, hired crew, vessel repair and maintenance, insurance, overhead, loan
payments, and purchases of annual allocation (if appropriate). As producer surplus (PS) is
considered to include gross revenue minus costs, net cash flow is the best available measure of
net economic benefits to the commercial harvesting sector.

The estimated change in gross revenue and net cash flow for Preferred Alternative 2,
Alternative 3, and Alternative 4 can be found in Tables 4.2.2.1, 4.2.2.2, and 4.2.2.3
respectively. The five-year (2015-2019) average fleet-wide commercial landings of red porgy
(99,475 pounds (Ibs) gutted weight (gw); Table 3.3.1.4) were used as a baseline to estimate the
economic effects of Action 2 on the commercial sector. Also incorporated into these
calculations are assumptions of a status quo allocation of the total ACL (50% recreational: 50%
commercial), an ex-vessel price of $2.41 (20198$) per Ibs gw, which was the implied average ex-
vessel price per Ibs gw of red porgy over the past five years of available data (2015-2019) (Table
3.3.1.4), a conversion ratio of 1.04 for whole weight to gutted weight, and that the entire
commercial ACL would be landed. All dollar figures were converted to 2019 dollars using the
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annual, not seasonally adjusted gross domestic product (GDP) implicit price deflator provided by
the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA). Given the variability in ACL by year, the
economic effects of Action 2 on the commercial sector depend on the year examined, but in the
first year of implementation (2022) it is estimated that annual net cash flow, which is used as a
proxy for PS, would change by -$28,886, -$30,528, and -$32,171 (2019$) from Preferred
Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4, respectively. Although there are no currently
available estimates of the demand elasticity for red porgy, it is assumed that there would be no
expected change to consumer surplus from the commercial perspective since there is likely a
high degree of substitutability of red porgy for other species.

Table 4.2.2.1. Estimated change in annual commercial landings, gross revenue, and net cash
flow under Preferred Alternative 2 compared to average landings from 2016-2019.

Estimated Estimated Change

Estimated change in | Change in Gross | in Net Cash Flow
Year landings (Ibs ww) Revenue (20199) (20199)
2022 -63,417 -$152,836 -$28,886
2023 -60,533 -$145,884 -$27,572
2024 -57,648 -$138,932 -$26,258
2025 -55,725 -$134,297 -$25,382
2026 -53,802 -$129,663 -$24,506
Average annual -58,225 -$140,322 -$26,521

Table 4.2.2.2. Estimated change in annual commercial landings, gross revenue, and net cash
flow under Alternative 3 compared to average landings from 2016-2019.

Estimated Estimated Change
Estimated change in | Change in Gross | in Net Cash Flow
Year landings (Ibs ww) Revenue (20199) (20199)
2022 -67,023 -$161,526 -$30,528
2023 -64,427 -$155,269 -$29,346
2024 -61,831 -$149,012 -$28,163
2025 -60,100 -$144,841 -$27,375
2026 -58,369 -$140,670 -$26,587
Average annual -62,783 -$151,306 -$28.,400
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Table 4.2.2.3. Estimated change in annual commercial landings, gross revenue, and net cash
flow under Alternative 4 compared to average landings from 2016-2019.

Estimated Estimated Change

Estimated change in | Change in Gross | in Net Cash Flow
Year landings (Ibs ww) Revenue (20199) (20199)
2022 -70,629 -$170,216 -$32,171
2023 -68,321 -$164,654 -$31,120
2024 -66,013 -$159,092 -$30,068
2025 -64,475 -$155,385 -$29,368
2026 -62,937 -$151,677 -$28,667
Average annual -66,860 -$161,132 -$30,279

Based on the information provided in Table 3.3.1.4, red porgy landings have resulted in average
annual gross revenues of $237,755 over the past five years (2019%). The economic effects on
individual vessel owners from Preferred Alternative 2 through Alternative 4 would depend on
each owner’s profit maximization strategy and their dependence on red porgy. These types of
individual vessel level effects cannot be determined with available models. Overall,
approximately 161 vessels harvested red porgy on average each year from 2015 through 2019
(Table 3.3.1.3). The average annual gross revenue for these vessels was $68,079 (2019%) per
vessel during this time (Table 3.3.1.6). Preferred Alternative 2 through Alternative 4 are
expected to reduce annual gross revenue per vessel by $952, $1,006, $1,060, and net cash flow
by $180, $190, $200 respectively in the first year of implementation (2022) under each
alternative respectively (2019%). In terms of percent of gross revenue and net cash flow per
vessel, this is estimated to result in a change of -1.40%, -1.48%, and -1.56%.

Total short-term economic benefits for commercial vessels would be highest under Alternative 1
(No Action), which is not a viable alternative, followed by Preferred Alternative 2,
Alternative 3, and Alternative 4. Estimates of net revenues or economic profit are not available
for snapper grouper dealers. Therefore, it is not possible to estimate the effect of changes in
purchases on their profits. However, in general, dealers are indirectly affected whenever gross
revenues to commercial fishing vessels are expected to change (e.g., increases in gross revenues
are expected to indirectly benefit dealers and vice versa). Thus, the ranking of economic benefits
to dealers would be the same as for commercial fishing vessels.

Recreational

Reducing the total ACL under Preferred Alternative 2 through Alternative 4 would result in a
smaller sector ACL for the recreational sector. As such the ACL would be constraining on the
sector, thereby resulting in reduced recreational landings and subsequent consumer surplus (CS)
derived from few red porgy harvested recreationally. As mentioned, the total ACL for
Alternative 1 (No Action) incorporates MRIP-CHTS based estimates of recreational landings
while Preferred Alternative 2 through Alternative 4 incorporate MRIP-FES based estimates of
recreational landings, therefore direct comparison is not appropriate. However, the current ACL
for red porgy is not constraining for the sector, therefore previous landings in MRIP-FES terms
can be used a proxy to measure the economic effects of Preferred Alternative 2 through
Alternative 4 in comparison to the status quo (Alternative 1 (No Action).
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As such, the five-year average recreational landings of red porgy in MRIP-FES terms (135,392
fish; Table 4.2.2.4) were used as a baseline to estimate the economic effects of Action 2 on the
recreational sector (Tables 4.2.2.5, 4.2.2.6, and 4.2.2.7). Also incorporated into these
calculations are assumptions of a status quo allocation of the total ACL (50% recreational: 50%
commercial), an average weight of 1.92 Ibs ww per recreationally landed red porgy (Table
4.2.2.4) to convert the recreational sector ACL from pounds to numbers of fish, an estimated
proxy CS estimate of $12.95 (2019%) per red porgy (Haab et al. 2012; value per fish for one
additional “generic snapper” kept on a trip updated to 2019 dollars), and that the entire
recreational ACL would be landed. All dollar figures were converted to 2019 dollars using the
annual, not seasonally adjusted GDP implicit price deflator provided by the U.S. BEA. Given
the variability in ACL by year, the economic effects of Action 2 depend on the year examined,
but in the first year of implementation (2022) it is estimated that CS would change by -
$1,531,803, -$1,557,096, and -$1,582,389 from Preferred Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and 4,
respectively (2019$). It is assumed that changes in the recreational portion of the total ACL
would only affect catch per angler trip and not the overall number of trips taken. This includes
no direct change to for-hire fishing activity and thus no change in economic effects for the for-
hire component of the recreational sector. As such there are no estimated changes in PS
provided for the recreational sector. Total short-term economic benefits for the recreational
sector would be highest under Alternative 1 (No Action), which is not a viable alternative,
followed by Preferred Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4.

Table 4.2.2.4. The average recreational red porgy weight by year from 2015-2019.

Average Weight

Year Number of Fish | Weight (Ibs ww) (Ibs ww)

2015 81,486 162,639 2.00

2016 293,808 581,889 1.98

2017 72,775 145,645 2.00

2018 201,983 387,053 1.92

2019 26,907 45,821 1.70
Mean 2015-2019 135,392 264,609 1.92

Source: SEFSC MRIP FES Recreational ACL file (March 2, 2021).

Table 4.2.2.5. Estimated change in recreational landings and CS under Preferred Alternative 2
compared to average landings from 2016-2019.

Estimated change in landings | Estimated Change in CS
Year (numbers of fish) (20199%)
2022 -118,286 -$1,531,803
2023 -116,723 -$1,511,569
2024 -115,161 -$1,491,334
2025 -114,119 -$1,477,845
2026 -113,078 -$1,464,355
Average annual -115,473 -$1,495.381
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Table 4.2.2.6. Estimated change in recreational landings and CS under Alternative 3 compared

to average landings from 2016-2019.

Estimated change in landings | Estimated Change in CS

Year (numbers of fish) (20199)

2022 -120,239 -$1,557,096

2023 -118,833 -$1,538,885

2024 -117,427 -$1,520,674

2025 -116,489 -$1,508,533

2026 -115,552 -$1,496,393
Average annual -117,708 -$1,524,316

Table 4.2.2.7. Estimated change in recreational landings and CS under Alternative 4 compared

to average landings from 2016-2019.

Estimated change in landings | Estimated Change in CS

Year (numbers of fish) (20199)

2022 -122,192 -$1,582,389

2023 -120,942 -$1,566,201

2024 -119,692 -$1,550,014

2025 -118,859 -$1,539,222

2026 -118,026 -$1,528,430
Average annual -119,942 -$1,553,251

Total

The economic effects of Action 2 would greatly depend on the year examined, but based on
cumulative estimated reductions in recreational CS and commercial PS, it is estimated that net
economic benefits would change by -$1,521,902, -$1,552,716, and -$1,583,530 in the first year
of implementation (2022) from Preferred Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4
respectively (Table 4.2.2.8 through Table 4.2.2.10; 2019%).

Table 4.2.2.8. Estimated change in CS, PS, and net economic benefits under Preferred

Alternative 2 compared to average landings from 2016-2019.

Estimated Estimated Total Estimated Change
Change in CS | Change in PS in Net Economic
Year (2019%) (20199%) Benefits (20199%)
2022 -$1,531,803 -$28,886 -$1,560,689
2023 -$1,511,569 -$27,572 -$1,539,141
2024 -$1,491,334 -$26,258 -$1,517,592
2025 -$1,477,845 -$25,382 -$1,503,227
2026 -$1,464,355 -$24,506 -$1,488,861
Average -$1,495,381 -$26,521 -$1,521,902
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Table 4.2.2.9. Estimated change in CS, PS, and net economic benefits under Alternative 3

compared to average landings from 2016-2019.

Estimated Estimated Total Estimated Change

Change in CS | Change in PS in Net Economic

Year (20199%) (20199) Benefits (2019%)
2022 -$1,557,096 -$30,528 -$1,587,624
2023 -$1,538,885 -$29,346 -$1,568,231
2024 -$1,520,674 -$28,163 -$1,548,837
2025 -$1,508,533 -$27,375 -$1,535,908
2026 -$1,496,393 -$26,587 -$1,522,979
Average -$1,524,316 -$28,400 -$1,552,716

Table 4.2.2.10. Estimated change in CS, PS, and net economic benefits under Alternative 4

compared to average landings from 2016-2019.

