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2.0 SUMMARY 

2.1 Fishery Definition 

The coastal migratory pelagic resources (mackerels) are those species In the waters of the Gulf of 
Mexico and In the coastal and fishery conservation zone (FCZ) off the south Atlantic coast as spe­
cified below. The fishery year Is to commence July 1 and terminate June 30. 

2.2 Management Area 

Area for management: Federal regulation plTsuant to this plan wl11 apply to the FCZ within the jurl s­
dlctlon of the Gulf and South Atlantic Councils. 1-bwever, maximum sustainable yield and optimum yield 
are based on the stocks In the U.S. FCZ, the territorial sea, and internal waters of the various states. 
Consequently the al locations to _various gear types Include catches both from the FCZ and waters land­
ward thereof. The states bordering the areas of jurisdiction of the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic 
Councll. Fishery Management Councils are urged to adopt regulations which are co,npatlble ,,lfth those 
applying In the FCZ. Regulations are not appl led In the area of jurisdiction of the Mid-Atlantic 
Councl I because the catches there and the quantities of regulated species occurring there ares:> smal I 
that regulation would not be cost effective and Is not necessary to accomplish the objectives of the 
plan. Slmllarly, catches there are not included in 0Y or In catch al locations. Should a fishery 
develop which slgnlflcantly affects the stocks and Is In the FCZ beyond the area for management, the 
management area may be extended by plan amendment. 

2.3 Species 

2.3.1 Species In the Management Unit (for which regulations are proposed) 

i<.Ing mackerel Scomberomorus cava I I a 
Span I sh mackerel Scomberomorus maculatus 
Cobia Rachycentron canadum 

2.3.2 Species In the Fishery but not In the Management Unit (no regulation proposed) 

Caro mac·kerel Scomberomorus raga 11s 
LI ttle tunny Euthynnus alletteratus 
Do Iph In Coryphaena hlppurus 
Bluefish (Gulf of Mexico only) Pomatomus saltatrlx 

2.4 Statement of MSY1 0Y1 EDAH and TALFF (mll lions of pounds) 

0Y EDAH(1981) TALFF 

KI ng mackere I 37 37 37 0 
Span lsh mackerel 27 27 27 0 

For cobla, optimum yield ls defined as all cobla equal to or larger than 33 Inches In length from the 
t Ip of the head to the center of the tat I (fork length) whlch can be harvested by U.S. f lshennen. MSY 
Is estimated at 1,057,000 pounds, EDAH Is estimated as 1,000,000 pounds In 1981, and TALFF Is zero. 
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2.5 Problems In the Fishery 

1. Current and accurate blologlcal and economic data needed as a basis for management decisions 
are not avallabte. 

2. Intense conflicts exist between recreational and commercial users of the mackerel stocks; and 
between commercial users employing different gears. 

3. Rapldly Increasing fishing effort tor king mackerel could soon result In overfishing If no 
action Is taken. 

4. Cobia are presently harvested at a size below that necessary for maximum yield and may be 
overfished In some areas beyond the management area. 

2.6 Management Objectives 

2.6.1 King Mackerel 

1. Institute management meas1res necessary to prevent exceeding MSY. 

2. Establish a mandatory statistical reporting system for ITDnltorlng catch. 

3. Minimize gear and user group conflicts. 

2.6.2 Spanish Mackerel 

1. Institute management measures necessary to prevent exceeding MSY. 

2. Establish a mandatory statistical reporting system for 11Dnltorlng catch. 

3. Minimize gear and user group conflicts In the event they arise. 

4. Promote the maximum use of the resource up to the OY estlmata. 

2.6.3 Cobia 

1. Institute management measures necessary to Increase yield per recruit and average size and 
to prevent overfishing. 

2.7 Proposed Management Measures 

2.7.1 Proposed Management Measures for King Mackerel 

A. The Secretary of Commerce may Implement measures designed to provide I Imitations, where 
appropriate, on any gear or device used In the king mackerel fishery to reduce gear and user group 
cont I lets. The Secretary, after consultation with the affected Councl Is, may take the fo I lowl ng 
action by regulatory amendment based on the fol lowing criteria: 

(1) When a conflict arises through expansion of a historical fishery In a traditional fishing 
area or region, the Secretary shal I Investigate the causes and extent of the confl let, the 

economic and sociological Impacts of any viable limitations on the expanded fishery or other 
users, other solutions to the confllct and other relevant factors. The Secretary, after con­
sultation with the affected Counclls and states, may resolve the confllct as fairly as 

poss Ible by takl ng one or more of the fo I lowl ng act Ions: 
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(a) Separate the users or gear by area Cf I sh Ing zone). 

(b) Separate the users or gear by time (day of week). 

Cc) Assign local qootas to each gear or user group based on the hlstorlcal catches of each 
for that local area. 

Cd) Allow un llmlted usage of the gear or device. 

(2) When the conflict arises through the Introduction of gear or devices Into new regions where 
they have not been hlstorlcal ly fished, the Secretary shall Investigate the harvesting capa­
city and efficiency of the new gear or device In the local area, the economic and soclologl­
cal Impacts on users of h lstorlcal gear, the hi storlcal level of stock abundance In the area 
and the other relevant factors. The Secretary may, after consultation with the affected 
Councils and states, take one or 110reof the followlng actions: 

(a) Prohibit use of the gear or device In that geographlcal area. 

(b) Al low only I lmlted use of the gear or device to nore fully evaluate Its Impacts and 
potentials. 

(c) Limit the number of L11lts of the gear or device which can be utlllzed In that area. 

Cd) Al low un I lmlted usage of the gear or device. 

(3) When a conflict arises as a result of circumstances In the fishery, other than as described 
In (1) or (2) above, the Secretary may Implement meastres designed to obviate such conflicts 
by measures provided for In (1) and (2) above, or take such other action as may be 
appropriate and necessary to resolve such conflicts In a manner consistent with the goals and 
objectives of the plan, the National Standards, the MFCMA and other applicable law. 

B. When the Regional Director, Southeast Region, t-MFS, determines, based on rel lab le lnfonnatlon, 
that a c;:onfllct, as described In FMP Section 8.2.6, exists or Is about to exist, he wlll take one 
of the following actions by fleld order. The time period during which such restrictions shal I be 
enforced wl 11 be determined by length of time a direct confl let exists or Is expected to exl st. 

(1) Establish a fishing window within the following points: 

(a) Bethel Shoal I lght (27° 44.3 1N, 80° I 0.4 1W). 

(b) A wreck 15 miles southeast of Fort Pierce Inlet (27° 23.S'N, 80° 3.7 1W). 

Cc) Marker WR 16, five ml les northeast of Jupiter In let (27° 0.6 1N, 80° 2.0'W). 

Cd) 100 fm depth due east of point c (27° 0.6'N, 79° 55.0 1W). 

Ce> 100 fm depth due east of point b (27° 23.5 1N, 79° 54.0 1W). 

Cf) 100 fm depth due east of point a (27° 44.3'N, 79° 53.5 1W). 

The Regional Director may proh lblt use of gl I I-net gear to take king mackerel within the area 
a-b-e-f, b-c-d-e or a-c-d-f. If addltlonal action Is needed, prohibit use of hook and llne gear 
to take king mackerel within a window landward of a llne between the points a-b, b-c or a-c. 
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(2) Establish two fishing zones seaward (east) of state Jurisdiction. These zones shal I be the 
waters of the FCZ between 27° 101 north latitude and 27° 50' north latitude divided Into 
two areas along the (Ina of 27° 30 1 north latitude. 

(a) In the first year In which a conflict arises, the use of gll I nets for taking of king 
mackerel shall be prohibited In the area south of 27° 30 1 north latitude and use of 
hook and llne gear for taking of king mackerel shal I be prohibited In the area north 
of 27° 30' north latitude. In any succeeding year when a conflict develops, the 
area In which each gear Is prohibited may be changed. 

(b) Whan a conflict arises, use of each gear within the zone between 27° lO'N and 27° 50'N 
may be alternated dally. 

(I) On even days of the rronth, use of gill-net gear to take king mackerel may be 
proh I b I tad. 

(II) on odd days of the rronth, use of hook and line gear to take king mackerel may 
be prohibited. 

(c) Close the fishery for king mackerel to al I users within the zone between 27° lO'N and 
27° 50'N. This measure shal I only be Imposed If the conflict results In: 

(I) Death or serious bodily Injury. 

(II) Significant gear loss. 

Procedures for evaluating the existence of a conflict: 

(1) The fol lowing procedures must be employed by the Regional Director In his decision process 
regarding the existence of a conflict for which a field order Is appropriate and prior to the 
Implementation of such a field order. 

(a) At'such time as the Regional Director Is advised by any party that a conflict exists, he 
must confirm the existence of such a conflict through Information suppl led him by t,f,llfS, 
u.s. Coast Guard or other appropriate law enforcement agencies. 

Cb) In the event that such Information Is not ascertainable from those law enforcement per­
sonnel as provided In (a) above, such cont trmatlon may be made through Information 
supplied by personnel of the state agency with marine fishery management resp:>nslblllty. 

Cc) Confer with the Chairmen of the affected Councils, the office of the state agency(s) 
with the marine fishery management responslblllty, and such other persons as the 
Regional Director deems appropriate, If any. 

(2) Restrictions on field orders 

Ca) No field order may be Implemented which results in the exclusive access of any user 
group or gear type to the fishery during the time the field order Is In existence. 

Cb) A field order may be rescinded by the Regional Director If he finds through application 
of the same procedures set forth In (1) above that the conflict no longer exists. 

(c) No field order may be Implemented for a time period greater than five (5) days except 
under the conditions set forth In Section Ce) above. 
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(d) At such time as the Regional Director submits to the Federal Register a field order for 
Implementation under these provisions, he shal I lmmedlately arrange for a fact-finding 
meeting In the area of the conflict to be convened no later than 72 hours from the time 
of tmplementatlon of the field order. The fol lowlng shal I be advised of such fact-
f Ind Ing meeting: 

(1) The Chairmen of the affected Councils; 

(2) The office of the state agency with fishery management responslblllty; 

(3) Local media; 

(4) Such user group represent at Ives or organ I zat Ions as may be appropr I ate and 
pract I cab le; 

(5) Others as deemed appropriate by the Regional Director or as requested by Chairmen 
of the affected Councils or the state agency. 

This fact-finding meeting shal I be for the purpose of evaluating the following: 

(1) The existence of a conflict needing resolution by the fleld order; 

(2) The appropriate term of the field order, I.e., either greater or less than five 
( 5) days; 

(3) Other possible solutions to the conflict other than federal Intervention; 

(4) Other relevant matters. 

(e) In the event It Is determined as a result of the fact-finding meeting that the tenn of 
the field order should exceed five (5) days, the Regional Director may, after con­
sultation with the Chairmen of the affected Councils and the Involved state agency, 
extend such field order for a period not to exceed 30 days from the date of lnltlal 
Implementation. In the event the Regional Director determines that It Is necessary or 
appropriate for the term of such fleld order to extend beyond 30 days, such extension 
may be made after consultation with the Chairmen of the affected Councils and for such 
period of time as necessary and appropriate to resolve the conflict. 

c. A total allowable catch shall be established at 37 mllllon pounds per year. 

(1) Annual stock allocations shall be made as fol lows: 28 mll llon pounds for the recreational 
fishery and nine mllllon pounds for the commerclal fishery. 

(2) The commercial al location shal I be divided between hook and line gears and net gears 
as fo I lows: 

Hook zind 11ne: 3,877,200 pounds 
Nets 5, 122,800 pounds 

(3) If the catch of any user group exceeds Its allocatlon, the Secretary shal I close the 
f lshery to that group for the remainder of the fishing \'ear. 

(4) Commercial and recreational fishermen defined as follows: 
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- A commercial fisherman Is a person who sells his catch. 

- A recreatlonal fisherman Is a person who does not sel I his catch. 

D. The minimum mesh size In the FCZ for al I king mackerel gll I nets shal I be 4-3/4 Inches stretched 
mesh In the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantlc Regional Councils' areas of Jurisdiction. 

E. C1) The Reglonal Director, Southeast Region, tf.1FS, may Institute a bag I lmlt for kl ng mackerel 
taken by recreational or recreational for hire users and/or a trip llmlt for commerclal 
users by the regulatory amendment process when supporting data becomes available and after 
consultation with the affected Counclls9 

(2) The Regional Director, Southeast Region, ""1FS, may Institute a size llmlt by the regulatory 
amendment process when supporting data becomes available and after consultation with the 
affected Councl Is. 

2.7.2 Proposed Management Measures for Spanish Mackerel 

A. The Secretary of Commerce may Implement measures designed to provide limitations, where 
appropriate, on any gear or device used In the Spanish mackerel fishery to reduce gear and user 
group conflicts. The Secretary, after consultation with the affected Councils, may take the 
following action by regulatory amendment based on the following criteria: 

(1) When a conflict arises through expansion of a historical fishery In a tradltlonal fishing 
area or region, the Secretary shat I Investigate the causes and extent of the conflict, the 
economic and soclologlcal Impacts of any viable !Imitations on the expanded fishery or other 
users, other solutions to the conflict and other relevant factors. The Secretary, after con­
sultation with the affected Councils and states, may resolve the confllct as falrly as 
possible by taking one or more of the fol lowing actions: 

Ca) Separate the users or gear by area (fishing zone). 