Estimated Estimated Total Estimated Change

Change in CS | Change in PS in Net Economic

Year (20199) (20199) Benefits (2019%)
2022 -$1,582,389 -$32,171 -$1,614,560
2023 -$1,566,201 -$31,120 -$1,597,321
2024 -$1,550,014 -$30,068 -$1,580,082
2025 -$1,539,222 -$29,368 -$1,568,590
2026 -$1,528,430 -$28,667 -$1,557,097
Average -$1,553,251 -$30,279 -$1,583,530

4.2.3 Social Effects

The ACL for any stock does not directly affect resource users unless the ACL is met or
exceeded, in which case accountability measures (AMs) that restrict, or close harvest could
negatively impact the commercial sector and for-hire and private components of the recreational
sectors. AMs can have significant direct and indirect social effects because, when triggered, can
restrict harvest in the current season or subsequent seasons. While the negative effects are
usually short-term, they may at times induce other indirect effects through changes in fishing
behavior or business operations that could have long-term social effects, such as increased
pressure on another species, or fishermen having to stop fishing due to regulatory closures.
However, restrictions on harvest contribute to sustainable management goals, and are expected to
be beneficial to fishermen and communities in the long term. Generally, the higher the ACL the
greater the short-term social benefits that would be expected to accrue if harvest is sustainable.

Under Preferred Alternative 2 through Alternative 4, the ACL for red porgy would be based
on the most recent stock assessment and updated MRIP estimates. Adjustments in an ACL based
on updated information are necessary to ensure continuous social benefits over time.

Alternative 1 (No Action) would not update the red porgy ACL based on current information
and would not provide the social benefits associated with the revised (FES) MRIP estimates of
recreational harvest. Additionally, Alternative 1 (No Action) would retain a total ACL that
would not end overfishing of red porgy.
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Commercial and recreational landings may vary year by year, and depending on the sector
allocations chosen in Action 3, there may be some years in which landings would exceed their
respective ACL and AMs would be triggered. There would likely be some negative effects on
recreational fishermen and for-hire and commercial businesses that target red porgy. In general,
a higher ACL would lower the chance of triggering an AM and result in the lowest level of
negative effects on fishing communities. Among the action alternatives, Preferred Alternative
2 would be the most beneficial for fishermen, followed by Alternative 3, and Alternative 4. As
stated above, Alternative 1 (No Action) is not a viable alternative because it would no longer be
based on BSIA.

4.2.4 Administrative Effects

Reducing the total ACL and annual OY for red porgy through Preferred Alternative 2 through
4 would not have effects on the administrative environment, outside of the requisite public
notices. However, in general, the lower the ACL, the more likely it is to be met (if no additional
harvest restrictions are implemented), and the more likely an AM would be triggered. Since it is
expected that both the commercial and recreational ACL would be met and an in-season closure
is expected to occur under each of the alternatives, the administrative effects are likely going to
be minimal and the same across the viable alternatives.
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4.3 Action 3. Revise the red porgy sector allocations and sector
annual catch limits

4.3.1 Biological Effects

Expected effects to red porgy and co-occurring species

Biological effects are not expected to be substantially Alternatives*
different between Alternative 1 (No Action) and 1 (No Action). Apply the current
Preferred Alternative 2, since the allocation allocation percentages to the revised

total ACL. Total ACL is allocated 50%
to the commercial sector and 50% to
the recreational sector.

percentages would be similar and do not affect the total
ACL specified in Action 2. Preferred Alternative 2
would allocate a slightly higher percentage to the
commercial sector. Because the commercial sector 2. Allocate 51.43% of the red porgy
tends to harvest red porgy from deeper water than the total annual catch limit to the
recreational sector, it is possible that a higher commercial sector and 48.57% to

. . . the recreational sector.
allocation to the commercial sector could increase

overall discard mortality. Therefore, Preferred *See Chapter 2 for detailed language
Alternative 2 could incur negative biological effects of alternatives. Preferred indicated in
on the red porgy stock relative to Alternative 1 (No bold.

Action). However, the commercial sector has effective
in-season and post-season AMs in place to prevent the
commercial ACL from being exceeded.

Red porgy are often harvested incidentally when fishing for other snapper grouper species, such
as vermilion snapper, gray triggerfish, red snapper, and black sea bass. Substantial changes in
fishing effort or behavior are not expected as a result of this action, thus the proposed sector
ACLs under this action would not be expected to result in any biological effects, positive or
negative, on co-occurring species (refer to BPA in Appendix G).

4.3.2 Economic Effects

In general, ACLs that allow for more fish to be landed can result in increased positive economic
effects if harvest increases without notable effects on the stock of a species. The ACL does not
directly impact the fishery for a species unless harvest changes, fishing behavior changes, or the
ACL is exceeded, thereby potentially triggering AMs such as harvest closures or other restrictive
measure. In the case of red porgy, the revised sector allocations and resulting ACLs being
considered in Alternatives 1 (No Action) and Preferred Alternative 2 would be constraining
on harvest for both sectors and shifts between sectors would create distributional economic
effects by sector, depending on the allocation.

Under Alternative 1 (No Action), sector allocations would remain at 50 percent of the total
ACL for each sector. This allocation results in a reduction in total economic benefits being
derived to both the commercial and recreational sectors under the new ACLs, but no change in
net economic benefits. The economic effects of changes in the sector allocations on a pound
basis under this alternative are addressed in Preferred Alternative 2 of Action 1. Under
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Preferred Alternative 2, the commercial sector would receive an additional 1.43% of the total
ACL for red porgy, while the recreational sector would receive 1.43% less of the total ACL for
red porgy compared to Alternative 1 (No Action) (Table 4.3.2.1). The economic effects of this
alternative would depend on the year examined due to the changing total ACL overtime, but in
the first year that the new total ACL is implemented (2022), the expected change in net
economic benefits is an increase in net benefits to the commercial sector of $470, a decrease in
net benefits to the commercial sector of $7,230, and a reduction in total net benefits of $6,760
(20198%; Table 4.3.2.2). Although there are currently no available estimates of the demand
elasticity for red porgy, it is assumed that there would be no expected change to consumer
surplus from the commercial perspective since there is likely a high degree of substitutability of
red porgy for other species. Additionally, it is assumed that changes in the recreational portion
of the total ACL would only affect catch per angler trip and not the overall number of trips taken.
This includes no direct change to for-hire fishing activity and thus no change in economic effects
for the for-hire component of the recreational sector. As such there are no estimated changes in
PS provided for the recreational sector.

Table 4.3.2.1. Difference in the sector ACLs under Preferred Alternative 2 compared to
Alternative 1 (No Action).

Difference in Commercial Difference in Recreational
Year ACL (Ibs gw)' ACL (numbers of fish)?
2022 1,032 -558
2023 1,113 -603
2024 1,196 -648
2025 1,251 -678
2026 1,307 =707

'Based on a conversion ratio of 1.04 for whole weight to gutted weight.
?Based on assumptions of an average weight of 1.92 1bs ww per recreationally landed red porgy (SEFSC ACL Files)
to convert the recreational sector ACL from pounds to numbers of fish.

Table 4.3.2.2. Estimated net economic benefits under Preferred Alternative 2 compared to
Alternative 1 (No Action).

Estimated change in net Estimated change in net Total estimated change
economic benefits for the economic benefits for the in net economic
Year commercial sector (2019%)! | recreational sector (2019%)2 benefits (2019%)
2022 $470 -$7,230 -$6,760
2023 $507 -$7,810 -$7,303
2024 $545 -$8,391 -$7,846
2025 $570 -$8,775 -$8,205
2026 $595 -$9,159 -$8,564
Average $537 -$8,273 -$7,736

'Based on the assumptions of an ex-vessel price of $2.41 (20198) per lbs gw, which was the average ex-vessel price
per lbs gw of red porgy over the past five years of available data (2015-2019) (Table 3.3.1.4), a net cash flow of
18.9% (Overstreet, Perruso, and Liese (2018), a conversion ratio of 1.04 for whole weight to gutted weight, and that
the entire commercial ACL would be landed.

Based on assumptions of an average weight of 1.92 lbs ww per recreationally landed red porgy (SEFSC ACL Files)
to convert the recreational sector ACL from pounds to numbers of fish, an estimated proxy CS estimate of $12.95
(20198) per red porgy (Haab et al. 2012), and that the entire recreational ACL would be landed.
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4.3.3 Social Effects

Alternative 1 (No Action) would maintain the current sector allocation percentages and may
have few social effects as both sectors would have an equal ACL. With Preferred Alternative
2, there would be a slight decrease in the recreational percentage compared to Alternative 1 (No
Action), which could have some negative social effects if recreational fishermen have a negative
perception of this change due to the slight decrease in fishing opportunity and concerns about
long-term social effects, especially if future actions further decreased harvest opportunities.

Many different social effects could result as allocations are further discussed, and perceptions are
formed. In the past, there has been some resistance to decreasing a given sector’s percentage
allocation. It is difficult to predict the social effects of any allocation scheme as it would depend
upon decisions made in conjunction with other related actions. A reduction in allocation for one
sector may be compounded by a restrictive choice of ABC or ACL (Action 2) and AMs (Action
6). Therefore, the choice of an allocation would need to be assessed with the other actions
within this amendment to determine the overall social effects and whether short-term losses are
offset by any long-term biological gains. Both the commercial and recreational sectors are
projected to experience closures under Preferred Alternative 2, even considering proposed
actions that aim to reduce harvest (Action 4 and Sub-Actions 5a and 5b). While closures are
likely to result in short-term negative social effects to fishing communities associated with
decreased access to the resource, ending overfishing and slowing the rate of harvest is expected
to contribute to rebuilding goals for red porgy, which would be expected to contribute to the
sustainability of harvest and the health of the red porgy stock and provide for long-term social
benefits.

4.3.4 Administrative Effects

Administrative effects would not vary between Alternative 1 (No Action) and Preferred
Alternative 2 because the sector allocations are essentially the same and an in-season closure is
predicted for both sectors. Administrative burdens depending on the recreational AM (Action 6)
would relate to data monitoring, outreach, and enforcement of a short fishing season. Other
administrative burdens that may result would take the form of development and dissemination of
outreach and education materials for fishery participants and law enforcement.
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4.4 Action 4. Modify red porgy commercial trip limits

4.4.1 Biological Effects

Expected effects to red porgy and co-occurring species

The biological effects of Preferred Alternatives 2 and
3, and their respective sub-alternatives, would not
differ from Alternative 1 (No Action) in terms of risk
of overfishing as overall harvest would be limited to
the commercial ACL and split-season quotas, and AMs
would be triggered if the ACL was reached.

Reducing commercial trip limits in combination with a
reduction in the commercial ACL under Action 3 could
extend the length of the respective commercial fishing
seasons relative to Alternative 1 (No Action) (Table
4.4.1.1). Allowing some retention of incidentally
harvested red porgy could reduce potential negative
effects resulting from increased discards. Red porgy
has the second highest number of discards in the
commercial vertical line component of the snapper
grouper fishery, with 78% of discards attributed to “out
of season” (2015-2019; Appendix G, BPA). The
discard mortality rate applied to the commercial fleet
in the latest red porgy assessment was 53% (SEDAR
60 2020).

Alternatives*

1 (No Action). The commercial trip limit
is 60 fish from January 1 - April 30 and
120 fish from May 1 - December 31.

2. Reduce the commercial trip limit
from January 1 — April 30 to:

2a. 15 fish per trip

2b. 20 fish per trip

2c. 30 fish per trip

2d. 45 fish per trip

3. Reduce the commercial trip limit
from May 1 — December 31 to:

3a. 15 fish per trip

3b. 20 fish per trip

3c. 30 fish per trip

3d. 45 fish per trip

3e. 60 fish per trip

*See Chapter 2 for detailed language
of alternatives. Preferred indicated in
bold.

Under the reduced commercial ACL proposed in Action 2, Alternative 1 (No Action) would
result in the shortest commercial fishing seasons, the largest number of discards over the long-
term, and thus the highest adverse effects to the red porgy stock among the alternatives
considered. A commercial trip limit of 15 red porgy per trip in both seasons, as proposed under
Preferred Sub-alternatives 2a and 3a, would result in the longest predicted commercial seasons
among the alternatives and sub-alternatives considered, thus allowing some retention of red
porgy over the longest time and minimizing discards to the largest extent. However, in general,
reductions in commercial trip limits could increase the number of discards, as fish that would
normally be retained would have to be discarded under a lower trip limit. Predicted season
closure dates from combinations of sub-alternatives under this action can be explored using the

Red Porgy Decision Tool.
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Table 4.4.1.1. The projected 2022 closure date of red porgy by season with different trip limit

options and 95% confidence interval (CI). Note that 30% of the ACL (37,089 lbs gw) is

allocated to the January-April season (season 1) and 70% to the May-December season (season

2).
Trip Limit
al te?rl::t-ives Season (“;Ascglv‘v) # Ef Red Closure Date 95% CI
Porgy)
No Action 1 11,127 60 - Current February 13 Jan 29 — Mar 25
Pref 2a 1 11,127 15 April 19 Mar 14 — No Closure
2b 1 11,127 20 March 29 Feb 27 — No Closure
2c 1 11,127 30 March 6 Feb 13 — No Closure
2d 1 11,127 45 February 20 Feb 3 — Apr 7
No Action 2 25,962 120 - Current June 22 June 14 — July 4
Pref 3a 2 25,962 15 November 9 Sep 12 — No Closure
3b 2 25,962 20 September 18 Aug 13 — Dec 31
3c 2 25,962 30 August 9 July 21 — Sep 27
3d 2 25,962 45 July 18 July 7 - Aug 17
3e 2 25,962 60 July 8 June 29 — July 31

In general, reductions in commercial trip limits could increase the number of discards, as fish
that would normally be retained would have to be discarded under a lower trip limit. Recent
retrospective analyses of commercial trip limits found that when a per-fish trip limit was
reduced, fishers responded by retaining larger fish on average, diminishing the predicted percent
reduction in landings (Pulver et al. 2019). Since the proposed action would reduce the trip limit,
the predicted reduction in landings may be overestimated in Table 4.4.1.2. The percent of trips
harvesting red porgy from 2015 through 2019 shows greater than 50% of trips harvested less
than 30 fish during a trip (Figure 4.4.1.1). Sub-alternatives 2¢ and 3¢ propose a trip limit of 30
fish during both fishing seasons. Even though these low trip limits would result in shorter
fishing seasons than under the 15-fish trip limit (Preferred Sub-alternatives 2a and 3a),
matching the trip limit to what fishers are catching on an average trip may reduce discards over
the long-term thus reducing adverse effects to the red porgy stock. Hence, Sub-alternatives 2¢
and 3¢ would impart the highest biological benefit to the stock among the alternatives and sub-
alternatives considered relative to Alternative 1 (No Action).
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Table 4.4.1.2. The predicted percent change in landings per trip from either the 60-red porgy
(January-April) or 120-red porgy (May-December) trip limits.

Current Trip Limit Potential Trip Limit | Predicted Change in
(# of Red Porgy) (# of Red Porgy) Landings per Trip
60 15 -62%

60 20 -52%

60 30 -35%

60 45 -15%

120 15 -T1%

120 20 -64%

120 30 -51%

120 45 -36%

120 60 -25%

45%
40%
35%
30%
25%

20%

15%

10%

A a0 1N
0% 4 t

16-30 31-45 46-60 61-90 90-120 120+
Red Porgy Harvested per Trip

Figure 4.4.1.1. The percent of commercial trips (n=5,669) harvesting red porgy (numbers of

fish) by bin from 2015 through 2019.
Source: SEFSC Commercial Logbook [May 26, 2020].

Percent of Trips

Red porgy are often harvested incidentally when fishing for other snapper grouper species, such
as vermilion snapper, gray triggerfish, red snapper, and black sea bass. Substantial changes in
fishing effort or behavior are not expected as a result of this action (Figure 4.4.1.1), thus the
proposed commercial trip limits under this action would not be expected to result in any
biological effects, positive or negative, on co-occurring species (refer to BPA in Appendix G).

4.4.2 Economic Effects

Generally, commercial trip limits are not considered to be economically efficient because they
require an increase in the number of trips and associated trip costs to land the same amount of
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fish. Given the ACL for red porgy that restricts maximum harvest to sustainable levels, the
alternative with the fewest number of trips that have to stop retaining red porgy because the trip
limit has been reached would result in the least amount of direct negative economic effects.

Since the revised commercial sector ACL for red porgy is expected to be fully harvested
regardless of the alternative or sub-alternative chosen, the quantifiable total net economic effects
are expected to be similar amongst the alternatives. The higher trip limits being considered,
particularly those in Alternative 1 (No Action), Sub-alternative 2d, Sub-alternative 3d, and
Sub-alternative 3e may help increase net operative revenues on some trips where red porgy are
landed. These relatively higher trip limits would also likely result in the commercial AMs being
triggered sooner, thus creating an earlier commercial harvest closure for the species (Table
4.4.1.1). Conversely, lower trip limits, such as those in Preferred Sub-alternative 2a and
Preferred Sub-alternative 3a, would allow for some level of commercial red porgy harvest
over a longer period but contribute less to net operating revenue on trips where red porgy are
landed. In terms of potential net economic benefits Alternative 1 (No Action) would allow for
the most benefits followed by Sub-alternative 3e, 3d and 2d, 3¢ and 2¢, 3b and 2b, and
Preferred Sub-alternatives 3a and 2a.

4.4.3 Social Effects

In general, a commercial trip limit may help slow the rate of harvest, lengthen a season, and
prevent the ACL from being exceeded, but trip limits that are too low may make fishing trips
inefficient and too costly if fishing grounds are too far away. However, it is likely that fishermen
who have targeted red porgy in recent years also target other species and may be able to adjust
their businesses to adapt to regulatory changes.

Under the ACLs proposed in Action 2 and Action 3, commercial landings of red porgy in the
South Atlantic are likely to trigger AMs. Reducing the commercial trip limit could extend the
length of the respective commercial fishing seasons (Table 4.4.1.1) and reduce the negative
short-term effects of shorter seasons (Section 4.2.3). Preferred Sub-alternatives 2a and 3a
would result in the largest reduction in landings and Alternative 1 (No Action) would result in
no reduction in landings per trip, though overall landings would still be reduced due to the lower
ACLs. When combined with Preferred Alternative 2 for Action 3, those reductions are
estimated to be 62% and 71% in season one and season two, respectively (Table 4.4.1.2) with
seasonal closures projected to occur on April 19" (season one) and November 9™ (season two)
(Table 4.4.1.1). Social effects depend on how commercial fishing communities are affected by a
lower trip limit and a longer season or a higher trip limit and a shorter season and the likelihood
of commercial harvest being open during times of the year when it is profitable to target red

porgy.

Majority of trips landing red porgy harvested less than 30 fish during a trip (Figure 4.4.1.1).
Sub-alternatives 2¢ and 3¢ propose a trip limit of 30 fish during both fishing seasons. While
those low trip limits result in shorter fishing seasons, matching the trip limit to what fishermen
are already catching on an average trip may reduce the negative social effects associated with a
lower trip limit. Slowing the rate of harvest and contributing to rebuilding goals for red porgy
would be expected to contribute to the sustainability of harvest and the health of the red porgy
stock and provide for long-term social benefits. In terms of potential social benefits Alternative
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1 (No Action) would allow for the most benefits followed by Sub-alternative 3e, 3d and 2d, 3¢
and 2c¢, 3b and 2b, and Preferred Sub-alternatives 3a and 2a.

4.4.4 Administrative Effects

Alternative 1 (No Action), and Preferred Alternative 2 and 3 would not substantially change
the administrative environment from its current state because commercial trip limits are already
in place. Currently, there is a commercial quota monitoring system in place for red porgy that is
utilized to monitor landings against the commercial ACL. Based on predicted landings for the
updated ACLs in Actions 2 and 3, it is likely NMFS would need to prepare and issue closure
notices during both fishing seasons. The probability of an in-season closure increases with
increasing trip limits, therefore, Alternative 1 (No Action) would impose the most
administrative burden, followed by combinations of Sub-alternatives 2d, 2¢, 2b and 3e, 3d, 3c,
and 3b. Preferred Sub-alternatives 2a and 3a would impose the least administrative burden of
the proposed alternatives.
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4.5 Action 5. Modify red porgy recreational management
measures

4.5.1 Sub-Action 5a. Bag Limits

4.5.1.1 Biological Effects

Alternatives*
Expected effects to red porgy and co-occurring
species 1 (No Action). The recreational bag limit is
3 fish per person per day, or 3 per trip.

Bag limits and seasonal closures are designed to 2. Reduce the recreational bag limit to

reduce fishing effort in the form of the number of 1 per person per day or per trip.
targeted fishing trips or time spent pursuing a
species. Under Alternative 1 (No Action), data 3. Reduce the recreational bag limit to 2

show that most recreational trips from 2015 through per person per day or per trip.

2019 landed, on average, 0 to 1 red porgy (Figure *See Chapter 2 for detailed language of
4.5.1.1). A reduction in the recreational bag limit to alternatives. Preferred indicated in bold.

1 fish per person per day or per trip, as proposed
under Preferred Alternative 2, would result in an
overall average reduction of 29% for the recreational sector, with the highest reduction for the
private recreational mode. A bag limit of 2 fish, as proposed under Alternative 3, would result
in a 9% reduction in red porgy landings (Table 4.5.1.1). Biological benefits to the red porgy
stock would be highest under Preferred Alternative 2 as a 1-fish bag limit would theoretically
result in less harvest. However, given the distribution of the recreational catch (Figure 4.5.1.1)
and a revision to the recreational ACL to a level that ends overfishing under Action 2, a
reduction in the bag limit would have negligible biological benefits to the stock. If the proposed
bag limit reductions were to increase discarding of red porgy, however, biological effects on the
stock could be negative.

80%

70% m Charter (n=97)
2 60% Private (n=42)
= 50% Headboat (n=2,410)
o 40%
g 30%
B 20%

10% . .

0% 3 ; ; — i
>()-1 fish per >1-2 fish per >2-3 fishper 3+ fish per angler
angler angler angler

Red Porgy Harvested

Figure 4.5.1.1. The percent of trips harvesting red porgy for private, charter, and headboat
modes by bin from 2015 through 2019.

Sources: MRIP-FES survey data available at https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/recreational-fishing-data/recreational-
fishing-data-downloads/. SRHS CRNF file [July 10, 2020].
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Table 4.5.1.1. The percent reduction in red porgy landings by for each potential bag limit by
mode and overall with 95% confidence interval. Note the total percent reduction is weighted by
the contribution of each mode’s landings to overall red porgy landings.

Mode Preferred alternative 2 | Alternative 3
(1 fish) (2 fish)
Charter 12% (7-23%) 4% (2-8%)
Private 32% (21-42%) 10% (4-17%)
Headboat 28% (27-30%) 6% (5-7%)
Overall 29% (22-36%) 9% (4-12%)

Season lengths were projected with cumulative landings and upper and lower 95% confidence
intervals for the recreational ACL of 37,500 1bs ww. The predicted closure date for the
recreational ACL proposed under Action 2 spans from May 7 for the 3-red porgy bag limit
(Alternative 1 (No Action)) to May 19 for the 1-red porgy per angler bag limit (Preferred
Alternative 2). Bag limit alternatives can be explored using the Red Porgy Decision Tool.
Preferred Alternative 2 could potentially allow harvest of red porgy for an additional 12 days
over Alternative 1 (No Action) under the proposed new recreational ACL (Action 2). Note that
there is considerable uncertainty in the predictions indicated by the large confidence intervals
(Table 4.5.2.1).