Cb) Separate the users or gear by time (day of week). 

Cc) Assign local quotas to each gear or user group based on the h lstorlcal catches of each 
for that loca I area. 

Cd) Al low uni lmlted usage of the gear or device. 

(2) When the conflict arises through the Introduction of gear or devices Into new regions where 
they have not been historically fished, the Secretary shat I Investigate the harvesting capa­
city and efficiency of the new gear or device In the local area, the economic and 9:lclologl­
cal Impacts on users of hlstorlcal gear, the hlstorlcal level of stock abundance In the area 
and the other relevant factors. The Secretary may, after consultation with the affected 
Counclls and states, take one or rrore of the followlng actions: 

Ca) Prohibit use of the gear or device In that geographlcal area. 

Cb) Al low only llmlted use of the gear or device to more fully evaluate Its Impacts and 
potent I al s. 

Cc) Limit the number of units of the gear or device which can be utlllzed In that area. 

Cd) Al low uni lmlted usage of the gear or device. 
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(3) When a conflict arises as a result of circumstances In the fishery, other than as described 
In Cl) or (2) above, the Secretary may Implement measures designed to obviate such conflicts 
by measures provided for In (1) and (2) above, or take such other action as may be 

appropriate and necessary to resolve such conflicts In a manner consistent with the goals and 
objectives of the plan, the National Standards, the MFCMA and other applicable law.

B. Cl) A 12-lnch fork length minimum size limit shal I be set on Spanish mackerel In both the com­
mercial and recreational fisheries. 

(2) A catch allowance for underlzed fish wl 11 be al lowed equal to five percent of the total catch 
by weight of Spanish mackerel on board a vessel In the Spanish mackerel fishery or any other 
f Ishery. 

c. The Regional Director, Southeast Region, NMFS, may Institute a bag limit for Spanish mackerel 
taken by recreational or recreational for hire users and/or a trip limit for commercial users by 
the regulatory amendment process when supporting data becane available and after consultation 
with the affected Councils. 

D. If OY Is taken, the fishery for Spanish mackerel wll I be closed for the remainder of that 
fishing year. 

2.7.3 Proposed Management Measures for Cobia 

The fol lowing measure Is proposed for cobla by the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Councils: 

A. Possession of cobla less than 33 Inches fork length shal I be prohibited In the FCZ. 

2.7.4 Proposed Management Measures for Purse Selnes 

A. (1) Harvest of king mackerel by purse seine gear wll I be al lowed up to a maximum of 400,000 
pounds per year In the area of jurisdiction of the Gulf Councl I, and 400,000 pounds per year 
In the area of jurisdiction of the South Atlantic Councl I. Any purse seine harvest wl 11 be 
counted within the canmerclal al location for al I net gears. 

(2) Harvest of Spanish mackerel by purse seine gear wll I be al lowed up to a maximum of 300,000 
pounds per year In the area of jurisdiction of the Gulf Council, and 300,000 pounds In the 
area of jurisdiction of the South Atlantic Council. 

B. Observers, under the direction of the National Marine Fisheries Service, must be required on al I 
purse seine vessels while fishing for king or Spanish mackerel during the first three fishing 
years after this plan Is In effect. 

2.7.5 Statistical Reporting Measures 

A. The Councils conceptually accept a vessel enumeration system and creel census data system that 
would provide sufficient information for fishery management. Mechanics of the system are to be 
developed by National Marine Fisheries Service and the Regulatory Measures Committee. 

B. Require a reporting system for al I user groups and processors based on statistical sampling 
whereby It would be mandatory for a selected respondent to provide answers to the sampling 
questionnaire on a recurring basis that Is not of great frequency. 
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2.8 Recorrmendatlons 

2.a.1 Special Recommendations to the Secretary 

The Councils recommend several areas where special research Is needed. These are listed In priority 
order In FMP Section 14.4. 

2.a.2 Special Recommendations to the States 

A. In the future, effective and equitable management wll I require a work.able means of differen­
tiating true commercial from true recreational fishermen. This Is particularly Important In 
Implementing al locations to user groups. Therefore: 

The Councl Is formally recommend to each state In their area that consideration 
be given to requiring al I persons who sel I fish to have a commercial llcense, 
that the commercial license be of significant dollar value and that severe 
penalties be levied against any commerclal operator p1.rchaslng fish from an 
lndlvldual not possessing a commercial license. 

B. The Councils recommend that the states Implement the management meastres proposed In this plan 
wtthl n the Ir terr I tori al Jur I sd let Ion, wh'ere appl I cab le. The Councl Is f 1.rther encourage the 
states to assist the Secretary In addressing and supporting the research and other special 
recommendations. 
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4.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act gives responsibility to the Regional Fishery 
Management Councils to prepare and submit fishery management plans for fisheries within their 
geographical area. The South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Councl Is, In accordance 
with their leglslatlve mandate, have prepared a joint plan for the coastal migratory pelagic resources 
(mackerels) management unit. 

Following the format for a complete fishery management plan, this report begins with Section 4.0, 
Introduction, followed by Section 5.0, Description of the Stocks Comprising the Management Unit. The 
latter section Includes discussions of the biological characteristics of each species In the manage­
ment unit, the abundance and condition of the stocks, their ecological relationships, and estimates of 
maximum sustainable yield. Section 6.0 describes the condition of the habitats of the various 
species. Section 7.0 presents a discussion of the management Institutions and the laws that are rele­
vant to the species in the management unit. Section B.O describes the character of the commercial and 
recreational fishing activities, and It Is fol lowed in Section 9.0 with an analysis of the economic 
characteristics of the fishery. In Section 10.0 the business and market characteristics, and organi­
zations associated with the fishery are described. Section 11.0 presents a discussion of the social 
and cultural aspects of the commercial and recreational fisheries. Section 12.0 specifies management 
objectives, optimum yield, and management measu-es and assesses their Impacts. Section 13.0 sum­
marizes management measu-es required under the plan. Section 14.0 specifies statistical reporting 
required under the plan. Section 15.0 discusses the relationship of the plan to existing laws and 
pollcles. Section 16.0 discusses Council monitoring of the plan. References cited are In Section 
17.0. 
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5.0 DESCRIPTION OF STOCKS COMPRISING MANAGEMENT UNIT

s. 1 Description of Species and Their Distribution 

The Coastal Pelaglc Species Fishery Management Plan for the south Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico 
fishery management regions covers the fol towing seven species: Spanish mackerel (Scooberomorus 
maculatus), king mackerel (Scontieromorus cavalla), cero mackerel (ScOl!beromorus regal Isl, bluefish 
(Pomatomus saltatrlx}, cd:ila (Rachycentron canadum}, little tunny (Ethynnus al letteratus), and the 
common dolphin-fish (Coryphaena hlppurus). Following are summaries of the information on the distri­
bution and biology of each species. Additional and more detailed Information may be cbtalned in a 
Resource Document available through the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. 

Several of the summaries use the von Bertalanffy growth equation to relate age to length. To facili­
tate understanding, the general form of the equation Is given here and the terms described: 

where Lt is length at a given age, L Is theoretical maximum length, K Is rate of change of growth 00 
rate, tis a given age, and t Is the theoretical age at beginning of growth (when Lt Is zero). 0 

5.1.1 Description of King Mackerel (Scoriberomorus cavaf fa) 

The king mackerel Is the largest Scoriberomorus species In the western Atlantic and may achieve 5.5 
feet in length, weighing 100 pounds. The form of the king mackerel Is elongate and laterally 
compressed. The body Is covered with rudimentary scales. The color Is bluish or iron gray dor­
sally and silvery on the sides and belly (Berrien and Finan, 1977). 

5. 1. 1.1 Distribution and Migration 

The king mackerel inhabits the waters of the western Atlantic from the Gulf of Maine to Rio de Janiero, 
Brazll, Including the Gulf of Mexico and the Caribbean. The species occurs regularly as far north as 
Virginia and North Carol Ina. It Is a coastal species which Is not normally found beyond the continen­
tal she If. 

Seasonal movement along the Gulf of Mexico and Atlantic coastl Ines of the United States Is apparent, 
and the species Is more abundant In the northern part of Its range during the summer and In south 
Flor Ida during the winter. The movements are probably related to water temperature. Annual or long 
term changes In temperature may affect seasonal migration patterns or their timing. Fable, et al. ( in 
prep.) report that king mackerel occurred later In the year during years of low mean air temperature 
than In years when the temperature was high. In the areas off St. Petersburg, Florida, the timing of 
the spr Ing "run" of kl ng mackerel Is correlated with winter air temperature and I lml-ted by a min !mum 
offshore water temperature of 20°C (68°F) (WIiiiams and Taylor, In prep.>. 

Migratory patterns of king mackerel change with increasing size or age. Such behavioral changes are 
common to many sconbrid species (Beaumarlage, 1973). In a given area different size classes are pres­
ent at different times of the year. This has been observed off Ft. Pierce, Florida, CR. Will lams, 
FDNR, pars. comm.) and can be Inferred from monthly change In the average size of fish caught in North 
Carolina (Manooch and Laws, 1979). Very large Individuals are present off Louisiana during the entire 
year. Such large fish are abundant In winter off Louisiana, Texas, and northeast Florida, when smal I 
fish are very rare. It has been suggested that these concentrations of large fish are separate 
stocks. This seems unlikely given the narrow size distribution. 
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There appear to be at least two exploited groups of king mackerel in U.S. waters which may be 
separate stocks. Tagging data, (WIii iams, unptb. man., 1976, 1977) shows at least two migration 
patterns which may indicate two separate stocks. Merrt>ers of one group are found along the southeast 
coast of Florida near Ft. Pierce and Sebastian Inlet from Decent>er to March. In the late winter and 
early spring, these fish reappear off Ft. Pierce at a:iout the same time each year (Wil Iiams, unptb. 
man., 1977). This migration pattern has been shown for fish tagged off Ft. Pierce from Decerrt>er to 
March and in August, off lslamorada in January, Key West In February, Naples In March, and Port 
Aransas, Texas, in August. Two tag returns from Mexico Indicate some Interaction with Mexican stocks. 
The extent of this is unknown. 

A second group was defined by tagging In the spring off Boynton Beach and Jupiter, south of Ft. 
Pierce. These fish (with two exceptions) travel north during the spring and summer as far as 
Virginia. Again, size affects migration patterns. Fish recaptured In summer in South Carolina, North 
Carolina and Virginia were larger than those recaptured In summer In south Florida (WII Iiams, 1977). 
The length-frequency data of Trent, et al., (In prep.) support this concept. 

Recent analysts of length-frequency data suggest at least three explotted groups of king mackerel in 
U.S. waters which may be separate stocks (Trent, Will lams, Saloman, and Manooch, In prep.). These are 
the smal I- and medium-sized fish In Florida, the medium-sized fish along the northern Gulf and south 
Atlantic, and the large fish off Louisiana. Not al I of the Flor Ida group seems to join the northward 
migration. Some remain In south Florida during the summer. There appears to be a size dlfferent.ial 
in the migration pattern. Fish tagged In Ft. Pierce and recaptured In the northern Gulf are larger 
(approximately 8.75 pounds), and proba:ily sexually mature, while those recaptured in south Florida 
during the summer averaged 5.5 pounds and were proba:ily not sexually mature (Wil I lams, unptb. man., 
1977). 

Size selective migration of larger fish to the northern extremes of the range does not adequately 
explain size of fish caught In these areas. Catches of king mackerel by the charter boat fleet In 
Panama City and Destin are primarily smal I fish averaging four to six pounds (Captain H. L. Hilpert, 
pars. comm.). Catches by the North Carol Ina charter boat fleet are primarily small fish In April and 
May. Mean weight was 5.6 pounds during those months in 1977 (Manooch and Laws, 1979). In that area, 
mean weight of the catch Increases steadlly during the season. The season average weight In 1977 was 
8.43 pounds (Manooch and Laws, in prep.). Large fish are reportedly caught off Texas and Louisiana in 
winter. A possible explanatlon for this may be that some immature fish remain In south Florida, while 
others continue with the larger fish. The four to six pound fish caught in the northern Gulf of 
Mexico and along the North Carolina and Virginia coasts are approximately one year of age. They may 
not have been large enough tor very many to have been captured during tagging the previous winter. If 
a smaller percentage of smaller fish than larger fish migrate northward, the average size of the 
recaptures from the northern areas wlll be larger. 

If this Is not the explanation, then It is possible that other groups exist that have not been defined 
by tagging. Further work Is needed to accurately define the migratory patterns and possible stock 
divisions for king mackerel. If separate stocks do exist, they should be managed separately. 

5. 1. 1.2 General Behavior 

Smaller individuals of this species form Immense schools, while larger individuals are often solitary. 
Schools are comprised of similar sized individuals, and small king mackerel sometimes run In schools 
of Spanish mackerel of the same size. 

Schools of king mackerel tend to congregate In areas of bottom relief such as holes or reefs. Older, 
solitary Individuals, In particular, are often found around structures such as wrecks and oil rigs. 
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5.1.1.3 Age and Growth Parameters 

The only avallable estimates of age and growth parameters for king mackerel In U.S. waters are found 
In Beaumarlage (1973). Namura and Rodrigues (1967) calculated age In king mackerel in Brazil by a 
similar method. However, the results were quite different. Data from Beaumarfage is used In this 
analysis as the most appl fcable to U.S. waters. 

a) Growth equation 

The calculated von Bertalanffy theoretical growth equations for male and female king mackerel .are as 
fol lows: 

Males: SLt = 840 (1-e -.35(t + 2.5)) 

Females: SLt = 1150 (1-e -. 2 1Ct + 2.4)) 

where SL Is standard length In mil Jlmeters and t Is age In years. 

The fol lowing table developed from Beaumarlage (1973) shows average standard length and weight at 
each age. 

Males Females 
SL w SL w 

•<mm) (g) (mm) (g) 

594 1867 614 2025 
11 679 2765 699 3038 

I II 718 3258 777 4228 
IV 760 3850 819 4984 
V 777 4109 882 6282 

VI 789 4298 956 8082 
VII 811 4660 999 9273 

b) Age-Frequency Distribution 

Although precise age-frequency data are not available, length-frequency distribution in two different 
commercial king mackerel fisheries, the trolling fishery on the southeast coast of Florida and the 
gill-net fishery on the southwest coast of Florida, was determined by Beaumariage (1973). King 
mackerel taken by gfl I net are slightly larger than those taken by hook and line. Eighty-eight point 
six percent of the gll I-net catch was between 650 and 900 mm standard length, while 88.8 percent of 
hook and line landings were between 600 and 850 mm. 

c) Age at Recruitment 

King mackerel cohorts In Florida become fully vulnerable to capture at Age 11 and Age I II In the 
hand line fishery of Flor Ida, and at Age Ill and IV In the gll I-net fisheries (Beaumarlage, 1973). 
Ful I recruitment to the recreational fishery prcbably occurs at or before Age I. 

d) Life Expectancy 

King mackerel can achieve an age of at least 14 years; a 90 pound female of that age was caught off 
Key West (Beaumarlage, pers. comm.). 
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e) Survival 

Beaumarlage (1973) determined survival rate for Florida king mackerel from catch curves based on 
I ength frequency dlstr lbutlons. Annual survival rate calculated from the catch of the east coas-t 
trol I Ing fishery was S = 0.46, and for the west coast gl I I-net fishery, S = 0.52. 

5. 1.1.4 Reproduction 

a) Sex Ratios 

No precise estimate of sex ratio exists. Recent work Indicates that sex ratios vary signlfican-tly 
from a 1: 1 ratio both spatially and temporally (Trent, et al., in prep.). 

b) Age at Maturity 

Age at first maturi-ty Is not wel I understood. Beaumarlage (1973), studying gonadal development In 
king mackerel from Florida waters, concluded that major spawning occu~s at Age IV and over in females 
and at Age Ill and over In males, although some Age I II females and Age I I males are reproductively 
active. Hook and line fishermen report that ripe ovaries are commonly found In five -to six pound fish 
CR. Farlow, pers. comm.). This suggests that significant spawning may occur In females as young as 
Age 11. However, histological examination of developing gonads from Age 11 and 111 females Indicated 
that those fish did not spawn (Beaumarlage, pers. comm.). Recent work by NMFS lndlca-tes that some 
fish collected In the northeastern Gulf of Mexico off Panama City had maturing ovaries as young as Age 
I+ which suggests that some females spawn in -their second year (John Finucane, pers. comm.). 

c) Fecundity 

No fecundity studies have been made on king mackerel In Florida. Fecundl-ty equations based on 
measurements from 39 king mackerel In Brazil Ian waters were developed by lvo (1974). These may not be 
val Id for Florida. 

d) Spawning Season (Excerpted from Berrien and Finan, 1977a) 

The spawning season in this species Is protracted (Beaumarlage, 1973; lvo, 1972; Wollam, 1970) with 
several spawning peaks (Beaumarlage, 1973). Along the Florida west coast the season is fran April 
through Noverroer with a peak In May (Beaumarlage, 1973). However, NMFS 1978 king mackerel data from 
Panama City indicates spawning peak in the northwest Florida area occurs in the late summer and fal I 
(John Finucane, pers. comm.). 

Larvae and juveniles are found from May to Noverroer In U.S. waters (Berrien and Finan, 1977). lvo 
(1972) ooserved spawning stage gonads in Braz! I Ian waters the year round; although Menezes (1969) said 
the species spawns In Brazil during the first and fourth quarters. 

Gonadal development and spawning appear to be correlated with some seasonally varying environmental 
factor such as photoperiod or temperature (Beaumarlage, 1973). 

e) Spawning Area 

The outward boundary of spawning in king mackerel Is prooably the landward edge of oceanic currents 
such as the Gulf Stream and the Loop Current, and the shoreward edge is prooably bounded by inshore 
areas of high turbidity and low sal lnity. This general lzed statement Is based on examination of the 
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larval distribution patterns of Wollam (1970), Schekter (1972) and Mayo (1973), and Dwinel I and Futch 
(1973). King mackerel apparently spawn further offshore than Spanish mackerel (Wollam, 1970; Dwinel I 
and Futch, 1973; and McEachran and Finucane, 1979). There does not appear to be any smal I, well 
defined areas for spawning. Larval distribution Indicates spawning occurs in the western Atlantic off 
the Carolinas, Cape Canaveral (Wollam, 1970), and Miami (Schekter, 1972, and Mayo, 1973); in the 
eastern Gulf of Mexico off the Dry Tortugas (Wollam, 1970); in the northern Gulf of Mexico off the 
Florida panhandle (Wollam, 1970, and Dwinel I and Futch, 1973), and the Texas coast (McEachran and 
Finucane, 1979); and in the Yucatan Channel (Wot lam, 1970). Relative ct>undance of larvae off the 
Texas coast suggests that area may be a major spawning site (McEachran and Finucane, 1979). The abun­
dance of very large king mackerel off Louisiana suggests that this may also be a significant spawning 
area. There is little spawning in the eastern Gulf between Naples and Apalachicola (Houde, et al., 
1979). 

5.1.1.5 Larvae 

Larvae and juveniles have been found off southwestern Florida in May, in the Yucatan Channel in June 
and July, off eastern Florida and in the northern Gulf of Mexico ln_Sept81TDer, and oft Cape Hatteras, 
North Carolina, in August, Septerrtier, and November (Wollam, 1970). Dwinel I and Futch (1973) found_§__. 
cavalla larvae off Florida and Alabama every month that they sampled, from June through October. 
Juvenile2_. cavalla were collected off Louisiana during June and Septeroer (Perret, et al., 1971) and 
in St. Andrew Bay, Florida (Nakamura, 1976). Larvae of king mackerel were captured from 1975 through 
1977 off the Texas coast from May through October with the greatest nuroer occurring over the outer 
continental shelf during Septerrtier (McEachran and Finucane, 1979). Schekter (1971) and Mayo (1973) 
found king mackerel larvae In the Florida current over a 16-month period, but did not report 
periodicity. 

Dwinell and Futch (1973) collected more king mackerel larvae at mid-depths than at the surface in 
June, but more at the surface than at mid-depths in Septeroer. Sampling occurred during the evening 
and at night at most stations. Sal lnities where_§_. caval la larvae were collected by Dwinel I and Futch 
(1973) ranged from 25.85 ppt. to 34.47 ppt. 

5.1.2 Description of Spanish Mackerel (Scomberomorus maculatus) 

5.1.2.1 Distribution and Seasonal Movements 

The species_§_. maculatus, as redefined by Col Jette and Russo (1979), Ts restricted to the western 
Atlantic coast of the U.S. and the Gulf of Mexico. The southward extent of its range is the Florida 
Keys and the northward extent in the Atlantic is normally New York or southern New England, although 
occasional strays are found to the Gulf of Maine (Berrien and Finan, 1977). 

Spanish mackerel make seasonal migrations along the Atlantic and eastern and northern Gulf coasts and 
appear to be much more abundant in Florida during the winter. They move northward each spring to 
occur off the Carolinas by April, off Chesapeake Bay by May, and, In some years, _as far north as 
Narragansett Bay by July (Berrien and Finan, 1977). In the eastern Gulf of Mexico ·they migrate to the 
west of Cape San Blas. They remain in the north until Septeroer and migrate south in the fal I 
(Beaumariage, 1970; Wollam, 1970). Seasonal north-south movements of Spanish mackerel along the 
Mexican and south Texan Gulf coasts are suggested by one fish tagged In Port Aransas, Texas, whose tag 
was returned from Vera Cruz, Mexico. Genetic differences in Spanish mackerel from the Atlantic and 
Gulf were detected in biochemlcal studies by Col latte and Chittenden (M. Chittenden, pers. comm.). 
This suggests that migration patterns of Spanish mackerel may be different from those of king 
mackerel, which circumnavigate the Florida peninsula CR. Wil Iiams, unpub. man., 1977). 
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5.1.2.2 General Behavior 

The Spanish mackerel Is a fast-moving surface-feeding fish that forms Immense schools of similar sized 
Individuals. Schools are often known to pass very near to the beach on their seasonal migration 
journeys. They frequently enter tidal estuaries, bays, and lagoons (Berrien and Finan, 1977; and 
others). 

5.1.2.3 Age and Growth Parameters 

a) Growth Equation 

Female Spanish mackerel grow taster and reach a larger size than males (Powel I, 1975). According to 
Powel l's (1975) growth equations, the theoretical maximum length of the female of the species is 
approximately 645 mm while the theoretical maximum length of males is about 515 mm. 

Power (1975) determined the age of 128 males and 183 females by interpretation of annular marks on 
otoliths. The theoretical growth equations he calculated for the two sexes are: 

Males: SLt = 515 (1 e -0.48(t + 1:12>,

Females: SLt = 645 (1 - e -0.45(t + 0.78)) 

where SL Is standard length In mil llmeters and t Is age In years. 

The fol lowing tables prepared from the data ~nd equations of Powel I (1975) show average standard 
length and calculated weight at each age. 

Age Males Fama I es 
SL w SL w 

(mm) (g) (mm) (g) 
362 492 404 714 

11 405 688 459 1065 
111 445 911 528 1653 

IV 476 1113 559 1922 
V 497 1266 598 2443 

Kl Ima (1959) also estimated age and growth for Spanish mackerel In Ft or Ida. His estimated growth 
rates were much less than Powel I with neither sex reaching one pound weight until size It+. 

b) Age Frequency Distribution 

Powell (1975) determined age of 2,060 fish from the commercial and sport catch In Florida In 1968 and 
1969. It can be Inferred from Powe I I ( 1975) that 42. 7 percent of the samp I e was Age I ti sh, 93 per­
cent was fish three years old or younger, and 99.08 percent was fish Age V or younger. One eight year 
old fish, a female, was found. Length-frequency Information could also be cbtained fran catch curves 
pub I ished by Powel I (1975); however, the curves are based on the catch obtained from gil I nets of dif­
ferent mesh sizes and al I are based on relatively small samples. 

Commercial gear used In 1968 and 1969 was principally gll I nets with stretched mesh ranging In size 
from three to 3-5/8 inches (7.6 to 9.2 cm), 3-3/8 Inches (8.5 cm) being the most prevalent. Other 
gear used commercially In Florida for Spanish mackerel at that time were beach seines and by special 
permit a purse seine (Powel I, 1975). Stretched mesh sizes of beach seines were 1-1/4 Inches and 2-3/4 
Inches (3.2 and 4.2 cm). Purse seine mesh size was 3/4 Inches (1.9 cm). Sport catch was by hook and 
I ine. Powel I (1975) does not give the proportion sampled from each gear type. 
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cl Age at Recruitment 

According to Powel I (1975), Age I fish were the most abundant size class in the ccmmercial and sport 
catches of 1968 and 1969. Few Age O fish were taken possibly because Florida law prohibits taking 
Spanish mackerel less than 12 inches (304.8 mm) in fork length. 

d) Survival Rate 

Based on Powell's (1975) observation of one Age Viii fish in a sample of 2,060 individuals, 42.7 per­
cent of which were Age I fish, It can be es+imated that the survival rate (S) of Spanish mackerel is 
0.38 (38 percent of the population) per year. The Instantaneous rate of total mortality CZ) is 
0.9686. Calculations are based on the fol lowing equation and relationships: 

where N0 is initial population, N is nurroer at time t, Z is Instantaneous total mortality, and t is 
age in years. The relationship between survival and instantaneous total mortality is as follows: 

Based on Powel l's (1975) data, let Nt = (nurroer of Age VI 11 fish); N = 880 Cnurroer of Age I fish),
0 

and t = 7 (Age VI I I - Age I ) • 

In ( 1/880) 
z = -7 = o. 9686 

s = e-0.9686 = o.3796 

Doi and Mendizabal (1979) determined the Instantaneous total mortality (Z = 0.903), natural mortality 
(M = 0.693), and fishing mortality CF= 0.210) of Spanish mackerel on the Mexican coast on the basis 
of age-length relationships and length frequencies. The annual survival rate for this fishery can be 
calculated to be 0.41. 