The most restrictive bag limit alternative (Preferred Alternative 2) would be expected to impart
the most biological benefit to the red porgy stock as it would result in the greatest reduction in
potential harvest of the alternatives considered. However, under the proposed recreational ACL
under Action 2, none of the alternatives are predicted to allow recreational harvest to continue
year-round. Also, if bag limits are too restrictive or recreational harvest is eliminated, regulatory
discards would increase resulting in negative biological effects on the red porgy stock.
Alternatives under this sub-action do not consider a change in the recreational fishing year and
assume a fishing year that begins on January 1.

4.5.1.2 Economic Effects

Generally, angler satisfaction increases with the number of fish that can be harvested and the size
of the fish. The smaller the bag limit the greater the probability that the satisfaction from an
angler trip could be affected. Anglers tend to land two or fewer red porgy on a single trip
(Figure 4.5.1.1). Therefore, leaving the bag limit at 3 fish per person (Alternative 1 (No
Action)) or lowering it to 2 fish per person (Alternative 3) is expected to have minimal
economic effects on a trip since it would not notably constraint harvest. Setting the bag limit at 1
fish per person (Preferred Alternative 2) would have greater negative economic effects on a
trip-level due to constraining harvest and related CS. Conversely, more restrictive retention
limits would allow for longer open harvest seasons. Since the revised recreational sector ACL
for red porgy is expected to be fully harvested regardless of the alternative chosen, the total net
economic effects are expected to be similar amongst the alternatives. Furthermore, since red
porgy are rarely targeted (Section 3.3.2.2), it is assumed that a reduction in the bag limit would
not affect for-hire fishing trips in the South Atlantic region therefore there are no estimated
changes in PS provided for the recreational sector.
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4.5.1.3 Social Effects

In general, the social effects of modifying the recreational bag or vessel limit would be a trade-
off between longer seasons under lower bag limits, and the negative effects on recreational
fishing opportunities because the bag limit is too low. While Preferred Alternative 2 would
limit recreational fishing opportunities for red porgy and change the recreational fishing
experience by restricting the number of red porgy that can be kept, the season would also likely
be longer because the rate of harvest would be slower.

Different levels of recreational fishing opportunities under each alternative could affect
recreational anglers and for-hire businesses targeting red porgy. The social effects of bag limits
can be associated with how many and at what times of year the recreational catch may be
retained. Additionally, any long-term negative biological effects on the stock due to recreational
landings from higher bag limits, or dead discards due to lower bag limits, would also likely result
in negative effects of recreational fishing opportunities in future years.

Social benefits from improved recreational fishing opportunities would result from a bag limit
that has the largest portion of the year open to recreational harvest, with the highest number of
fish per person. Alternative 1 (No Action) would be the most beneficial to recreational
fishermen in the short-term but could detract from measures to rebuild the red porgy stock. The
most restrictive recreational bag limits (Preferred Alternative 2), which is projected to reduce
catch by 29% overall, may eliminate some recreational fishing opportunities for for-hire and
private recreational anglers (Table 4.5.1.1). Less restrictive recreational limits in Alternative 3
and Alternative 1 (No Action) would improve benefits to the recreational sector and associated
businesses but would also substantially shorten the fishing season under the recreational ACL.
The length of the fishing season would ultimately depend on how the proposed bag limits
interact with the proposed fishing seasons (Sub-Action 5b).

4.5.1.4 Administrative Effects

Administrative effects would not vary much between Alternative 1 (No Action), Preferred
Alternative 2, and Alternative 3. Recreational bag limits are already being monitored for
enforcement and compliance. Minor administrative burdens related to deviating from
Alternative 1 (No Action) would be related to distributing information, education, and
enforcement.
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4.5.2 Sub-Action 5b. Recreational fishing season

4.5.2.1 Biological Effects

Expected effects to red porgy and co-occurring species

Alternative 1 (No Action) would keep the
recreational season start date as January 1.
Predicted season length for the recreational sector
is dependent on which preferred alternative is
selected in Sub-Action 5a (bag limit). In the
South Atlantic, red porgy spawn from January
through May and spawning activity peaks from
January through March. Although recreational
landings are generally low in the months of
January through April (Figure 4.5.2.1),
Alternative 1 (No Action) would impart the most
adverse effects to spawning red porgy among the
alternatives considered. Red porgy are not in the
top 10 of total numbers of discards in the
recreational sector, but the landings to discard
ratios for all recreational modes are high (63%

Alternatives*
1 (No Action). Recreational harvest is
allowed year-round until the recreational
annual catch limit is met or is projected to be
met.

2. Establish a recreational fishing
season during May through June.

3. Establish a recreational fishing season
during July through August.

4. Establish a recreational fishing season
during June through August.

*See Chapter 2 for detailed language of
alternatives. Preferred indicated in bold.

charter to 106% headboat; Appendix G, BPA). The discard mortality rate applied to the
recreational fleet in the latest red porgy update assessment was 41% (SEDAR 60 2020).
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Figure 4.5.2.1. South Atlantic red porgy recreational landings by two-month wave and

predicted future landings.

Source: SEFSC MRIP FES Recreational ACL Dataset [September 16, 2020].

Preferred Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would allow harvest of red porgy during two
months, spanning two separate MRIP waves. These two alternatives would allow fishing during
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months of highest recreational fishing effort, highest predicted red porgy landings, and could
reduce regulatory discards. Preferred Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would also prohibit
harvest during the red porgy spawning season, thus protecting spawning fish. Under the
proposed preferred 1-fish per angler bag limit (Sub-Action 5a), the recreational ACL is expected
to be met by June 11 with a May 1 start date (Table 4.5.2.1). Note that there is considerable
uncertainty in the predictions indicated by the large confidence interval. Under Alternative 4,
the fishing season would start in June, mid-way through Wave 3. Under this alternative, the
recreational ACL is predicted to be met on July 14 under the preferred 1-fish per angler bag
limit. If harvest were to be prohibited during months with high recreational fishing effort and
were to be allowed during other months when effort is lower [Alternative 1 (No Action)],
overall discards would be greater. Hence, allowing harvest during months of highest effort
reduces bycatch to the extent practicable. Alternatives can be further explored using the Red
Porgy Decision Tool. Biological effects would be similar among Preferred Alternative 2,
Alternative 3, and Alternative 4 since they would all shift fishing effort away from when red
porgy are spawning and any difference between the alternatives would be minimal in terms of
biological effects.

Table 4.5.2.1. The projected dates the red porgy recreational sector ACL would be met for
different bag limit and fishing season options with 95% confidence interval (CI). Council’s
preferred alternative in bold.

ACL l?ag. Fishing Season Prle)(;litcié?ictg be Season Length

(Ibs gw) Limit Met 95% CI)
35,026 3-fish Jan 1 — Dec 31 May 3 Mar 23 — June 22
35,026 2-fish Jan 1 — Dec 31 May 6 Mar 26 — June 27
35,026 1-fish Jan 1 — Dec 31 May 15 Apr 5 — Not Met
35,026 3-fish May 1 — June 31 May 30 May 21 — June 22
35,026 2-fish May 1 — June 31 June 2 May 23 — June 27
35,026 1-fish May 1 — June 31 June 11 May 29 — Not Met
35,026 3-fish July 1 — Aug 31 August 4 July 17 — Not Met
35,026 2-fish July 1 - Aug 31 August 7 July 18 — Not Met
35,026 1-fish July 1 — Aug 31 August 18 July 23 — Not Met
35,026 3-fish Jun 1 — Aug 31 June 30 June 21 — Not Met
35,026 2-fish Jun 1 - Aug 31 July 3 June 23 — Not Met
35,026 1-fish Jun 1 — Aug 31 July 14 June 29 — Not Met

Source: https://safmc-shinyapps.shinyapps.io/SERO_SG50 DecisionTools/.

4.5.2.2 Economic Effects

Generally, prolonged time periods when recreational harvest is allowed can result in increased
economic benefits. Allowing the recreational harvest to close once the sector ACL is met or
projected to be met (Alternative 1 (No Action)) can help ensure that the ACL is harvested each
year and all associated economic benefits from that harvest to recreational anglers is incurred.
Conversely, this also creates unpredictability in season length and when harvest would close.
Establishing a fishing season helps increase predictability of the time period in which harvest
would be allowed. This may create economic benefits if harvest during the spawning season is
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curtailed (Preferred Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4), thereby leading to
greater rebuilding of the red porgy stock and associated long-term economic benefits.

Conversely, if the ACL is not fully harvested during the established season, it can lead to fewer
short-term economic benefits, thus there is the potential for Preferred Alternative 2,
Alternative 3, and Alternative 4 to have lower economic benefits than Alternative 1 (No
Action). Alternative 1 (No Action) provides the longest fishing season, thus the greatest
opportunity to fully harvest the ACL and the highest potential short-term economic benefits,
followed by Alternative 4, Alternative 3, and Preferred Alternative 2. Nevertheless, all of the
alternatives in Sub-Action 5b are projected to result in fully harvesting the recreational sector
ACL, thus the anticipated realized economic effects would be similar from an economic benefits
perspective. Since red porgy are rarely targeted (Section 3.3.2.2), it is assumed that a reduction
in the fishing season from Preferred Alternative 2 through Alternative 4 would not affect for-
hire fishing trips in the South Atlantic region therefore there are no estimated changes in PS
provided for the recreational sector.

4.5.2.3 Social Effects

Imposing a recreational season could change the level of access to red porgy during periods
when they are available and when participation in the red porgy portion of the snapper grouper
fishery is highest. However, long-term biological benefits of maintaining a healthy stock would
contribute to future fishing opportunities for both the commercial and recreational sectors.

The social effects of Preferred Alternative 2, Alternative 3 and Alternative 4 compared to
Alternative 1 (No Action) would depend on when recreational effort is the highest for red
porgy, and how the proposed recreational limits in Sub-Action 5.1 would work under the
proposed ACLs in Actions 2 and 3. Generally, access to red porgy for recreational participants
will depend on the season length specified. Preferred Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 propose
two-month seasons, respectively. Participation in the red porgy portion of the snapper grouper
fishery from January through April has been historically low (Figure 4.5.2.1). Preferred
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3, would allow recreational anglers and for-hire businesses access
to red porgy when participation has been highest. Additionally, Preferred Alternative 2 and
Alternative 3 would prohibit harvest during the red porgy spawning season. Contributing to
rebuilding goals for red porgy would be expected to contribute to the sustainability of harvest
and the health of the red porgy stock and provide for long-term social benefits. Alternative 4
would also prohibit harvest during red porgy spawning season and proposes a longer season
(three months) than Preferred Alternative 2 and Alternative 3. Considering the proposed
recreational allocation (Preferred Alternative 2, Action 3), proposed recreational bag limit
(Preferred Alternative 2, Sub-Action 5a), and peak harvest of red porgy, Preferred
Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4 are anticipated to result in similar season
lengths and thus similar social benefits for South Atlantic fishing communities. However, social
benefits for individual communities highly engaged in the recreational component of the red
porgy fishery (Section 3.4) would vary based on when participation in the red porgy portion of
the snapper grouper fishery is the highest in that community.
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4.5.2.4 Administrative Effects

Administrative effects would not vary between Alternative 1 (No Action), Preferred
Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4. Administrative burdens associated with
recreational fishing seasons would be related to distributing information, education, and
enforcement.
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4.6 Action 6. Modify red porgy recreational accountability

measures

4.6.1 Biological Effects

Expected effects to red porgy and co-occurring species

Biological benefits would be expected to be
greater for the alternative that provides the most
timely and realistic option chosen to trigger and
implement an AM.

Under Alternative 1 (No Action), an in-season
closure would likely be triggered due to the
proposed reduction in the recreational ACL. In
addition, because red porgy are overfished, an
overage of the total ACL would trigger a reduction
in the length of the recreational season and a
payback of the overage in the subsequent fishing
year.

A similar AM to that proposed under Alternative
2 is currently in place in the South Atlantic for
black sea bass. The preferred alternative for Sub-
action 5b would establish a recreational season of
May 1 through June 31. Analyses show the
recreational ACL would likely be met by mid-
June. Hence, the May-June timeframe would be
the “book-ends” within which recreational harvest
of red porgy would be allowed based on how long
NMES determines the season can last. Under this
scenario, if the recreational ACL was not met
within that timeframe, a reopening would not
occur since recreational landings estimates would

Alternatives*

1 (No Action). In-season closure if landings
reach or are projected to reach the
recreational ACL. If landings exceed the
ACL, then monitor landings the following
year. If the total ACL is exceeded and Red
Porgy are overfished, reduce the length of
the recreational fishing season and the
recreational ACL by the amount of the
overage.

2. NMFS will annually announce the
recreational fishing season start and end
dates. The fishing season will start on May 1
and end on the date NMFS projects the
recreational ACL will be met.

3. If the recreational ACL is exceeded,
reduce the length of the following year’s
recreational fishing season by the amount
necessary to prevent the recreational ACL
from being exceeded in the following
year. Do not reduce if the Regional
Administrator determines, using the best
available science, that it is not necessary.

*See Chapter 2 for detailed language of
alternatives. Preferred indicated in bold.

not be available in-season to conduct additional projections for a reopening. Alternative 2
would result in biological benefit to the stock in that it is likely to prevent overages of the
recreational ACL. However, this alternative would not correct for an overage if it were to occur

due to an unforeseen increase in recreational effort.

Preferred Alternative 3 would correct for recreational overages of the ACL but would not
implement a mechanism to prevent the ACL from being exceeded since it would remove the
current in-season AM. As such, Preferred Alternative 3 could have negative biological effects

to the red porgy stock.

Biological benefits to the red porgy stock would be greatest under Alternative 1 (No Action),
followed by Alternative 2 and Preferred Alternative 3.
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4.6.2 Economic Effects

Recreational AMs typically consist of corrective measures that create short-term indirect
negative economic effects by curtailing harvest and fishing activity when harvest has exceeded
the sector ACL, thus potentially affecting net revenues of for-hire operations and CS on
recreational fishing trips. In the long-term, these measures also help reduce the risk of
overfishing a stock to the point of depletion, which results long-term economic benefits through
sustained harvest and fishing activity as well as the foregone need for more stringent restrictive
management measures that may be needed to rebuild a depleted stock.

Alternative 1 (No Action) would retain an in-season closure and a potential payback provision
for an overage of the sector ACL that would reduce the sector ACL by the amount of the overage
while red porgy are overfished. This alternative is the most stringent of the AMs being
considered, thus it would likely result in the greatest potential for short-term negative economic
effects but long-term economic benefits.

Alternative 2 would result in a fishing season that is announced annually with set start and end
dates. This AM would limit overall long-term harvest of red porgy but could result in economic
benefits that mitigate the short-term cost of the AM itself by allowing more time to adjust to the
changing harvest regulations. There would also be no safeguard in place to prevent the total
ACL from being exceeded with the removal of an in-season closure. This could result in short-
term economic benefits for the recreational sector due to increased harvest and long-term
potential economic costs to fishery participants. With the reduced fishing season implemented in
Sub-Action 5b, these potential economic effects would be largely mitigated. Additionally, this
alternative does not have a payback provision for an overage of the sector ACL, making the
potential for short-term negative economic effects lower in comparison to Alternative 1 (No
Action).

The economic effects of Preferred Alternative 3 would likely be similar to those of Alternative
2, but the AM for this alternative would be triggered with a single year of landings rather than be
in place every year. There would be no safeguard in place to prevent the total ACL from being
exceeded with the removal of an in-season closure. Additionally, there would be no further
restricted fishing season annually, outside of what is set in Sub-Action 5b, thus potential harvest
is likely higher under Preferred Alternative 3 in comparison to Alternative 1 (No Action) and
Alternative 2. This could result in short-term economic benefits for the recreational sector due
to increased harvest and long-term potential economic costs to fishery participants. With the
reduced fishing season implemented in Sub-Action 5b, these potential economic effects would
be largely mitigated.

In terms of potential short-term negative economic effects to the recreational sector, Alternative
1 (No Action) would have the highest potential negative economic effects, followed by
Alternative 2, and Preferred Alternative 3.

4.6.3 Social Effects

AMs can have direct and indirect social effects because, when triggered, can restrict harvest in
the current season or subsequent seasons. While the negative effects are usually short-term, they
may at times induce other indirect effects through changes in fishing behavior or business
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operations that could have long-term social effects. Some of those effects are similar to other
thresholds being met and may involve switching to other species or discontinuing fishing
altogether. Those restrictions usually translate into reduced opportunity for harvest, which in
turn can change fishing behaviors. Those behaviors can increase pressure on other stocks or
amplify conflict. While these negative effects are usually short term, they may at times induce
other indirect effects that can have a lasting effect on a community.

Alternative 1 (No Action) would not modify the current recreational AMs for red porgy (a
combination of an in-season closure and a season length reduction provision) and would be the
most beneficial in the long term for the stock and for sustainable fishing opportunities.

However, inconsistent closure dates may make it challenging for for-hire businesses to plan their
fishing activities. Overall, longer seasons result in increased fishing opportunities for the
recreational sector and increased revenue opportunities for the for-hire sector. Reducing the
season length is anticipated to result in direct negative social effects associated with loss of
access to the resource.

Alternatively, Alternative 2 would have NMFS announce the length of the recreational season
for red porgy in the Federal Register prior to the start date each year, with an end date
corresponding to when the recreational ACL is projected to be met for that year. While the end
date for red porgy may shift each year, announcing at the beginning of the season would allow
private anglers and for-hire businesses to plan their activities around the closure in advance.
Preferred Alternative 3, would reduce the following fishing season in response to landings
exceeding the recreational and total ACL, but it does not include an in-season closure to prevent
the ACL from being exceeded. As such, the fishing season may vary significantly from year to
year due to changes in fishing behavior or environmental conditions. Inconsistent fishing
seasons can make it challenging for private anglers and for-hire business to plan their fishing
activities through the long-term.

In terms of potential short-term social effects to fishing communities, Alternative 1 (No Action)
would have the highest negative social effects, followed by Alternative 2, and Preferred
Alternative 3.

4.6.4 Administrative Effects

Administrative burdens such as data monitoring, rulemaking, outreach, and enforcement would
be similar for Alternative 1 (No Action), Alternative 2, and Preferred Alternative 3.
Alternative 2 would require a season announcement notice in the Federal Register annually
prior to the season start date selected in Sub-action 5b. If triggered, Preferred Alternative 3,
would also require a season announcement notice for a reduced season length.
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Council’s Conclusions for the Preferred
Alternatives

S.1 Action 1. Establish a rebuilding plan for red porgy

5.1.1 Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel
Comments and Recommendations

The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s
(Council) Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel (AP)
convened via webinar on November 4-6, 2020, and on
April 21-23, 2021. The AP supported keeping harvest
for red porgy open as long as possible to continue data
collection and expressed that a longer rebuilding
period would be preferred.

The AP received an update on the amendment during
their October 19-21, 2021, meeting. The AP had no
additional comments specific to the rebuilding plan.

5.1.2 Law Enforcement AP Comments and
Recommendations

The Law Enforcement AP convened via webinar on
February 1, 2020. The AP received a briefing on the

amendment and had no comments or
recommendations.

5.1.3 Scientific and Statistical Committee
Comments and Recommendations

The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC)
received an update on the amendment during their
October 27-29, 2021, meeting and had no comments
or recommendations.

Alternatives*

1 (No Action). No rebuilding plan is
currently in place for red porgy.

2. Establish the rebuilding plan to equal
the shortest possible time to rebuild in
the absence of fishing mortality (Tmin).
This would equal 11 years.

3. Establish the rebuilding plan to equal
Tmin + One generation. This would equal
18 years.

4. Establish the rebuilding plan to equal
Tmin times two. This would equal 22
years.

5. Establish the rebuilding plan to
equal the time estimated to rebuild
the stock while maintaining fishing
mortality at 75% of the Maximum
Fishing Mortality Threshold during
the rebuilding period. This would
equal 26 years.

*See Chapter 2 for detailed language of
alternatives. Preferred indicated in
bold.

5.1.4 Public Comments and Recommendations
Scoping hearings were held on February 3 and 4, 2021, via webinar. No comments specific to

establishing a rebuilding plan were received.

Public comments were solicited from August 27, 2021, through September 17, 2021, in
conjunction with the Council’s September 2021 meeting. Public comment can also be provided
online throughout an amendment’s development and during scheduled meetings (Council,
advisory panels, scientific and statistical committee). Additionally, a public hearing was held
during the Council’s regularly scheduled public comment session at the September 2021
meeting. No oral comments were received during the hearing and one comment was submitted
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online expressing concern over the reliability of recreational landings estimates used in the stock
assessment and other data deficiencies. The commenter mentioned the existence of a “cryptic”
red porgy population in deep waters that warrants investigating.

5.1.5 Council’s Conclusion

The Council acknowledges that the red porgy stock in the South Atlantic has been experiencing
low recruitment for many years and management efforts to rebuild the stock have had limited
success. In this plan amendment, the Council is addressing the stock’s overfished determination
by establishing a new rebuilding plan. The Council selected the longest allowable timeframe for
rebuilding as mandated by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
(Magnuson-Stevens Act). The preferred timeframe for rebuilding is intended to reduce the
severity of the management measures and thus result in fewer short-term negative socio-
economic impacts on fishing communities. The Council is also embarking on discussions that
would address the snapper grouper fishery as a whole and it is expected that actions resulting
from such an evaluation would benefit the red porgy stock in the South Atlantic and further
support the Council’s preferred rebuilding timeframe.

The Council determined that Preferred Alternative 5 would best meet the purpose of rebuilding
the red porgy stock while minimizing adverse social and economic effects. Preferred
Alternative S best meets the goals and objectives of the Fishery Management Plan for the
Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region (Snapper Grouper FMP), as amended,
while complying with the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and other applicable law.

5.1.6 How is this Action Addressing the Vision Blueprint for the Snapper
Grouper Fishery?

This action does not directly respond to objectives in the Vision Blueprint as rebuilding
overfished stocks is a mandate under the Magnuson-Stevens Act.
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5.2 Action 2. Revise the red porgy acceptable biological catch,
total annual catch limit, and annual optimum yield

5.2.1 Snapper Grouper AP Comments and
Recommendations

The Council’s Snapper Grouper AP convened via
webinar on November 4-6, 2020, and on April 21-23,
2021. The AP did not provide specific comments or
recommendations on total annual catch limit (ACL) or
annual optimum yield (OY).

The AP received an update on the amendment during
their October 19-21, 2021, meeting. The AP had no
additional comments specific to the acceptable
biological catch (ABC), proposed total ACL, or annual
OY.

5.2.2 Law Enforcement AP Comments and
Recommendations

The Law Enforcement AP convened via webinar on
February 1, 2020. The AP received a briefing on the
amendment and had no comments or recommendations.

5.2.3 SSC Comments and Recommendations

The SSC received an update on the amendment during
their October 27-29, 2021, meeting and had no
comments or recommendations.

5.2.4 Public Comments and Recommendations

Alternatives*

1 (No Action). Do not revise the ABC.
The current total ACL and annual OY
are equal to the ABC.