5.1.2.4 Reproduction 

a) Sex Ratio 

Percent of female Spanish mackerel caught in south Florida by gil I nets was 51 percent and by hook and 
I ine 80 percent (Kl Ima, 1959). Different feeding behavior between sexes was suggested as a likely 
reason for the high percent of female fish caught by hook and line. 

bl Age at Maturity 

Although Powel I (1975) found maturing oocytes in Age I and Age II females his analytical results 
suggested that very few of these actually spawned. This Interpretation Is questionable (Houde, pers. 
comm.) because of the smal I nurroer of ripe fish In his sample. Given a high mortality rate and short 
I ife span, it Is more likely that Age I I females make a significant contribution to the spawning 
potential of the stock. 

c) Fecundity 

Earl l's (1883) report from the Chesapeake Bay area appears to provide the only existing information on 
fecundity in S. maculatus. He estimated that a six pound (2.7 kg) mackerel carried 1,500,000 eggs. 
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He counted the nurroer of eggs in the ovaries of one immature female weighing one pound 13 ounces 
(823 g) and 18.5 Inches (470 mm) In length and determined that the ovaries contained approximately 
525,000 eggs. Gesteira (1972) studied fecundity in the mackerel in Brazil that is now known to be a 
separate species (Collette and Russo, 1979). 

d) Spawning Season 

Spawning of Spanish mackerel occurs repeatedly during a prolonged spawning season from ct>out April 
unti I September (Powel I, 1975). 

e) Spawning Areas 

The prolonged spawning season of Individual Spanish mackerel may al low spawning to be distributed over 
a wide area, which should reduce the chances of fluctuations in year class strength due to environmen­
tal variations caused by nature or man. 

Indirect evidence of spawning areas comes from larval collecting studi-es. Wollam (1970) found Spanish 
mackerel larvae in the Gulf of Mexico along the west coast of Florida from Naples to Panama City. 
Dwinel I and Futch ( 1973) found them widely distr lbuted in the northern Gui f from Mob i I e, Alabama, to 
Cedar Key, Florida. McEachran and Finucane (1979) found them off the Texas coast. Larval ct>undance 
of Spanish mackere I is greatest in the eastern Gu If of Mexico (McEachran and Fi nu cane, 1979). Spanish 
mackerel spawn closer to shore and in more shallow water than king mackerel (Dwinel I and Futch, 1973; 
McEachran and Finucane, 1979). 

It seems likely that Spanish mackerel spawn In the Atlantic off North Carolina and Virginia, although 
Spanish mackerel larvae were not found in the western Atlantic in the few sites examined by Wollam 
(1970), Schekter (1971) and May (1973), and the only pub I ished evidence of spawning by Spanish 
mackerel in the western Atlantic comes from the early ooservations of ripe females in Chesapeake Bay 
by Earl I (1883) and Ryder (1887). 

5. 1. 2. 5 Larvae 

a) Identification 

Embryonic and ear I y I arva I stages of _§_. macu I atus were described by Ryder ( 1881) and I ater stages were 
described by Wollam (1970). These descriptions are summarized, with drawings, in Berrien and Finan 
( 1977b). 

b) Distribution 

Spanish mackerel larvae have been found in nearshore shallow water environments of the Gulf of Mexico 
from Florida to south Texas (Wollam, 1970; Dwinel I and Futch, 1973; McEachran and Finucane, 1979). 
Abundance appears to be greatest in the northeastern Gulf (McEachran and Finucane, 1979). 

5. 1.3 Description of Coo la (Rachycentron canadum) 

5.1.3. 1 Distribution and Migration 

Cobia has a circumtropical distribution (Briggs, 1960). The species is found in the northern part of 
its range in summer and it winters in south Florida (Austin, et al., 1978) and the West Indies 
(Richards, 1967). Charterboat fishermen in the area from Mexico Beach, Florida, to Mobile, Alabama, 
report that their catch of cooia is heaviest during the spring, from late March to the first of May, 
when the species passes very close to the beach on a westward migration (Austin, et al., 1978). This 

5-8 



latter cbservation is somewhat at variance with the statement by Reid (1954) that May to August is the 
season of occurrence of the species around Cedar Key, Florlda. In the Bahamas, ccbias are principally 
known from the Bimini area or the Grand Bahama Bank (Bohlke and Chapl In, 1968). 

According to Bohlke and Chaplin (1968), ccbla are found in open water, In inlets, in bays, and In man­
groves. Briggs (1960) describes ccbla as a "shore species." In the Florida Keys it is often caught 
by sports fishermen In waters only 20 feet (6 ml deep (Austin, et al., 1978). 

5.1.3.2 General Behavior 

According to Bohlke and Chap! In (1968) young ccbia, with their black and white stripes, bear a 
striking reserrolance to sharksuckers and sometimes behave very much llke them by swimming along with a 
shark or a ray. Both young and adult ccbia often associate with floating cbjects (Baughman, 1950; 
Reid, 1954). Cobia often swim around pll lngs, buoys and wrecks. 

5.1.3.3 Age and Growth Parameters 

a) Length-weight Relation 

Female ccbia grow faster and attain a larger size than male cobia. By Age VII, female ccbia are twice 
the weight of males the same age (Richards, 1967). There is, however, no significant difference in the 
relationship of weight to length In the two sexes. Richards (1977) gave this relationship as: 

log10W = (3.088 log oLl - 3.506 1

where L is fork length in Inches and W Is weight In pounds. 

b) Growth Equations 

Age of cobia in Chesapeake Bay was determined by Richards (1967) on the basis of annualar marks on 
scales of 288 specimens measuring from 107 to 1,544 mm in fork length. Growth equations calculated 
from scale Interpretations were later updated by Richards (1977). The most recent growth equations 
are: 

Males: Lt= 1,210 [1-e 0.28 Ct+ 0.06)1 

Females: Lt= 1,640 [1-e 0.226 Ct+ 0.08) I 

where Lt is fork length in millimeters and tis age In years. 

Richards (1977) also gives the growth equation for weight: 

w _ cl-e-0.28t,3.088Males: 21 3

Females: w 54• 5c1-e-0.225t,3.088 

The fol lowing table from Richards (1967) gives the. calculated fork length and weight of ccbia for each 
age in the range of the samples. 
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1Length and weight solutions for cobia growth equations. 

Females Males 

t in Fork Length Weight Fork Length Weight 
years in cm lbs kg in cm lbs kg 

1 14.0 36 0.85 0.4 12.2 31 0.6 0.3 

2 24.2 61 5. 2 2.4 20.8 53 3.4 1. 5 

3 32.3 82 13.3 6.0 27. 3 69 8. 2 3.7 
4 38.8 99 24.0 10.9 32.3 82 13.9 6.3 

5 44.0 112 35.7 16.2 36.0 91 19.6 B.9 
6 48.1 122 47.5 21.5 38.8 99 24.8 11.2 
7 51.4 131 58.6 26.6 40.9 104 29.3 13.3 
8 54.0 137 68. 7 31. 2 42. 5 108 33. 1 15.0 

1 Adapted from Richards, 1967. 

c) Age-Frequency Distribution 

The fol lowing table adapted from a table in Richards (1967) shows the age frequency distribution of 
his sample. 

~ Nurrber Males Nurrber Females Total

4 6 10 
11 37 15 52 

I II 18 30 48 
IV 10 20 30 
V 13 39 52 

VI 12 22 34 
VII 4 14 18 

V 111 0 7 7 
IX 2 3 5 
X 1 -- 0 

101 156 257 

The samples were from the commercial pound catch of cobia In Chesapeake Bay from 1960-1964. 

d) Age at Recruitment 

According to Richards (pers. comm.) sport catches of 15 inches (381 mm) cobia (Age I) are common for 
the average fishermen, but more knowledgeable fishermen usually return fish of that length to the 
water and predominantly take fish Age 11 or older. Cobia are not fully recruited to the pound net 
fishery in Chesapeake Bay until Age I II (based on the age-frequency distribution from Richards, 1967). 

e) Life Expectancy 

The maximum lite expectancy of cobia is at least ten years (Richards, 1967) and may be 15 years or 
more. 
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f) Survival 

No published estimates of survival In cobia are available. Data on age-frequency of 257 fish from 
Chesapeake Bay taken between 1960 and 1964 (Richards, 1967) were used to calculate a survival rate 
using the methodology of Robson and Chapman (1961). Annual survival rate for sexes canbined and asso­
ciated 95 percent confidence I Im Its Is: S = 0.66 ..:!:.0.04. 

5.1.3.4 Reproduction 

a) Sex Ratios 

The ratio of females to males in the sample of Richards (1967) was 1.54:1. 

b) Age at Maturity 

Male cob ia are sexually mature at Age 11 and females are sexually mature at Age 111 (Richards, 1967). 

cl Fecundity 

The relationship between fecundity and body weight in cob la, as determined by Richards (1967), Is: 

F = C0.98W- 6.39)x105 

where W Is weight In kilograms and F is number of eggs. 

d) Spawning Season 

Cobia spawn at least from late June through mid-August in the Chesapeake Bay area (Richards, 1967). 
Spawning starts earlier in the year in the northern Gulf of Mexico (Dawson, 1971). Larval col !actions 
of ccbia off south Texas Indicate that spawning occurs In late summer and early fal I (Finucane, et al., 
1978a) and off Galveston, Texas In July (Finucane, et al., 19781>). 

e) Spawning Areas 

According to Richards (1967), spawning of cob la probably occurs along or near Virginia's eastern shore 
in Chesapeake Bay or the Atlantic. 

The presence of cob la under 150 mm SL In the northern Gulf of Mexico indicates cobia spawn in that area 
(Dawson, 1971). Finucane, et al. (1978a) report larvae as small as 5.1 mm SL in their ichthyoplankton 
study in the northwestern Gulf of Mexico. 

5. 1. 3. 5 Larvae 

Juvenile cobia have been collected from the Chesapeake Bay area, off North Carolina and South Carolina 
on the Atlantic, and from Florida to Louisiana In the Gulf. Fairly smal I cob la (less than 770 mm) are 
not uncommon in the Gulf of Campeche In the winter. Until recently, it was thought that cobla was an 
Inshore spawner due to the occurrence of eggs In Chesapeake Bay (Ryder, 1887); however, according to 
D. Hammond (pers. comm.), ccbia spawn well offshore (52 miles off the coast of South Carolina) and the 
larvae move into Inshore waters of low sal lnlty (15-20 ppt) as soon as they are mob lie. Hassler 
(Hassler and Rainvll le, 1975a) found cob la eggs when he was searching for dolphin eggs in the Gulf 
Stream. The ccbla that were hatched from the eggs were raised in the laboratory (Hassler and 
Ralnvil le, 1975a). 
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Dawson (1971) noted that the specimens he Identified showed a preponderance of smal fer Individuals 
(13-15 mm) in col lectlons made 30-40 miles offshore and larger individuals (45-140 mm) had been most 
frequently collected In Inshore localities. There were, however, so few specimens and the specimens 
were taken by so many different collectors, that Dawson could not definitely attribute his observation 
to a differential onshore-offshore distribution of sizes. D. Hammond (pers. canm.) obtained al I the 
specimens for his collection at marinas. They were lnvarlab ly associated with floating debris. 

5.1.4 Description of Cero Mackerel (Scomberomorus regal ls) 

Cero mackerel Is the third member of the genus Sconi>eromorus to occur in the Gulf of Mexico and south 
Atlantic regions. This species Is between the Spanish and the king mackerel In size. It is not dis­
tinguished franking mackerel In landings so no catch Information Is available on cero mackerel. The 
cero Is slivery below and dark blue above. A blackish longitudinal band on the side runs fran the 
base of the pectoral nearly to the base of the caudal, crossing the lateral line (Evermann, 1899). 
Below the band are rows of c:blong gold spots. 

Biological information on the cero mackerel In the literature apears ~o be limited to brief mentions 
and short descriptions (Cervlgon, 1966). Apparently nothing Is known about the population dynamics of 
this species. Howel I-Rivero (1953) discussed the Importance of this species to the Cuban fishery. 

5.1.4.1 Distribution and Seasonal Movements 

The range of cero mackerel Is thought to be more restricted to the tropics than that of the other two 
Scomberomous species. Evermann (1899) gave the range of cero mackerel as Cape Cod to Brazil; not very 
common on the south Atlantic coast of the u.s., but abundant around Cuba; known also fran Jamaica, 
Martinique, and Puerto Rico. Cervlgon (1966) also gave Massachusetts as the northern limit of the 
range of cero. According to D. de Sylva (pers. comm.), Massachusetts as a northern range limit for 
cero Is unlikely. The cero Is not normally found In abundance north of Dade County, Florida. In 
Cuba, the landings of this species are slightly greater than the landings of king mackerel 
(Howel I-Rivero, 1953). Cero Is the species of Scomberomorus most frequently encountered near shore In 
the Bahamas (Bohlke and Chaplin, 1968). 

5.1.4.2 General Behavior 

The cero mackerel Is primarily a reef species. It Is found In smal I schools or as individuals. 

5. 1.4.3 Other 

Specific Information Is not available on growth, demography, or reproduction. 