2. Revise the ABC. Revise the
total ACL and annual OY to equal
the updated ABC. The 2026 ACL
and annual OY would remain in
place until modified.

3. Revise the ABC. Revise the total
ACL and annual OY to 90% of the
updated ABC. The 2026 ACL and
annual OY would remain in place until
modified.

4. Revise the ABC. Revise the total
ACL and annual OY to 80% of the
updated ABC. The 2026 ACL and
annual OY would remain in place until
modified.

*See Chapter 2 for detailed language
of alternatives. Preferred indicated in
bold.

Scoping hearings were held on February 3 and 4, 2021, via webinar. No comments specific to
revising the ABC, total ACL, and annual OY were received.

Public comments were solicited from August 27, 2021, through September 17, 2021, in
conjunction with the Council’s September 2021 meeting. Public comment can also be provided
online throughout an amendment’s development and during scheduled meetings (Council,
advisory panels, scientific and statistical committee). Additionally, a public hearing was held
during the Council’s regularly scheduled public comment session at the September 2021
meeting. No oral comments were received during the hearing and one comment was submitted
online expressing concern over the reliability of recreational landings estimates used in the stock
assessment and other data deficiencies. The commenter mentioned the existence of a “cryptic”
red porgy population in deep waters that warrants investigating.

5.2.5 Council’s Conclusion

The proposed catch levels are based on the Council’s SSC recommendation using the best
scientific information available. Therefore, setting the total ACL and annual OY at the
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recommended levels ensures that overfishing is ended, and the level of harvest does not
compromise rebuilding targets. Setting the total ACL and annual OY equal to the recommended
ABCs decreases the likelihood of accountability measures (AM) being triggered, thus reducing
negative impacts to fishing communities. Council members emphasized the need to try to limit
negative impacts to communities over the short-term while also acknowledging that the stock has
been under rebuilding plans in the South Atlantic for many years. The stock has not responded
as expected to management indicating that other factors, beyond the Council’s ability to change,
may be at play.

The Council determined that Preferred Alternative 2 would best meet the purpose of adjusting
catch levels to end overfishing of the red porgy stock using the best scientific information
available while minimizing adverse social and economic effects. Preferred Alternative 2 best
meets the goals and objectives of the Snapper Grouper FMP, as amended, while complying with
the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and other applicable law.

5.2.6 How is this Action Addressing the Vision Blueprint for the Snapper
Grouper Fishery?

This action does not directly respond to objectives in the Vision Blueprint as adjusting catch
levels to end overfishing is a mandate under the Magnuson-Stevens Act.
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5.3 Action 3. Revise the red porgy sector allocations and sector

annual catch limits

5.3.1 Snapper Grouper AP Comments and Recommendations

The Council’s Snapper Grouper AP convened via
webinar on November 4-6, 2020, and on April 21-
23,2021. The AP did not provide specific
comments or recommendations on sector allocations
or ACLs.

The AP received an update on the amendment during
their October 19-21, 2021, meeting. The AP had no
additional comments specific to the proposed sector
allocations or ACLs.

5.3.2 Law Enforcement AP Comments
and Recommendations

Alternatives*
1 (No Action). Apply the current
allocation percentages to the revised
total ACL. Total ACL is allocated 50%
to the commercial sector and 50% to
the recreational sector.

2. Allocate 51.43% of the red porgy
total annual catch limit to the
commercial sector and 48.57% to
the recreational sector.

*See Chapter 2 for detailed language
of alternatives. Preferred indicated in

bold.

The Law Enforcement AP convened via webinar on
February 1, 2020. The AP received a briefing on the
amendment and had no comments or recommendations.

5.3.3 SSC Comments and Recommendations

The SSC received an update on the amendment during their October 27-29, 2021, meeting and
had no comments or recommendations.

5.3.4 Public Comments and Recommendations

Scoping hearings were held on February 3 and 4, 2021, via webinar. No comments were offered
during the webinar hearings. One comment was submitted online recommending no reduction to
the commercial ACL.

Public comments were solicited from August 27, 2021, through September 17, 2021, in
conjunction with the Council’s September 2021 meeting. Public comment can also be provided
online throughout an amendment’s development and during scheduled meetings (Council,
advisory panels, scientific and statistical committee). Additionally, a public hearing was held
during the Council’s regularly scheduled public comment session at the September 2021
meeting. No oral comments were received during the hearing and one comment was submitted
online expressing concern over the reliability of recreational landings estimates used in the stock
assessment and other data deficiencies. The commenter mentioned the existence of a “cryptic”
red porgy population in deep waters that warrants investigating.

5.3.5 Council’s Conclusion

Red porgy are harvested incidentally with other snapper grouper species (e.g., vermilion snapper
and gray triggerfish) in the commercial sector and are not targeted recreationally. Utilizing the
allocation formula would incorporate revised recreational landings from the Marine Recreational
Information Program-Fishing Effort Survey, which would result in a slight shift of allocation to
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the commercial sector. Although commercial fishing tends to occur in deeper water than
recreational fishing, where mortality of discarded fish is higher, the Council reasoned that a
slightly higher allocation to the commercial sector would potentially reduce the number of fish
that are discarded if the commercial ACL is reached in-season and a closure becomes necessary.

The Council determined that Preferred Alternative 2 would best meet the purpose of revising
sector allocations using the best scientific information available while minimizing adverse social
and economic effects. Preferred Alternative 2 best meets the goals and objectives of the
Snapper Grouper FMP, as amended, while complying with the requirements of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act and other applicable law.

5.3.6 How is this Action Addressing the Vision Blueprint for the Snapper
Grouper Fishery?
This action addresses actions under Strategy 6.1: Support management approaches that consider

the mechanics of designing allocation strategies under Objective 6 — Develop management
measures that support optimal sector allocations for the Snapper Grouper Fishery.
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5.4 Action 4. Modify red porgy commercial trip limits

5.4.1 Snapper Grouper AP Comments and Recommendations

The Council’s Snapper Grouper AP convened via webinar on November 4-6, 2020, and on April
21-23,2021. The AP provided the following

recommendations on commercial trip limits: Alternatives*
e Consider conducting analyses with a closure 1 (g‘OOfAﬁtifon)- Jhe com1megcia!: glop Iin;it
. . is 60 fish from January 1 - April 30 an
(both sectors) that coincides with the shallow 120 fish from May 1 - December 31,

water grouper closure and a reduction in trip
2. Reduce the commercial trip limit

. from January 1 — April 30 to:
e For the commercial sector, red porgy may need 2a. 15 fish per trip
to be managed under a bycatch allowance. 2b. 20 fish per trip
bund fred 1dbei . 2c. 30 fish per trip
e Abundance of red snapper could be impacting 2d. 45 fish per trip

the red porgy population.

and bag trip limits.

: . 3. Reduce the commercial trip limit
e Abundance of red porgy has declined inshore from May 1 — December 31 to:

partly because of increase in fishing effort. 3a. 15 fish per trip

Commercial fishermen still find large fish in 3b. 20 fish per trip
d hen fishine f i 3c. 30 fish per trip
eep water when fishing for vermilion snapper. 3d. 45 fish per trip

e For the commercial sector, open in May with a 3e. 60 fish per trip

low trip limit to keep the season open as long as “See Chapter 2 for detailed language

possible. of alternatives. Preferred indicated in
e [t is important to the AP to keep the bold.

commercial sector open, even at a reduced
level. It is also important for data collection.

e Determine the peak spawning months for red porgy and adjust the spawning season
closure accordingly.

MOTION 2: FOR THE COMMERCIAL SECTOR CONSIDER A RANGE OF TRIP LIMIT
OPTIONS (25-60 FISH). CONSIDER CLOSURE ONLY DURING PEAK SPAWNING.
APPROVED BY AP

The AP received an update on the amendment during their October 19-21, 2021, meeting, and
had no additional comments specific to the proposed commercial trip limits.

5.4.2 Law Enforcement AP Comments and Recommendations

The Law Enforcement AP convened via webinar on February 1, 2020. The AP received a
briefing on the amendment and had no comments or recommendations.
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5.4.3 SSC Comments and Recommendations

The SSC received an update on the amendment during their October 27-29, 2021, meeting and
had no comments or recommendations.

5.4.4 Public Comments and Recommendations

Scoping hearings were held on February 3 and 4, 2021 via webinar. No comments were offered
during the webinar hearings. One comment was received recommending setting commercial trip
limits at appropriate levels for new quota allocations to avoid extended closures and excessive
regulatory discards and a 12-inch size limit to reduce regulatory discards and collect better data.

Public comments were solicited from August 27, 2021, through September 17, 2021, in
conjunction with the Council’s September 2021 meeting. Public comment can also be provided
online throughout an amendment’s development and during scheduled meetings (Council,
advisory panels, scientific and statistical committee). Additionally, a public hearing was held
during the Council’s regularly scheduled public comment session at the September 2021
meeting. No oral comments were received during the hearing and one comment was submitted
online expressing concern over the reliability of recreational landings estimates used in the stock
assessment and other data deficiencies. The commenter mentioned the existence of a “cryptic”
red porgy population in deep waters that warrants investigating.

5.4.5 Council’s Conclusion

The Council removed the sale and purchase prohibition of red porgy during January through
April with implementation of Regulatory Amendment 27 to the Snapper Grouper FMP in 2020
(SAFMC 2019a). This was to allow commercial fishermen to retain a small number of fish
instead of discarding them. Because of the depths where commercial fishing occurs, mortality of
released fish is relatively high. Council members reiterated that the proposed reduction in the
ACL in this amendment does not affect the Council’s original rationale stating that minimizing
the number of dead discards was still beneficial for the red porgy stock. Hence, the Council did
not reconsider prohibiting harvest of red porgy from January through April, as was
recommended by the Snapper Grouper AP.

Council members acknowledged the importance of red porgy to the seafood market and the need
to maintain a consistent choice of fresh fish for consumers year-round. When a species is
reintroduced to the market after a long hiatus, it can “lose its place” resulting in negative
economic effects. Commercial fishermen prefer to maintain access to as many species as
possible so they can “put a trip together” throughout the year. Limiting the commercial harvest
to 15 fish per trip, the lowest trip limit that was considered, would increase the likelihood of the
fishery remaining open and available to consumers for as long as possible. The Council
discussed aligning the red porgy commercial season to when fishermen are targeting vermilion
snapper and gray triggerfish with small hooks, particularly during January through April when
shallow-water grouper are closed to harvest and during the summer months when fishing effort is
highest. Given the substantial reduction in the commercial ACL, however, such a modification
was not discussed further as it was deemed unlikely to offer much benefit to the commercial
sector. Additionally, the current split season (January-April and May-December) has only been
in place since early 2020 and the Council reasoned that more time was needed for the expected
effects of that modification to be realized. The Council acknowledged that the proposed
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reduction in the commercial trip limit would likely result in closures in both seasons, but a small
trip limit would be helpful in reducing dead discards in the fishery by essentially creating a
“bycatch allowance”. Commercial fishermen could retain small numbers of red porgy over the
longest amount of time and thus minimize discards of incidentally harvested red porgy when
targeting other species such as gray triggerfish and vermilion snapper.

The Council determined that Preferred Sub-alternatives 2a and 3a would best meet the
purpose of ending overfishing of the red porgy stock and achieving OY, while minimizing
adverse social and economic effects. Preferred Sub-alternatives 2a and 3a best meet the goals
and objectives of the Snapper Grouper FMP, as amended, while complying with the
requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and other applicable law.

5.4.6 How is this Action Addressing the Vision Blueprint for the Snapper
Grouper Fishery?

The use of trip limits for the commercial sector is addressed under the Vision Blueprint’s
Strategy 2.1 - Support development of management approaches that address retention of snapper
grouper species. The first priority action under this strategy is to consider trip limit adjustments
for the commercial sector to lengthen seasons and better utilize ACLs.
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5.5 Action 5. Modify red porgy recreational management
measures

5.5.1 Sub-Action 5a. Bag Limit

Alternatives*

5.5.1.1 Snapper Grouper AP Comments | 4 (No Action). The recreational bag limit is
and Recommendations 3 fish per person per day, or 3 per trip.

The Council’s Snapper Grouper AP convened via 2. Reduce the recreational bag limit to
webinar on November 4-6, 2020, and on April 21- 1 per person per day or per trip.
23,2021. The AP provided the following

recommendations on recreational bag limits: 3. Reduce the recreational bag limit to 2

per person per day or per trip.

e For the charter and headboat components, a | *See Chapter 2 for detailed language of
per person limit rather than per vessel limit alternatives. Preferred indicated in bold.

would be better for catch tracking purposes.

MOTION 3: RECOMMEND CLOSING THE RECREATIONAL FISHERY FOR RED PORGY
IN SYNCHRONY WITH THE SHALLOW WATER GROUPER SPAWNING SEASON
CLOSURE. WHEN RED PORGY IS OPEN:

e 1 FISH PER ANGLER PER TRIP

e 2 FISH PER ANGLER PER TRIP

APPROVED BY AP

The AP received an update on the amendment during their October 19-21, 2021, meeting. The
AP was asked to comment on the current bag limit restriction aboard headboats and charter
vessels undertaking multi-day trips. Some AP members expressed support for removing the
restriction to be consistent with other species managed under the Snapper Grouper FMP, while
others supported maintaining the restriction.

5.5.1.2 Law Enforcement AP Comments and Recommendations

The Law Enforcement AP convened via webinar on February 1, 2020. The AP received a
briefing on the amendment and had no comments or recommendations.

The Law Enforcement AP met on February 10, 2022. The AP was asked to comment on the
proposed recreational possession limit changes for red porgy. The Council’s current preferred
alternative for the recreational bag limit is to reduce to 1 per person per day, or 1 per person per
trip, whichever is more restrictive. The Council requested feedback on whether the regulation
could be changed to “per person per trip per day” to simplify it. It was noted that, in addition to
the current bag limit that applies to the individual, there is also a restriction that prohibits
multiple daily limits of red porgy from being retained, even on multi-day trips.

The AP had the following comments:
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e The Council could consider changing the regulation to exclude the “per trip” restriction.
However, this could allow retention of multiple daily limits in areas where multiple trips
can be taken in a single day. It was noted that it would be unlikely that a vessel would be
boarded more than once in one day.

e Recommendation: Retain the current language in the regulations and reduce to one fish,
to read: A person aboard a vessel may not possess red porgy in or from the exclusive
economic zone in excess of ONE per day or ONE per trip, whichever is more restrictive.

e The AP noted that the “per trip” restriction is more conservative.

5.5.1.3 SSC Comments and Recommendations

The SSC received an update on the amendment during their October 27-29, 2021, meeting and
had no comments or recommendations.

5.5.14 Public Comments and Recommendations

Scoping hearings were held on February 3 and 4, 2021, via webinar. No comments were offered
during the webinar hearings and no comments were received specific to recreational
management measures.

Public comments were solicited from August 27, 2021, through September 17, 2021, in
conjunction with the Council’s September 2021 meeting. Additionally, a public hearing was
held during the Council’s regularly scheduled public comment session at the September 2021
meeting. No oral comments were received during the hearing and one comment was submitted
online expressing concern over the reliability of recreational landings estimates used in the stock
assessment and other data deficiencies. The commenter mentioned the existence of a “cryptic”
red porgy population in deep waters that warrants investigating.

5.5.1.5 Council’s Conclusion

Given the substantial reduction in harvest needed to end overfishing immediately and to increase
the likelihood of rebuilding the red porgy stock, the Council selected the lowest bag limit that
was considered to continue to allow recreational retention and to help constrain harvest to the
reduced recreational ACL. The Council considered implementing vessel limits for charter
vessels and headboats but removed those alternatives from further consideration at its June 2021
meeting citing concerns over potentially creating complications for headboats to manage their
red porgy harvest. Council members reasoned that vessel limits would be overly complicated at
this time given the significant reductions in harvest considered in the amendment.

The Council determined that Preferred Alternative 2 would best meet the purpose of ending
overfishing of the red porgy stock and achieving OY, while minimizing adverse social and
economic effects. Preferred Alternative 2 best meets the goals and objectives of the Snapper
Grouper FMP, as amended, while complying with the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens
Act and other applicable law.

South Atlantic Snapper Grouper Chapter S. Council Conclusions
Amendment 50 97



5.5.1.6 How is this Action Addressing the Vision Blueprint for the
Snapper Grouper Fishery?

This action addresses Strategy 2.1— Support development of management approaches that
address retention of snapper grouper species under Objective 2 - Develop innovative
management measures that allow consistent access to the fishery for all sectors.

5.5.2 Sub-Action 5b. Recreational Season

5.5.2.1 Snapper Grouper AP Comments and Recommendations

The 'Council’s Snapper Grouper AP conveneq via Alternatives*
webinar on November 4-6, 2020, and on April 21- 1 (No Action). Recreational harvest is
23,2021. The AP provided the following allowed year-round until the recreational
recommendations on a recreational fishing season: anr;ual catch limit is met or is projected to be
met.
* Consider conducting analyses with a 2. Establish a recreational fishing
closure (both sectors) that coincides with season during May through June.
the shallow water grouper closure and a 3. Establish a recreational fishing season

reduction in trip and bag trip limits. during July through August.

* Consider open recreational season during 4. Establish a recreational fishing season

summer (June-August) to give the during June through August.
recreational sector the opportunity to have

red porgy as a species that could be
retained during the peak months for
recreational fishing.

*See Chapter 2 for detailed language of
alternatives. Preferred indicated in bold.

MOTION 3: RECOMMEND CLOSING THE RECREATIONAL FISHERY FOR RED PORGY
IN SYNCHRONY WITH THE SHALLOW WATER GROUPER SPAWNING SEASON
CLOSURE. WHEN RED PORGY IS OPEN:

e 1 FISH PER ANGLER PER TRIP

e 2 FISH PER ANGLER PER TRIP

APPROVED BY AP

The AP received an update on the amendment during their October 19-21, 2021, meeting. The
AP had no comments or recommendations on the proposed recreational season.

5.5.2.2 Law Enforcement AP Comments and Recommendations

The Law Enforcement AP convened via webinar on February 1, 2020. The AP received a
briefing on the amendment and had no comments or recommendations.

5.5.2.3 SSC Comments and Recommendations

The SSC received an update on the amendment during their October 27-29, 2021, meeting and
had no comments or recommendations.
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5.5.2.4 Public Comments and Recommendations

Scoping hearings were held on February 3 and 4, 2021, via webinar. No comments were offered
during the webinar hearings and no comments were received specific to recreational
management measures.

Public comments were solicited from August 27, 2021, through September 17, 2021, in
conjunction with the Council’s September 2021 meeting. Additionally, a public hearing was
held during the Council’s regularly scheduled public comment session at the September 2021
meeting. No oral comments were received during the hearing and one comment was submitted
online expressing concern over the reliability of recreational landings estimates used in the stock
assessment and other data deficiencies. The commenter mentioned the existence of a “cryptic”
red porgy population in deep waters that warrants investigating.

5.5.2.5 Council’s Conclusion

As stated previously, substantial reductions in harvest are needed to address the stock’s
overfishing and overfished determinations. Shortening the time recreational fishing is allowed
for red porgy in the South Atlantic region contributes to ensuring recreational catches do not
exceed the adjusted ACL. The Council selected the most conservative alternative to reduce the
chance the recreational ACL would be exceeded while still allowing some harvest to recreational
anglers. Under Preferred Alternative 2, Alternatives 3, and 4, according to the analyses, there
is some probability that the catch limit could be met within the timeframe that harvest for red
porgy is open. However, there is notable uncertainty surrounding those predictions. The longer
the open season, the higher the likelihood that the ACL could be exceeded. Therefore,
Preferred Alternative 2, which would implement a 2-month season in May and June, is the best
choice to ensure landings remain below the ACL and overfishing is prevented. Additionally,
under Preferred Alternative 2, recreational fishing would not be occurring during late summer,
when weather events tend to be more disruptive of fishing activity.

The Council determined that Preferred Alternative 2 would best meet the purpose of ending
overfishing of the red porgy stock and achieving OY, while minimizing adverse social and
economic effects. Preferred Alternative 2 best meets the goals and objectives of the Snapper
Grouper FMP, as amended, while complying with the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens
Act and other applicable law.

5.5.2.6 How is this Action Addressing the Vision Blueprint for the
Snapper Grouper Fishery?
This action addresses Strategy 4.1: Consider management approaches that consider catch limits,

seasons, and the biology of the fishery in order to minimize bycatch of snapper grouper species.
under Objective 4 - Develop management measures that reduce and mitigate discards.
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5.6 Action 6. Modify red porgy recreational accountability
measures

5.6.1 Snapper Grouper AP Comments and Recommendations

The Council’s Snapper Grouper AP convened

via webinar on November 4-6, 2020, and on Alternatives™
Aprl'l 21-23,2021. The AP did not pr0V1de 1 (No Action). In-season closure if landings
spec1ﬁc; comments or recommendations on reach or are projected to reach the
recreational AMs. recreational ACL. If landings exceed the

ACL, then monitor landings the following
The AP received an update on the amendment | Year. If the total ACL is exceeded and Red
during their October 19-21, 2021, meeting. Porgy are overfished, reduce the length of

.. the recreational fishing season and the

They had no a}ddltlonal commentsor recreational ACL by the amount of the
recommendations on the proposed modification | overage.
of the recreational AM.

2. NMFS will annually announce the
5.6.2 Law Enforcement AP recreational flshlng season sftart and end

. dates. The fishing season will start on May 1

Comments and Recommendations and end on the date NMFS projects the

The Law Enforcement AP convened via recreational ACL will be met.

webinar on February 1, 2020. The AP received | 3 it the recreational ACL is exceeded,

a briefing on the amendment and had no reduce the length of the following year’s
comments or recommendations. recreational fishing season by the amount
necessary to prevent the recreational ACL
5.6.3 SSC Comments and from being exceeded in the following
. year. Do not reduce if the Regional
Recommendations Administrator determines, using the best

The SSC received an update on the amendment available science, that it is not necessary.
during their October 27-29, 2021, meetmg and *See Chapter 2 for detailed language of
had no comments or recommendations. alternatives. Preferred indicated in bold.

5.6.4 Public Comments and
Recommendations

Scoping hearings were held on February 3 and 4, 2021, via webinar. No comments were offered
during the webinar hearings and no comments were received specific to recreational AMs.

Public comments were solicited from August 27, 2021, through September 17, 2021, in
conjunction with the Council’s September 2021 meeting. Public comment can also be provided
online throughout an amendment’s development and during scheduled meetings (Council,
advisory panels, scientific and statistical committee). Additionally, a public hearing was held
during the Council’s regularly scheduled public comment session at the September 2021
meeting. No oral comments were received during the hearing and one comment was submitted
online expressing concern over the reliability of recreational landings estimates used in the stock
assessment and other data deficiencies. The commenter mentioned the existence of a “cryptic”
red porgy population in deep waters that warrants investigating.
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5.6.5 Council’s Conclusion

Given the modification to recreational management measures being proposed in this amendment,
particularly the establishment of a recreational season under Sub-action 5b, the Council is
proposing modifying the recreational accountability measures accordingly. Preferred
Alternative 3 is the most suitable among the alternatives considered for a short recreational
season. Eliminating the in-season closure when the recreational ACL is met or is projected to be
met makes the most sense as data are not available in time to implement in-season management
under the proposed two-month season using landings from the current fishing year. Council
members agreed that it would also be appropriate to uncouple the post-season recreational
accountability measure (payback of the overage if the ACL is exceeded) from the total ACL to
prevent potential disruptions to the commercial sector because of post-season paybacks.
Preferred Alternative 3 also maintains the intent to reduce the season length the following year
in the event of an overage.