5. 1.5 Description of Bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrlx) 

5.1.5.1 Distribution and Migration 

The bluefish generally occurs In temperate and warm temperate continental shelf waters (Briggs, 1960). 
In the eastern side of the New World, bluefish have been reported from Nova Scotia to Texas, Brazil to 
Uruguay, in Bermuda, Cuba, and Venezuela. They also are reported from Portugal to Senegal, Angola to 
South Africa, In the Azores, the Mediterranean, the Black Sea, the Indian Ocean, the east coast of 
southern Africa, Madagascar, the Mayala peninsula, Tasmania, and Austral la. On our Atlantic coast, 
the bluefish aggregations migrate seasonally - northward In spring and summer and southward In fal I 
and early winter. In winter much of the population remains offshore (Lund and Maltezos, 1970). 
Groups of larger fish not only travel farther and faster but tend to congregate in the northern part 
of their range. 
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Bluefish In the Gulf of Mexico appear to be a different stock from those In the Atlantic. Extensive 
tagging In the Atlantic has been done, and no returns have been recorded from the Gulf. On the west 
coast of Florlda commercial fishermen catch bluefish year around at different locations, but the fish 
are less abundant than on the east side of the peninsula. In addition, It Is comnon knowledge among 
fishermen that the bluefish caught In the Gulf of Mexico are smaller than those caught In the Atlantic 
and at Key West. 

5. 1.5.2 General Behavior 

The fish school by size and swim continuously at speeds varying with water temperature and body size. 
These groups are loosely asSlclated Into larger aggregations. 

5.1.5.3 Age and Growth Parameters 

Relationship between age, length, and weight of bluefish was studied by Kendall and Walford (1979) and 
Is shown graphically In WI lk, (1977). There Is no evidence of sexual variation In size In this species. 

There are large variations In length and weight In each age group due to the binodal nature of 
spawning (WIik, 1977). 

a) Growth Equation 

Age and length at age In U.S. waters.have been estimated by Richards (1976), Lassiter (1962), Backus 
(1962), and WIik and Walford (ms). Age and growth have been estimated In other parts of the world by 

van der Elst (1976), Kolarov (1964), and Thomson (1957). 

b) Age-Frequency Distribution 

Age I through Age IV fish made up the bulk of the bluefish sampled In a study by Kendal I and Walford 
(1979); however, fish older than Age IV were quite evident especially In the area from Maryland 1o 
southern New England. Year classes 1962, 1963, 1964, 1965, and 1966 al I appeared to be equal In 
strength. 

c) Age at Recruitment 

It can be Inferred from WIik (1977) that Age O fish are not Important In the catch and recruitment 
effectively occurs at Age I. 

d) Life Expectancy 

Out of 25,000 fish aged at the National Marine Fisheries Service's Sandy Hook Laboratory, the oldest 
was Age IX; however, larger, presumably older fish have been reported (WIik and Walford, ms), (WI lk, 
1977). The graph In WIik, (1977) Includes fish 1o Age XIV. 

c) Survlval Rate 

An estimate could probably be developed from Information In Kendal I and Walford (1979). It would 
probably be necessary to calculate separate survival rates for fish tagged In different areas because 
separate populatlons exist that may have entirely different survival characteristics (WIik, 1977). 
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5.1.5.4 Reproduction 

a) Sex Ratios 

According to Wilk (1977) the sex ratio Is 1:1. Blueflsh do not appear to school by sex at any time of 

I I fe CWI I k, 1977). 

b) Age at Maturity 

Bluefish becane sexually mature In their second year of life (Wilk, 1977). Males mature at a smaller 
size than females. 

c) Fecund I ty 

Number of eggs produced Is a function of age and size (Lassiter, 1962). A bluefish 20.8 Inches (528 
mm) long contained about 900,000 maturing eggs; one 23.0 Inches (585 mm) long contained about 

1,100,000 eggs (WI I k, 1977). 

d) Spawning Season 

There are two different g-oups of spawners In the western Atlantic. The first g-oup spawns In the 

spring and the other g-oup spawns In the summer. Spawning of both g-oups probably proceeds In waves 

(Wilk, 1977). Collections of bluefish larvae In November off the Texas coast suggests that spawning 

occurs In the fal I In the northwestern Gulf of Mexico (Barger, et. al., 1978). A spring spawning also 

probably occurs In the northeastern Gulf of Mexico off Louisiana and Panama City, Florida CH.A. 

Brusher, pars. canm.). 

e) Spawn Ing Areas 

Separate areas for spring and summer spawning g-oups have been defined. The spring spawning area Is 
In the offshore area of the South Atlantic Bight, roughly between Cape Canaveral and Cape Hatteras. 

The summer spawning area Is In the Inshore area of the Mid-Atlantic Bight, between Cape Hatteras and 

Cape Cod. Although not wel I documented, spawning undoubtedly occurs In the northern Gulf of Mexico. 

5. 1. 5. 5 Larvae 

a) I dent If I cat I on 

The original descriptions of eggs, larvae, larval, and juvenile development were given by Deuel, et 
al. (1966), Norcross, et al. (1974), and Pearson (1950). These works were summarized by Llppson and 

Moran (1974) whose summary was recounted by WI lk (1977). 

b) Distribution 

Larvae fran the spring spawning area In the South Atlantic Bight move Into the estuaries of the Mid­

Atlantic Bight tog-ow up. Larvae fran the summer spawning area In the Mid-Atlantic Bight develop In 

the area where they were spawned and winter In the south Atlantic (Kendal I and Walford, 1979). In the 

Gulf of Mexico, bluefish larvae have been collected off the Texas coast (Barger, et al., 1978). They 

probably occur through much of the northern Gulf of Mexico. 
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5.1.6 Desa-lptlon of Little Tunny (Euthynnus alletteratus) 

The little tunny Is one of the most canrron scombrlds In the western Atlantic (Rivas, 1951) accounting 
for 40 percent of the fishes taken In a troll Ing survey off the southeastern U.S. coast (Anderson, 
1954). This species also Is abundant In the Gulf of Mexico. In collections of young fishes In the 
Gulf of Mexico, this was the species that was the best represented (Klawe and Shimada, 1959). 

5.1.6.1 Distribution and Seasonai Movements 

The little tunny Is found on both sides of the Atlantic throughout tropical and subtropical areas 
Including the Mediterranean. It Is a coastal species (de Sylva and Rathjen, 1961; Marchal, 1963; 
Postel, 1950; Whiteleather and Brown, 1945; and Zhudova, 1969) which may be found In open ocean waters 
In smal I numbers. 

The available literature Indicates that the majority of the stock or stocks of little tunny found In 
U.S. waters remain within U.S. jurisdiction throughout spring, summer,_ and fal I and may remain In U.S. 
waters during winter (Davis, 1979). Little tunny migrate seasonally, moving south and offshore during 
fal I and winter, then returning northward In the spring (de Sylva and Rathjen, 1962). In summer, 
little tunny Is abundant In the Gulf of Mexico and Atlantic at least as far north as Cape Hatteras. 
In winter, large numbers of little tunny are found off south Florida, prlmarlly In the Gult, south and 

·west of Naples (_Charles Carter, pers. canm.l, and In the Tortugas (de Sylva and Rathjen, 1962). At 
the same time, some are found offshore In more northern regions such as off Georgia (Carlson, 1952). 
Some fraction of the stock(s) may extend Into the Caribbean In winter; however, there Is no available 
data to document such an extension (Davis, 1979). 

5.1.6.2 Other Data 

More detailed blologlcal data Is contained In a Resource Document which Is available throogh the Gulf 
of Mexico Fishery Management Council. This material Is not Included In the FMP because no management 
measures are proposed at this time. 

5.1.7 Description of Dolphin (Coryphaena hlppurus) 

The dolphin ls the larger of two open-ocean pelagic congenetors that are cosmopolitan In distribution 
In tropical and subtropical waters (Bohlke and Chaplin, 1968). It Is a valuable canmerclal species In 
Japan, China, and Hawaii and Is an Important source of food In many Islands of the Pacific and 
Caribbean (Beardsley, 1967). In Florida the dolphin Is an Important sport fish and Is taken on more 
trips and In greater numbers by Florida east coast charterboats than any other species (El lls, 1967). 
It Is also an Important sport fish In North Carolina (Rose and Hassler, 1969). 

5.1.7.1 Distribution and Migration 

According to Shcherbachev (1973), c. hlppurus penetrates temperature latitudes to range abCl'Y'e40°N In 
the summer. Gibbs and Collette (1959) give the latitudinal limit of the species In the Atlantic as 
the 45° line, which corresponds to the poleward limits of the 15°C (59°F) Isotherm. Rose and Hassler 
(1968) give Prince Edward Island, Nova Scotia, and the southern tip of Africa as the range llmlts of 
the dolphin In the Atlantic. Sightings In the extreme llmlts of the range reportedly are rare, and 
the general range of this species probably Is best described by the 20°C (68°F) Isotherm (Gibbs and 
Collette, 1959). Hochachka (1974) alludes to the can110n dolphin as a "tropical eurythermal species." 
.Q_.hlppurus Is canrron In the Caribbean, the Gulf Stream, and the Gulf of Mexico. The occurrence of 
this species In large numbers off the Texas coast has been reported (Baughman, 1941). 
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This species canes close to shore where blue waters are found near the shore, notably southeastern 

Florida, Cape Hatteras, and Ocean City, Maryland (Gibbs and Collette, 1959). Schuck (1951) found that 

the best fishing for dolphin off North Carolina was by trolling In areas where bottom depths were be­

tween 21 and 100 fathoms. Gibbs and Collette (1959) cited by de Sylva (pers. canm.) as saying that In 

south Florida _g_.hlppurus adults are caught both In the Gulf Stream and at Its junction with coastal 

waters. This species occasionally enters Inshore waters of somewhat high turbidity (Gibbs and 

Col latte, 1959, citing de Sylva, pars. canm.>. 

5.1.7.2 General Behavior 

The dolphin is wel I known for Its propensity to station Itself near nonmotlle objects on the ocean 
surface. Kojima (1956, 1960a, 1960b, 1966) has published speclflcal ly on this subject. According to 
Kojima (1965), the high returns (27.2 percent average) resulting from his tagging study In Japan 

demonstrated the ecological significance and effects of floating objects on dolphins. There ls a 

greater availability of food near floating objects, and dolphins leave them only when there Is food 

nearby. In the Florida current and Gulf Stream, dolphin associate with Sargassum windrows and, 

according to Beardsley (1967) and Gibbs and Collette (1959), take much of thelr food from that 

commun lty. 

Young dolphin school, but older Individuals are more solitary. Dolph In 300-500 mm long (fork length, 
probably) are referred to as "school" dolphin (Beardsley, 1967). Baughman (1941) considered the 

dolphin a highly gregarious species, but his observations are of young Individuals. Although no spe­

cific description of the size of dolphin schools was found In the literature, It is the general 

Impression that they do not contain the vast number of Individuals found In schools of species such as 

the mackerel. 

5.1.7.3 Other Data 

More detailed biological data is contained in a Resource Document which Is available ttroogh the Gulf 
of Mexl"co Fishery Management Councl I. The material Is not Included In the FMP because no management 
measures are proposed at this time. 

5.2 Abundance and Present Condition 

The Information for this section has been Included In Section 5.4.1.2 for king mackerel, 5.4.2~2 for 
Spanish mackerel, 5.4.3 for cobla, 5.4.4 for cero mackerel, 5.4.5 for little tunny, 5.4.6 for bluefish, 

and 5.4.7 for dolphin. This was done because the Information leading to the respective conclusions 
fol lowed more coherently the presentation In Sect ion 5.4. 

5.3 Ecological Relationships 

Prey-predator relationships, food chains, and competitive or mutual lstlc Interactions are the most 

Important factors to consider In developing an understanding of biological relationships of fishery 

species. A description wl 11 be given of the specific prey and predator organisms of each of the spe­

cies of the management unit, fol lowed by a general discussion of the food chains affecting these 

species, Including larval food chains. Competitive and mutuallstlc ·interactions wi 11 be discussed 

where any information is available. 

5.3.1 Prey-Predator Relationships of King Mackerel 

a) Prey Species 

The primary food of king mackerel In Florida waters are clupeld fishes, particularly Oplsthonema 
ogllnum (the Atlantic thread herring) and Harengula Jaguana (scaled sardine), and Invertebrates, 
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including penaeld shrimps and squid. Fish of the families Carangldae (Jacks), Lutjanldae (snapper), 
and Pomadasyidae (grunts) make up a smal I percent of the diet. The three groops acccx.mt for 59 
percent, 33 percent, and eight percent of stomach contents by number respectively (Beaumariage, 1973). 
Beaumarlage examined 366 king mackerel stomachs, but only 70 held identifiable food; most (179) were 
empty. 

in a Texas study, Knapp (1949) found that shrimp were the number one food Item of king mackerel, 
accounting for 43.5 percent of food Items In stomachs. Squid was also an Important food Item, making 
up 25.1 percent of food Items. Fish of various types made up 50.6 percent of the food Items in 
stomachs. Of this, 7.9 percent were menhaden. Other fish species were not separated out. The stom­
achs of 327 were examined. 

Stomachs of 831 king mackerel were examined from fish caught offshore of Louisiana CC. Saloman and 
s. Naughton, pers. comm.). Fish were the dominant food, comprising over 99 percent by weight, and 
volume, and frequency of occurrence of the stomach contents. Primary species were In the families 
Clupeldae, Carangldae, Sclaenidae, and Trichlurldae. 

In the stomachs of 355 king mackerel collected off Panama City, the volume of food was 85.4 percent 
fish and 14.1 percent squl·d. Minor amounts of various crustaceans made up the remainder of the volume 
of food Items. Three fish species, Decapterus punctatus (round scad), Sardlnella anchovla (Spanish 
sardine), and Brevoortia patronus (Gulf menhaden), were dominant CS. Naughton, pers. canm.). 

b) Predator Specl es 

The bottle-nose dolphin (Tursiops truncatus) and several shark species are thought to be the major 
predators of both king and Spanish mackerel due to their canllOn occurrence aroond mackerel schools. 
Bottle-nose dolphins ,are a problem for both hand line and gl I I-net mackerel fishermen on the Florida 
east coast (Cato and Prochaska, 1976), as they pul I hooked fish off the line and tear them out of 
nets. Several shark species are mentioned by Bigelow and Schroeder (1948) as predators of the 
mackerels. These are tiger sharks (Galeocerdo cuvler), bul I sharks (Carcharhinus leucas), the smooth 
hammerhead (Sphyrna zygaena), and the short-fin mako (lsurus oxyrlnchus). 

Sharks often are found In areas where gl 11 nets are being set aroond Spanish and king mackerel and 
damage to nets by sharks Is a canmon occurrence. The speed and severity with which the sharks 
attacked the nets off Key West In 1978 suggested that the sharks were In the mackerel schools before 
the nets were set, rather than caning to the area to feed on trapped fish. The lemon shark (Negaprion 
brevirostrls) Is said to be one of the principal species Interfering with the king mackerel fishing 
operations off Key West CS. Gruver, pers. canm.). There is little Information on the diet of the 
lemon shark In the literature. 

Two little tunny collected from the Florida current by Klawe (1961) had 20-30 mm Scomberomorus larvae 
In their stomachs. Unfortunately, the larvae could not be Identified to species (Klawe, 1961), 
however, judging from habitat they very likely were king mackerel. 

5.3.2 Prey-Predator Relationships of Spanish Mackerel 

a) Prey Spec I es 

The fol lowing organisms are given by Klima (1959) as food Items of Spanish mackerel In Florida 
based on analysis of 292 stomachs, 38 percent of which were empty. Listed in order of abundance 
In stomachs the organisms are: herrings (the Clupeldae) (69 percent); pilchards (Harengula pen­
sacolae and related species) (nine percent); shrimp (Penaeus spp.) (six percent); mullet(~ 
sp.) (four percent); needleflsh (Strongylura) and anchovy (Engraulldae) (less than one percent). 
Unidentified fish made up an additional eight percent of stomach contents. 
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A Texas study determined that 30 percent of stomachs containing food contained menhaden (MIies and 
Slm110ns, unpublished data). The stomachs of 3,428 Spanish mackerel were examined In this study. 

Thirty-four percent of the stomachs were empty. Kl Ima (1959) reported on a subsidiary study using 

material collected by MIies and Slm110ns. In all 511 mackerel stomachs containing food were 
examined: 82 contained shrimp; 30_squld; 53 rlbbonflsh; six menhaden, and four, other species. 

In another Texas study, Knapp (1951) found that fish, excluding menhaden, made up 52.7 percent of the 
total number of stomach contents. Shrimp made up 23.4 percent, squid 10.9 percent, crabs 4.5 percent, 

and menhaden 3.7 percent. 

No analysis has been made of the relative weights or 1A:>lumes of types of food organisms In stomachs 
to help determine wh lch food types provide the major part of the energy requirements of this spec I es. 

b) Predator Spec I as 

Sharks are a major predator of Span I sh mackerel. The spec I es has been 11 sted a110ng the stomach 
contents of the dusky shark (Carcharhlnus obscurus) In Florida (Clark and von°Schmldt, 1955). 

According to Bigelow and Schroeder (1948), the srrooth hMimerhead (Sphyrna zygaena) prays on Spanish 
mackerel. The mackerels In general are referred to as a component of the diet of bul I sharks 
(Carcharhlnus leucas), porbeagles CLamna nasus) • and tiger sharks (Galeocerdo cuvler) (Bigelow and 

Schroeder, 1948). 

5.3.3 Prey-Predator Relationships of Cobia 

a) Prey Species 

The cobla feeds primarily on demersal organisms, especially crustaceans. In a Texas study (Knapp, 
1951), mantis shrimp and eels were the organisms that occurred the greatest percent of the time 
(58 percent and 50 percent respectively). Next In percent occurrence were shrimp (45 percent), crabs 

(42 percent), and squid (17 percent). Thirty-two percent of the stomachs contained fish, four percent 

of which were Spanish mackerel. A total of 29 stomachs were examined and 17 percent were empty. 

b) Predator Specl es 

None have been determined s, far. 

5.3.4 Prey-Predator Relationships of Cero Mackerel 

The prey-predator relationships of cero mackerel are thought to be similar to toose of king and 
Spanish mackerel. 

5.3.5 Prey-Predator Relationships of Bluefish 

a) Prey Specl es 

According to Wilk (1977), bluefish feed throughout the water column on a large variety of fishes and 
Invertebrates, both pelagic and demersal. WIik (1977), observing populations In the northern part of 

their range, noted that they eat butterflsh (Peprllus trlacanthus), menhaden CBrevoortla spp.), round 
herring (Etrumeus tares), sand lance (Amnodytes amerlcanus), sllverslde (Atherlnldae), Atlantic 

mackerel (Scomber scombrus), anchovy (Engraulldae), and Spanish sardine (Sardine Ila anchovla). They . 

also eat Juvenile spotted seatrout (Cynosclon nebulosus), Atlantic croaker (Mlcropogon undulatus), and 

spot (Lelostomus xanthurus) (WIik, 1977). Among the Invertebrates fed on by bluefish are shrimps, 

lobsters, squids, crabs, myslds, and annelid worms (WIik, 1977). 
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Richards (1976) examined the stomach contents of 66 bluefish In Long Island Sound fran July to 
November. He found that 44 percent had empty stomachs. The most canmon prey organism was the adult 
bay anchovy (Anchoa mltchllll) (37 percent of total Items). The squid (Loi Igo pealel) was next in 
abundance ( 18 percent). Menhaden (~. tyrannus) adu Its and juvenl les and butterf lsh (P. tr I acanthus) 
juveniles were equally represented, each canprlslng 16 percent of food Items. 

Striped mullet (!:!!!..9..!..!_ cephalus), Atlantic thread herring (Oplsthonema ogllnuml, plnflsh (Lagodon
rhomboldes), and shrimp (Penaeus spp.) are·organlsms canmon to Florida waters that were Included In 
Wilk's (1977) list of food Items of bluefish In the mid-Atlantic. Relative Importance of these organ­
Isms was not given by WI lk (1977). Apparently measirements of relative weight or relative volume of 
food types have not been made. 

bl Predator Species 

Sharks are thought to be predators of bluefish. Shark species that are known to feed on bluefish are 
the sand tiger (Odontaspls taurus) and the tlresher (Aloplas vulplnus) (Bigelow and Schroeder, 1948). 
Wilk (1977) said that sharks, tunas, swordfish, and wahoo would be the only potential predators that 
would pose a threat to the fast-swimming bluefish. 

5.3.6 Prey-Predator Relationships of Little Tunny 

a) Prey Species 

The round herring (Etrumeus tares) was the most Important food species of Euthynnus al letteratus in 
specimens collected fran the southern Atlantic coast of the u.s., making up 39 percent of stomach 
contents Items (Carlson, 1952). Squid also was Important, accounting for 28 percent of food Items, 
and the Spanish sardine (Sardlnella anchovla) made up 12 percent of food Items. Other canponents of 
the stomach contents were the round scad (Decapterus punctatus), Spanish mackerel and mud parrotfish 
(Sparlsoma flavescens). Unidentified fish made up II percent of total food Items (Carlson, 1952). In 
another study, both little tunnys collected contained Spanish mackerel. One little tunny contained 
larval little tunny Indicating cannibalism (Klawe, 1961). Carangldae (jacks), and Exocoetidae 
(flylngflsh) are some other groups fed upon by little tunny (Dragovich, 1969). 

bl Predator Species 

Little tunny was one food Item Identified In the stomach of a bul I shark (Carcharhlnus leucas) 
collected on the central Gulf coast of Florida (Clark and von Schmidt, 1965). 

5.3.7 Prey-Predator Relationships of Dolphin 

a) Prey Species 

The dolphin Is an opportunistic species, which wt 11 prey on roost smaller fishes or squid which may be 
available. It ls thought to be a day feeder (Erdman, 1958) and perhaps does not feed effectively In 
darkness (Gibbs and Collette, 1959), although they wlll feed at night on small fishes and squid 
attracted to light fran sh lps. 

The Importance of the Sargassum canmunlty In providing food for canmon dolphin, particularly Juvenile 
and younger mature Individuals, has been noted by several authors. Rose and Hassler (1974l found 
significantly more empty stomachs In smal I female dolphin In a summer when tldellnes off the Nor-th 
Carolina coast were relatively rare, which suggests that this car.mun tty makes an Important contribu­
tion to the food supply of this group. Kojima (1965), Rose and Hassler (1974l, and Beardsley (1967) 
considered the Sargassum canmunlty to have great ecological Importance to the dolphin because of -the 
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food supply It provides. Furthermore, the Sargassum canmunlty provides protection for younger Individ­
uals from predation by other species. Segregation of younger from older Individuals through behav­
ioral differences reduces cannlballsm. An adaptive significance to the attraction of smaller 
lndlvlduals to the Sargassum canmunlty Is suggested (Rose and Hassler, 1974). 

Apparently, emphasis on different types of food Items changes throughout the llfe cycle of the dolphin. 
Shcherbachev (1973) noted that larvae and flngerllngs of dolphin feed primarily on Invertebrates, par­
ticularly copepods, while adult common dolphin eat flying fish of the genus Cypselurus. Kojima (1963) 
found juveniles of the families Engraulldae (anchovies), Mui lldae Cgoatflsh) and Oplegnathldae (a prim­
itive perclform) In the stomachs of dolphin 500 to 1,500 mm In length In Japanese waters. 

Erdman (1958) commented that the pelagic stages of young shore and reef fishes seemed to form the roost 
abundant and frequent foods of the pelagic species he studied In Puerto Rico, which Included the 
dolphin. He mentioned flleflshes, trlggerflshes, goatflshes, squlrrelflshes, doctorf lshes, and 
threadflns as young shore fishes which are Important food Items of pelagic fishes. He said that bot­
tom fishes such as snapper and grouper and deep sea fishes were noticeably rare In stomachs canpared 
with shore fishes. 

b) Predator Species 

Two known predators of the canmon dolphin In western Atlantic waters are the blue marlln (Makalra 
nlgrlcans) Gibbs and Collette (1959) and the swordfish (Xlphlas gladlus) CD. de Sylva, pars. canm.). 
One 6.4 kg (14 pound) dolphin was found In the stomach of a whltetlp shark (Carcharhinus longlmanus) 
by Schuck and Clark (1951); although dolphin did not occur In any of 88 whltetlp stomachs examined by 
Backus, et al. (1956). According to Backus, et al. (1956), the dolphin Is a comrron associate of the 
wh ltetlp shark. 

5.3.8 Comparison of Food Habits of Species of the Management Unit 

Clupeld fishes, penaeld shrimp, and squid are the principal prey organisms of five out of seven spe­
cies In the coastal pelagic management unit: the three mackerels (If cero can be Included), the 
bluefish, and the little tunny. The cobla feeds prlmarlly on crabs and mantis shrimp, which It takes 
from the bottom. The diet of the dolphin consists mostly of flylngflsh, jacks, trlggerflsh, and 
f 11ef Ish. 

The mackerels feed primarily on pelagic species, particularly herrings, although a falrly large per­
centage of the diet of king mackerel Is made up of shrimp. The diets of the Spanish and king mackerel 
overlap. The one quantitative study that was done on the food of these mackerels In the same area 
(Knapp, 1949) suggests that the Spanish mackerel Is more dependent on fish and less dependent on 
Invertebrates than the king mackerel, which eats a large percentage of shrimp and squid. 

The same herring species that was Identified as the king mackerel's principal prey In Forlda 
CBeaumarlage, 1973) was given as the principal prey of the Spanish mackerel In Brazl I (Menezes, 1970). 
This was the Atlantic thread herring. 

The feeding spectrum of the bluefish appears to be wider than that of the mackerels. This species 
feeds throughout the water column. Smal I herring-I Ike fishes and the juveniles of estuarine bottom­
fish such as spotted seatrout, Atlantic croaker, and spot serve as Its prey. Mui let are Included In 
the diet of bluefish as In the diet of Spanish mackerel. 

An Important prey of the little tunny Is the round herring (Carlson, 1952). Squid also Is Important 
to this species as Is the Spanish sardine. Little tunny also feed on flylngflsh, which causes the 
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diet of this species to overlap with that of the more oceanic dolphin. Scads (Decapterus spp.) also 

are thought to be Important to this species based on volumetric stomach analysis of a related species 
In Hawa 11 an waters. 

Mantld shrimp, crabs, eels, and squid are the main food organisms of cobla. 

The diet of dolphin consists of flylngflsh, jacks, trlggerflsh, and flleflsh. 

5.3.9 Principal Prey Species of the Mangement Unit and Their Food Habits 

Smal I schooling fishes In the faml ly Clupeldae (herring and sardines) are the most Important prey 
fishes of the coastal pelagic unit. Major prey species of this family are Oplsthonema ogllnum 

(Atlantic thread herring), Harengula Jaguana (scaled sardine), Etrumeus tares (round herring), and 

Sardine! la anchovla (Spanish sardine). Other prey organisms of apparently equal Importance are 

penaeld shrimp and squid. The only species name mentioned for squid was Lollgo pealel (WIik, 1977). 