The Council determined that Preferred Alternative 3 would best meet the purpose of
preventing overfishing of the red porgy stock. Preferred Alternative 3 best meets the goals and
objectives of the Snapper Grouper FMP, as amended, while complying with the requirements of
the Magnuson-Stevens Act and other applicable law.

5.6.6 How is this Action Addressing the Vision Blueprint for the Snapper
Grouper Fishery?

This action does not directly address management objectives in the Vision Blueprint.
Establishing AMs to prevent overfishing is a mandate under the Magnuson-Stevens Act.
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Cumulative Effects

While this environmental assessment (EA) is being prepared using the 2020 Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Regulations, the
cumulative effects discussed in this section meet the two-part standard for “reasonable
foreseeability” and “reasonably close causal connection” required by the new definition of
effects or impacts. Below is the five-step cumulative effects analysis that identifies criteria that
must be considered in an EA.

6.1 Affected Area

The immediate impact area would be the federal 200-mile limit of the Atlantic off the coasts of
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and east Florida to Key West, which is also the South
Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s (Council) area of jurisdiction. In light of the available
information, the extent of the boundaries would depend upon the degree of fish
immigration/emigration and larval transport, whichever has the greatest geographical range. The
ranges of affected species are described in Volume II of the Fishery Ecosystem Plan.!! For the
proposed actions found in Amendment 50 to the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for the
Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region (Snapper Grouper FMP), the cumulative
effects analysis includes an analysis of data from 2017 through the present.

6.2 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions Impacting the
Affected Area

Fishery managers implemented the first significant regulations pertaining to snapper grouper
species in 1983 through the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 1983). Listed below are other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions occurring in the South Atlantic Region. These
actions, when added to the proposed management measures, may result in cumulative effects on
the biophysical and socio-economic environment. The complete history of management of the
snapper grouper fishery can be found in Appendix I (History of Management).

Past Actions

Amendment 36 to the Snapper Grouper FMP, effective on July 31, 2017, was implemented to
establish new spawning special management zones (SMZ) to protect spawning areas for snapper
grouper species.

Amendment 37 to the Snapper Grouper FMP, effective on August 24, 2017, modified the
hogfish fishery management unit in response to genetically different stocks along the South
Atlantic, specified fishing levels for the two stocks, established a rebuilding plan for the Florida
Keys/East Florida stock, and established or revised management measures for both hogfish
stocks such as size limits, recreational bag limits, and commercial trip limits.

' http://safme.net/ecosystem-management/fishery-ecosystem-plan/
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Amendment 43 to the Snapper Grouper FMP, effective on July 26, 2017, specified recreational
and commercial annual catch limits (ACL) for red snapper beginning in 2018.

Abbreviated Framework 1 to the Snapper Grouper FMP, effective on August 27, 2018, was
implemented to address overfishing of red grouper, and reduced the commercial and recreational
ACLs for red grouper in the South Atlantic exclusive economic zone (EEZ).

Abbreviated Framework 2 to the Snapper Grouper FMP, effective on May 9, 2019, revised
fishing levels for black sea bass and vermilion snapper in response to the latest stock assessments
for those species in the South Atlantic.

Amendment 42 to the Snapper Grouper FMP, effective on January 8, 2020, added three newly
approved sea turtle release devices and updated the regulations to simplify and clarify the
specifications for other release gear requirements. The new devices and updates provide more
options to fulfill the requirements for sea turtle release gear on board vessels with commercial
and charter/for-hire snapper grouper permits in the South Atlantic. The amendment also
streamlines the procedure to implement newly approved devices and handling procedures in the
future.

Regulatory Amendment 27 (Vision Blueprint Regulatory Amendment 27) to the Snapper
Grouper FMP, effective on February 26, 2020, addresses specific action items in the 2016-2020
Vision Blueprint for the commercial sector of the snapper grouper fishery. The framework
amendment revised commercial regulations for blueline tilefish, snowy grouper, greater
amberjack, red porgy, vermilion snapper, almaco jack, Other Jacks Complex (lesser amberjack,
almaco jack, and banded rudderfish), queen snapper, silk snapper, blackfin snapper, and gray
triggerfish. Actions include modifying fishing seasons, trip limits, and minimum size limits.

Regulatory Amendment 30 to the Snapper Grouper FMP, effective on March 9, 2020, revised the
rebuilding plan for red grouper, extended the annual spawning closure for that species off North
and South Carolina, and established a commercial trip limit.

Regulatory Amendment 26 (Vision Blueprint Regulatory Amendment 26) to the Snapper
Grouper FMP, effective on March 30, 2020, addresses specific action items in the 2016-2020
Vision Blueprint for the recreational sector of the snapper grouper fishery. The framework
amendment modified the 20-fish aggregate bag limits, and minimum size limits for certain
species.

Regulatory Amendment 29 to the Snapper Grouper FMP, effective July 15, 2020, modified gear
requirements for South Atlantic snapper grouper species. Actions included requirements for
descending and venting devices, and modifications to requirements for circle hooks and
powerheads.

Abbreviated Framework 3 to the Snapper Grouper FMP, effective August 17, 2020, revised
fishing levels for blueline tilefish in the South Atlantic region.

Regulatory Amendment 33 to the Snapper Grouper FMP, effective August 17, 2020, removed
the requirement that if projections indicate the South Atlantic red snapper season (commercial or
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recreational) would be three days or fewer, the commercial and/or recreational seasons would not
open for that fishing year. If this requirement is removed, red snapper harvest could be open for
either recreational or commercial harvest for fewer than four days.

Regulatory Amendment 34 to the Snapper Grouper FMP, effective May 3, 2021, created 34
special management zones around artificial reefs off North Carolina and South Carolina.

Present Actions
Amendment 44 to the Snapper Grouper FMP will address the results of the latest stock
assessment for the yellowtail snapper stock in the southeast.

Comprehensive Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) Control Rule Amendment (Amendment 45
to the Snapper Grouper FMP) would modify the ABC control rule, specify an approach for
determining the acceptable risk of overfishing and the probability of rebuilding success for
overfished stocks, allow phase-in of ABC changes, and allow carry-over of unharvested catch.
This amendment will continue being developed in 2021.

Amendment 49 to the Snapper Grouper FMP would address the results of the latest stock
assessment for the greater amberjack stock in the South Atlantic region.

Amendment 51 to the Snapper Grouper FMP would address the results of the latest stock
assessment for the snowy grouper stock in the South Atlantic region. Snowy grouper was
determined to be overfished and undergoing overfishing.

Amendment 53 to the Snapper Grouper FMP would address the results of the latest stock
assessment for the gag stock in the South Atlantic region. Gag was determined to be overfished
and undergoing overfishing.

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
Amendment 46 to the Snapper Grouper FMP proposes actions to focus on private recreational
permit requirements and reporting. Development of this amendment is currently on hold.

Regulatory Amendment 31 to the Snapper Grouper FMP could include actions to revise
recreational accountability measures to allow more flexibility in managing recreational fisheries.
Development of this framework amendment is currently on hold.

Expected Impacts from Past, Present, and Future Actions

The intent of Amendment 50 is to modify management of South Atlantic red porgy. Actions
include establishing a rebuilding plan, and revising annual catch limits (ACL), sector allocations,
recreational accountability measures (AM), and management measures for the commercial and
recreational sectors. Development of Amendment 50 is a response to the most recent stock
assessment for South Atlantic red porgy (SEDAR 60 2020). The proposed actions in
Amendment 50 are not expected to result in significant cumulative adverse biological or socio-
economic effects (see Chapter 4). In recent years, participants in the snapper grouper fishery and
associated businesses have experienced some negative economic and social impacts due to
changes in ACLs and early closures during the fishing years. Factors such as distance to fishing
grounds, weather, and water temperature affect availability of species to the recreational fleets in
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different parts of the Council’s jurisdiction. The proposed actions could result in increased
regulatory discards of red porgy. However, the proposed actions would end overfishing and
establish a plan to rebuild the stock.

When combined with the impacts of past, present, and future actions affecting the snapper
grouper fishery, minor cumulative impacts are likely to accrue. For example, there could be
beneficial cumulative effects from the actions in this amendment, in addition to future proposed
actions to reduce overfishing of snapper grouper species, require the use of descending devices,
and reducing bycatch. Also, there may be cumulative socio-economic effects by promoting
access to the fishery which would improve recreational fishing opportunities and benefits to
associated businesses and communities; however, the actions in this amendment are not expected
to result in significant cumulative adverse biological or socio-economic effects to the snapper
grouper fishery when combined with the impacts of past, present, and future actions (see Chapter
4).

6.3 Consideration of Climate Change and Other Non-Fishery Related
Issues

Climate Change

Global climate changes could have significant effects on South Atlantic fisheries, though the
extent of these effects on the snapper grouper fishery is not known at this time. The
Environmental Protection Agency’s climate change webpage (https://www.epa.gov/climate-
indicators/marine-species-distribution), and NOAA’s Office of Science and Technology climate
webpage (https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/topic/climate), provides background information on
climate change, including indicators which measure or anticipate effects on oceans, weather and
climate, ecosystems, health and society, and greenhouse gases. The United Nations
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Fifth Assessment Report also provides a
compilation of scientific information on climate change (November 2, 2014). Those findings are
summarized below.

Ocean acidification, or a decrease in surface ocean pH due to absorption of anthropogenic carbon
dioxide emissions, affects the chemistry and temperature of the water. Increased thermal
stratification alters ocean circulation patterns, and causes a loss of sea ice, sea level rise,
increased wave height and frequency, reduced upwelling, and changes in precipitation and wind
patterns. Changes in coastal and marine ecosystems can influence organism metabolism and
alter ecological processes such as productivity, species interactions, migration, range and
distribution, larval and juvenile survival, prey availability, and susceptibility to predators. The
“center of biomass,” a geographical representation of each species’ weight distribution, is being
used to identify the shifting of fish populations. Warming sea temperature trends in the southeast
have been documented, and animals must migrate to cooler waters, if possible, if water
temperatures exceed survivable ranges (Needham et al. 2012). Harvesting and habitat changes
also cause geographic population shifts. Changes in water temperatures may also affect the
distribution of native and exotic species, allowing invasive species to establish communities in
areas they may not have been able to survive previously. The combination of warmer water and
expansion of salt marshes inland with sea-level rise may increase productivity of estuarine-
dependent species in the short term. However, in the long term, this increased productivity may
be temporary because of loss of fishery habitats due to wetland loss (Kennedy et al. 2002). The
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numerous changes to the marine ecosystem may cause an increased risk of disease in marine
biota. An increase in the occurrence and intensity of toxic algae blooms will negatively
influence the productivity of keystone animals, such as corals, and critical coastal ecosystems
such as wetlands, estuaries, and coral reefs (Kennedy et al. 2002; IPCC 2014).

Climate change may impact snapper grouper species in the future, but the level of impacts cannot
be quantified at this time, nor is the time frame known in which these impacts will occur. In the
near term, it is unlikely that the management measures contained in Amendment 50 would
compound or exacerbate the ongoing effects of climate change on snapper grouper spec