In subtropical waters this species Is replaced by Lollgo..P...!.!tl.. (Laroe, 1970). 

Other nerltlc squid that occur In areas frequented by the coastal pelaglcs are the genera 
Seploteuthts, Dortheuthls, and Loi ilguncula (Voss, 1973). Other fish families that are major sources 

of food for one or more species of the management unit Include the Engraulldae (anchovies), specifi­

cally Anchoa mltchllll, the Exocoet-ldae (flylngflshes and halfbeaks), the Carangldae (jacks, scads, 

and pompano) Including Decapterus punctatus, and Peprllus trlacanthus (butterflsh). 

Most of the clupelds, Including Atlantic thread herring and Spanish sardine, feed on zooplankton, par­
ticularly copepods (Low, 1973; Hildebrand, 1963; Bohlke and Chaplin, 1968). Atlantic thread herring 

eat anchovy larvae as wel I as copepods (Low, 1973). Preferential rather than nondlscrlmlnant feeding 
ls apparent In those species of clupelds for which food habits have been determined (Low, 1973). 

Ciupelds are capable of feeding In either the picking or the filtering mode. They filter feed when 

dense concentrations of food of a suitable size Is available C01Connel I, 1972; E. Houde, pers. canm.). 

Penaeld shr Imp are bottom feeders. The pl nk shr Imp (Penaeus duorarum) feeds In shallow Inshore areas 
where there are bottom grasses such as Dlplanthera and Thalassla. According to Burukovsky (1968), 

their food consists mainly of animals, although other workers have found plant material In their stom­

achs (Eicred, et al., 1961). In a quantitative volumetric analysis of pink shrimp (n = 305) off the 

coast of Africa, Burukovsky (1968) found that amphlpods and lsopods made up 20.4 percent by volume of 
stomach contents, fol lowed by polychaetes (19.3 percent); mul lusks (16.1 percent); pr lnclpal ly 

gastropods; shrimp (15.4 percent); and fish (10.6 percent). Other significant canponents (more than 

one percent) were crabs and hermit crabs. Vegetable remains accounted for only 0.03 percent and 

plankton only 0.02 percent of the volume of stomach contents. In another study Burukovsky (1975) 

found that the diets of three other penaeld shrimp were very similar to that of pink shrimp. 

Nerltlc squid such as Loi Igo pealel are carnivores whose prey organisms change with age. At early 
stages they eat smal I crustacean such as euphausl Ids and slml lar organisms (Vovk, 1974). Later fish 

larvae and juveniles form a major part of their diet (Vovk, 1974). They also eat other squids and 

smal I adult fish (Vovk, 1974). According to Lipinski (1973), the fish faml Iles of greatest Importance 

In the diet of squid are Clupeldae, Gadfdae (codfishes), and Myctophldae ( lanternflshes). In general, 

the young feed on planktonlc forms, whereas adults_ feed on benthlc and more motile nekton forms (Vovk, 
1974). Laroe C1970) found that coral reef mys Ids and juven I le or larvae f lsh were the only organ Isms 

that elicited feeding response In newly hatched Seploteuthls and Doryteuthls In culture. According to 

Vovk (1974), Lollgo pealel may belong to three different tropic levels If al I age groups are 

considered. Squid are voracious feeders that grow rapidly. Stomach contents frequently canprlse 12 

percent of their body weight (Lipinski, 1977). 
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The diet of flylngflsh consists of smal I fish, the squid Loll go, eggs deposited on Sargassum, and 

hemlpterus Insects of the genus Halobates (Barroso, 1967). Larval and juvenile fly!ngflsh feed prin­

cipally on calanold and cyclopold cq,epods (Schekter, 1971 ). Acco-ding to Berkeley, et al. (1975), 

the prlncipal foods of the ballyhoo species (Hemlramphus braslllensls and.!:!_. balao) are mlcrocrus1"a­

ceans (decapods, cq,epods, amph!pods, and cladocera), although manatee grass (Syrlngodlum flllforme) 

frequently Is the dominant food of large.!:!.• bras I I lens ls (ballyhoo). Polychaetes are Important In the 

diet of.!:!.• balao Cbalao) (Berkeley, et al., 1975). 

Young butterflsh feed primarily on jellyfish (Murawski, 1978). The diet of adult butterflsh Is known 
to Include smal I fish, squid, crustacea such as amphlpods, cq,epods and shrimp, and annelid worms 

(Murawski, et al., 1978). Tunlcates and chaetognaths also are reported foods of bu1"terflsh (Murawski, 

etal., 1975) 

5.3.10 Larval Food Chains 

Size of potential prey relative to the size of the predator is probably the single most important 

determinant of who eats who In marine food chains and prey species change as the predator grows 

(Datwyler and Houde, 1970). Prey-predator roles sometimes reverse with-time, meaning that marine food 

chains are actually circles, larval fl.sh being fed on by the prey of their parents. The Influence of 

relative size on predation puts an evolutionary premium on the abl I ity of a marine species to gro,, 

fast and attain a large size. 

Coastal pelagic species are not exceptions to the generalities just stated. Al I are carnivores 
throughout the Ir 11 ves and are thought to eat cq>epods at early stages. Young cobl a are known to 

require crustaceans In their diet and do poorly on a diet of pure fish (Hassler and Ralnvl I le, 1975a). 

5.4 Estimate of MSY1 Abundance and Present and Future Condition

Estimates of MSY for coastal pelagic species were developed especially for this management plan. 

These estimates were reviewed by the Scientific and Statistical Committee and accepted by them as 1"he 

best available given the constraints Imposed by the quality of available data. Addl1"1onal detail on 

how some of the parameters were estimated and other technical discussion Is contained in the Resource 

Document for this FMP. This document Is available through the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management 

Councl I. 

5.4.1 King Mackerel 

5.4.1.1 Calculation of Maximum Sustainable Yield fa- King Mackerel 

The calculation of maximum sustainable yield by the· dynamic pool CBeverton and Holt) model ls a three­

step process. First, yield per recruit entering the fishery Is calculated fran data on g-owth rate, 

maximum size, and rates of fishing and natural mortality. Second, an estimate ls made of the number 

of recruits entering the fishery. Third, yield Is calculated by multiplying yield per recruit by 

number of recruits. 

Yield per recruit: estimation of parameters 

Beverton and Holt (1957), Gui land (1969), Ricker (1975), and other texts, describe in de1"all, with 
some differences In symbols, the develq>ment of the simple Beverton and Holt yield equation and Its 

parameters. Chittenden (1977) concisely described techniques for estimating the parameters and 

employed Gui land's (1969) symbols for this equation and its parameters. The present work fol lows 

Chlttenden's (1977) format and symbols. The equation used to calculate yield per recruit ls the "long 

form" (Beverton and Holt, 1957). 
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The data required to use this equation Include what may be termed "growth", 11rrortallty", and "time" 
parameters. The procedures and rationale used to estimate these parameters were those of Chittenden 

(unpub. man.). A brief description Is given below. 

The "growth pattern" parameters, L , Kand t were calculated using the von Bertalanffy growth00 0 
equation (Ricker, 1975). Asymptotic length (L ) Is defined as t.he maximum length obtained by the 00 
average fish if It continued tog-ow lndeflnltely according to the von Bertalanffy formula. 

Asymptotic weight (W ) Is the weight at L • The Brody growth coefficient (K) Is a constant, deter­
00 00 

mining the rate of g-owth In length. Age t Is the theoretical age at which a fish would have been
0 

zero length If It always grew according to the von Bertalanffy equation. 

Data from Beaumarlage (1973) on length-weight relation and observed length at age were used to esti­
mate the values, L = 1099mm, W = 941.lg, t = -3.4698, and K = 0.21. These values were estimated

00 00 0 
for sexes combined, assuming a 1:1 sex ratio (Chittenden, unpub. man.). The calculated W ls much 00 
lower than the actual maximum weight for king mackerel. This probably results from dependence of the 

age and g-owth estimates on the younger age g-oups and on the fact that this species schools by size. 

Younger, fast g-owlng fish are found with older, slow growing fish. Therefore, the sample used to 

estimate age and g-owth Is not representative of the entire stock. However, that sample is represen­

tative of the sizes and ages being exploited. Therefore, It Is reasonable to use the calculated W • 00 

The "mortal lty" parameters Z, M, and Fare the Instantaneous annual rates of total mortallty, natural 
mortal lty, and fishing mortal lty, respectively, where Z = M + F. Data from Beaumarlage (1973) were 

used to estimate a total mortality rate Z = 0.71, the average of Z values for the two canrrerclal 

fisheries (Chittenden, unpub. man.>. No direct estimates of the actual values of Mand F exist, but 

their upper bound must be Z = 0.71. 

Chittenden (unpub. man.) developed likely estimates for !:!_and£..based upon Beverton and Holt's (1959) 
suggestion that a relatlonshlp existed within reasonable bounds between the rrortallty parameter Mand 

the g-owth parameter K. Chittenden estimated reasonable bounds for the M/K ratio based upon Lenarz, 

et al. (1974) and Joseph and Calkln 1s (1969) studies on the related scombrlds of tropical and subtrop­

ical waters Thunnus albacares and Euthynnus pelamls. For king macker~I, assuming K = 0.21 based upon 

observed g-owth, the most likely range for M may be 0.3 to 0.6 and the "best" estimate of M would be 

about 0.4. Tanaka (1960) postulated a relation between Mand maximum age. His work suggests that M 

may be less than 0.4, but g-eater than 0.3. The corresponding va I ues of F are 0.41 to 0.11 and the 

"best" estimate of F Is 0.31. 

It s.hou Id be c I early recogn I zed that these 11 11 ke I y" and "best" est I mates may· need to be rev I sed as 

further research Is conducted and actual data become available. The validity of extrapolating M/K 

ratios from other scombrid species to Spanish and king mackerel Is not precisely known. 

The "time parameters" tr, tL, and tc define three states In the life of an exploited species. The 

parameter tL Is defined as the age at the effective end of the flshable fife of a year class. That 

is, the age at which the year class no longer contributes a significant proportion of the catch. The 

parameter tr Is defined as the age of recruitment to the fishing g-ounds. Time at first capture, tc, 

Is the average age at which a year class becomes vulnerable to the fishing gear. 

The values tL = 8 and tr= 0 were chosen (Chittenden, unpub. man.) using data fran Beaumarlage (1973), 

Rodrigues and Bezerra (1968), and Nomura and Rodrigues (1967). The average age of recruitment, tc, Is 

not precisely known but Is probably between age 1.0 and age 1.5. Three values of tc were chosen to 

estimate yield per recruit, 1.0, 1.5, and 2.0. 
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Yield per rea-ult: calculation 

Maximum yield per recruit can be equated with maximum sustainable yield of the stock only if recruit­

ment ls canpletely Independent of the size of the spawning stock. Likewise, the value for fishing 

mortality that gives maximum yield per recruit (Fmax> wil I produce a maximum sustainable yield only if 

those conditions are met. If recruitment is variable or dependent to some degree on stock abundance, 

fishing at Fmax can severely damage the stock. 

In many stocks of fish the relation between yield per recruit and instantaneous fishing mortality is a 

fiat-topped curve. Yield per recruit rises rapidly at low levels of F, then levels off. There is no 

clearly defined peak in the curve to define Fmax• In such cases, fishing at Fmax is very likely to 

reduce the spawning stock below the level needed to maintain adequate recruitment. 

To deal with this problem, other more appropriate values of F have been proposed (Doubleday, 1976; 

Sissenwine, 1977). The most accepted at present Is Fo.l• defined as the point at which an Increase in 

F of one unit wl 11 give an increase in Y/R equal to 1/10 the increase in Y/R at F values near zero. 

This gives a smal I decrease In Y/R fran that at Fmax but results In greatly reduced fishing mortality, 

Ina-eased stock biomass, and increased catch per unit effort. 

The relation of yield per recruit to fishing mortality in king mackerel was calculated for four levels 
of natural mortality CM) and three ages of first-capture cOlferlng the range of most reasonable values. 

Values for yield per recruit in this analysis are yield per recruit entering the fishery at age tc• 

Yield per recruit to the fishery was calculated fran estimates of Y/R at age t (Chittenden, unpub.
0 

man.) by the fol lowing conversion: 

Y/R 1 / -MC t - t )Y /Rt c = t • e c o 0 

The term e -M(tc-to> represents the mortallty of recruits between age t and age tc• For al I para­
0 

meter canbinatlons, these curves are of the flat-topped form previously described. In al I cases, -the 

value for Fmax Is not wel I defined but approaches F = 5. Fishing at Fmax at any of -these levels of 

t c and any reasonable va I ue for number of recru I ts wl 11 leave es sent I a I ly no spawners at Age IV, -the 

first year in which most females are sexually mature. Fishing at this level would certainly affect 

recruitment. In addition, even if recruitment was not affected, catch per unit effort at Fmax would 

be much too low to support a canmercial fishery or to satisfy the sportflshermen. 

For king mackerel, Fo.1 is clearly the more reasonable value both biologically and econanlcal ly. 

Values for Fo.1 are much less than Fmax• varying fran 0.5 at tc = 1.0 and M = 0.4 to 1.0 at tc = 2.0 

and M = 0.6 (Exhibit 5.1). Yield per recruit at F • wll I be used to canpute MSY. Values for yield 0 1 
per recruit at Fo.1 vary fran 1,625 g at M = 0.6 and tc = 1.0 to 2,595 at M = 0.3 and tc =2.0 

(Exhibit 5-1 >. 

Es-timatlng the number of rea-ults for king mackerel 

There is presently no estimate of recruitment for king mackerel and no data available fran which a 

precise estimate of recruitment can be obtained. However, using available data on total catch and 

total mortality rate and by assuming several rates of fishing mortality a range of estimates for 

number of recruits can be canputed. 
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Exhibit 5-1 

1 Estimated values for Fo.1• Y/R, and Y tor 12 conblnatlons of tc and M for king mackerel, using 1970 

commercl al landing statistics {Wheeland, 1973) and 1970 uncorrected recreational landings fran Deuel 
{ 1973). 

tc M Fo.1 Y/Rl(g) Rl CH f I sh) Y(kgl Y ( I b.) 

1.0 0.3 o.5 1980 14,042,000 27,803,000 61,240,000 

1.0 0.4 0.6 1792 18,572,000 33,281,000 73,306,000 

1.0 0.5 0.8 1722 27,416,000 47,210,000 103,988,000 

1.0 0.6 0.9 1625 52,340,000 85,053,000 187,340,000 

1 .5 0.3 0.5 2233 14,042,000 31,356,000 69,066,000 

1.5 0.4 0.6 2044 18,572,000 37,961,000 83,615,000 

1.5 0.5 o.a 1990 27,416,000 54,578,000 120,171,000 

1.5 0.6 1.0 1945 52,340,000 101,801,000 224,232,000 

2.0 0.3 0.6 2595 14,042,000 36,439,000 80,262,000 

2.0 0.4 0.7 2394 18,572,000 44,461,000 97,933,000 

2.0 0.5 0.9 2320 27,416,000 63,605,000 140,099,000 

2.0 o.6 I .O 2217 52,340,000 116,038,000 255,590,000 

1 R Is defined as number of recruits entering the fishery. 

Calculation of population and recruits Is possible If natural and fishing mortality occur simulta­
neously, recruitment Is constant from year to year and oca.irs continuously throoghout the fishing 
season, and the stock Is at equi I lbrlum. King mackerel probably do not satisfy these conditions 
exactly, but are close enough to make appllcatlon of the model val Id. It these assumptions are met, 
the average population number (N) Is equal to the number caught {Cl divided ·by the instantaneous rate 
of fishing mortality (Fl. 

N = C/F 

The total number of recruits CR)at the average age of ful I vulnerability to the gear {tel Is equal to 
the average number In the population (N) multiplied by the total rrortallty rate (Z). 

R = ZN 

Each value of F which we assume gives a different value for N and R. 

5-25 



Catch statistics from which number caught in the U.S. recreational fishery can be obtained are 

available In the saltwater angling surveys of 1960, 1965 and 1970 (Clark, 1962; Deuel and Clark, 1968; 

and Deuel, 1973). The recreational catch of king mackerel In 1970 was estimated as 7,282,000 fish. 

These surveys are generally cons ldered to overestimate the recreational catch. They are based on 
Interviews and require the angler to remember his total catch and its average size tor the preceding 

year. The experimental design probably assures an adequate sample of anglers; and, therefore gives an 

accurate picture of relative magnitude of catches fran different areas. However, the possibi I I ties 

for exaggeration of both the number and size of fish caught are, unfortunately, very great. 

An attempt was made to correct the 1970 survey using creel census data fran localized studies. Two 

studies made In 1975 are available which represent a significant proportion of the recreational catch, 

Wade (1977) estimated catch of king mackerel In Alabama as 1,053,986 pounds for the year 1975. Data 

in that report on mean number and weight caught per trip were used to calculate a total catch of 

91,189 fish. Brusher, et al., (1978) estimated the catch of king mackerel in Bay County (Panama 

City), Florida, for the same year as 222,020 fish. 

Calculation of total recreational catch In 1975 was made based on these two studies and the following 

assumptions: 

1. Bay County catch equals 0.25 of the total catch on the Florida Gulf coast excluding the 

Keys. 

2. Total catch in Mississippi and Louisiana east of the Mississippi River was equal to 

the Alabama catch. 

3. The ratio of the catch estimate reported in Deuel (1973) to that made fran data In Wade 

(1977) and Brusher, et al., (1978) tor the same area (the eastern Gulf of Mexico excluding 

the Florida Keys) wl 11 remain constant tor other areas. 

6 The estimate of recreational catch In the eastern Gulf of Mexico for 1975 was 1.070 x 10 fish. Deuel 
6 (1973) reported 2.813 x 10 fish for the same area, a ratio of 0.381:1.000. Deuel's estimate of total 

catch was reduced according to this ratio. The total recreational catch of king mackerel fran al I 

areas was then estimated as 2.754 x 106 fish. 

Commercial landing statistics for each state are available fran the National Marine Fisheries Service 

separated by type of gear. The vast majority of the canmercial catch Is made In Florida using either 

gill nets or hook and line. Total U.S. commercial landings were6,732,500 pounds in 1970and 
6,442,100 pounds In 1975. 

Using data on length frequency of the catch of the two major gears CBeaumarlage, 1973; Wi I !lams, 
unpub. man., 1977), a mean weight of 7.13 pounds for hook and 11 ne catches and 8.96 pounds for gi I I­

net catches was estimated. From this, the estimated number of fish landed commercially In 1970 and 

1975 was 826,500 and 814,000 respectively. 

Two estimates of total number caught fran al I sources were made. For one, the 1970 recreational catch 

statistics (Deuel, 1973) and the 1970 commercial catch were used to estimate a total catch of 

8,109,000 fish. For the other, the corrected estimates of recreational catch In 1975 and the 1975 

commercial catch were used to calculate a total catch of 3,568,000 fish. 

The total catch estimates were 8,109,000 fish fran the 1970 uncorrected data and 3,568,000 fish using 
the 1975 corrected data. 
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Number of recruits was calculated based on the two estimates of number caught and three possible 
levels of fishing rrortallty within the limits previously defined for F and M. Using the estimate for 

1970, the estimated number of recruits varies from 14,042,000 at F = 0.41 to 52,340,000 at F = 0.11 
(Exhibit 5-2). Using the corrected estimate for 1975, the number of recruits varied from 6,179,000 at 

F = 0.41 to 23,030,000 at F = 0.11 (Exhibit 5-3). 

Estimates of MSY In king mackerel 

Estimates of MSY using the 1970 uncorrected catch statistics varied from 61,240,000 pounds at tc = 1.0 
and M = o.3 to 255,590,000 pounds at tc = 2.0 and M = o.6 (Exhibit 5-1). By comparison, the 1970 
total uncorrected catch was estimated as 69,359,000 pounds. 

Estimates of MSY using the 1975 corrected catch statistics varied from 26,948,000 pounds at tc = 1.0 
and M = 0.3 to 112,461,000 pounds at tc = 2.0 and M = 0.6 (Exhibit 5-4). By comparison, the total 
estimated 1975 catch (corrected) was 30,127,000 pounds. The larger estimates of MSY may be too large. 
Estimates of MSY at values of M = 0.6 Is probably too high If data on_ catct( per un It effort In the 
commarclal fishery Is valid. Catch per unit per effort has declined In the commercial fisheries as 
effort has Increased Indicating that fishing rrortallty must be a significant i:x>rtlon of total 
mortality. In that case, estimates of MSY at M = 0.6 CF= 0.11) Is too high and M values of 0.4 or 
0.5 are rore likely. This Is supported by the "best" estimate of M = 0.4, from the M/K ratio 
(Chittenden, unpub. man.). The estimate of average time at recruitment, tc = 2.0, may also be too 
large. Average time at recruitment appears to be between 1.0 and 1.5. If so, estimates of MSY at 

t c = 2. 0 are too large. 

If values of MSY made from estimates of M = 0.6 and tc = 2.0 are discarded, then the upper bound esti­
mates of MSY are reduced. In that case, for the 1970 uncorrected catch data, the upper bound estimate 
of MSY Is 120,171,000 pounds Ctc = 1.5 and M = 0.5). For the estimates based on the 1975 oorrectad 
catch data, the llkely upper bound Is 52,875,000 pounds <tc = 1.5 and M = 0.5). 

If the use of the M/K ratio Is valid and the recreational catch estimates In Deuel (1973) are Inflated, 
then the "best" available estimate of MSY for king mackerel Is 36,79'2,000 pounds corresp:>ndlng to 

tc = 1.5 and M = 0.4. This represents MSY under current fishing conditions. In many fisheries 
adjusting tc can Increase the yield. For king mackerel, the ava I I able data does not al low a precl se 
determination of the best value for tc but Indicates that the present best estimate of tc Is at or 
near the point where yield per recruit Is maximized. Where M Is greater than or equal to 0.4, Y/R 
{Rat age 0) at Fo.1 Increases slowly as tc declines. This Increase becomes asymtotlc below tc = 1.0 
when M = 0.4 and below tc = 2.0 for M = 0.3. In the case of M = 0.3, Y/R declines when tc = 1.0 or 

less. 

Exhibit 5-5 summarizes the range of MSY estimates for king mackerel based on currently available data. 
These were derived using the Beverton and Holt approach. This approach estimates MSY based on esti­
mates of the va I ues of a number of parameters pert a In Ing to the kl ng mackerel f I shery. The MSY est I­
mates provided by this approach use as an Input an estimate of total catch for some year. Because of 
uncertainty In the total recreational catch, estimates have been provided using data from the 1970 
Saltwater Angling Survey (Deuel, 1973) which Is believed to be an overestimate and also using adjusted 
data to estimate the total recreational cetch. In either case, the MSY estimates are In similar rela­
tive proportions to the estimate of the total catch. The likely upper and lower bounds represent a 

reasonable limit to the range of MSY estimates based on currently avallable data. The "best estimate" 
represents a reasonable estimate for the rrost llkely value of MSY based on currently available data. 

Future research may provide revised data with which to revise the MSY estimate. The estimates of the 

critical parameters, M (Instantaneous fishing m,rtallty), and tc (time at first capt1re} for the MSY 
roodel are also presented In Exhibit 5-5. 
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Exhibit 5-2 

1 Estimated number of recruits CR) and mean population number. (n) of king mackerel using 1970 cannar­

clal landing statistics (Wheeland, 1973) and uncorrected recreational landing statistics (Deuel, 1973 
1973 ). 

F M N (# of fish) R (# of fish) 

0.41 0.30 19,778,000 14,042,000 

0.31 0.40 26,158,000 18,572,000 

0.21 o.5o 38,614,000 27,416,000 

o. 11 0.60 73,718,000 52,340;000 

1 Assuming Z 0.71, C = 8,109,000 fish, N = C/F, and R =ZN 

Exh lbl t 5-3 

1 Estimated number of recruits CR) and mean population number (N) of king mackeret based on 1975 
canmerclal landing statistics (prellmlnary estimate, NMFS) and on recreatlonal landing statistics 

from Deuel (1973) corrected with 1975 data fran Wade (1977) and Brusher, et al. (1978). 

F M N (#offish) R (# of fish) 

0.41 0.30 8,702,000 6, 179,000 

0.31 0.40 11,510,000 B, 172,000 

0.21 0.50 16,990,000 12,063,000 

o. 11 0.60 32,436,000 23,030,000 

l Assuming Z = 0.71, C = 3,568,000 fish, N =C/F, and R =ZN 
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Exh lbl t 5-4 

1 Estimated values for Fo.l• Y/R, and Y for nine canblnatlons of tc and M for king mackerel, using 1975 
canmercl al landings (prel I ml nary estimates, NMFS) and recreational landings fran Deuel (1973) 
corrected w I th creel census data (Wade, 1977; Brusher, et a I. 1978) fran 1975. 

tc M Fo.1 Y/Rl Cg) Rl (II fish) YCkg) Y ( I b.) 

1.0 0.3 0.5 1980 6,179,000 12,234,000 26,948,000 

1.0 0.4 o.6 1792 8,172,000 14,644,000 32,256,000 

1.0 0.5 o.8 1722 12,063,000 20,772,000 45,754,000 

1.0 0.6 0.9 1625 23,030,000 37,424,000 82,431,000 

1.5 0.3 0.5 2233 6,179,000 13,798,000 30,391,000 

1.5 0.4 0.6 2044 8,172,000 16,704,000 36,792,000 

1. 5 0.5 o.8 1990 12,063,000 24,Q_OS,000 52,875,000 

1.5 0.6 1.0 1945 23,030,000 44,793,000 98,664,000 

2.0 0.3 0.6 2595 6,179,000 16,035,000 35,318,000 

2.0 0.4 0.7 2394 8,172,000 19,563,000 43,042,000 

2.0 o.5 0.9 2320 12,063,000 27,986.,000 61,643,000 

2.0 o.6 1.0 2217 23,030,000 51,058.,000 112,461,000 

1 R ls defined as number of recruits entering the fishery. 

Exhibit 5-5 

King Mackerel MSY Estimate Summary 
(ml I II on pounds) 

PaVameterBased on Deuel 1s 1970 Based on Adjusted alue 
Datal for Estimate of Estimates for 1975 Estimates 
Recreational Catch Recreational Catch M -tc 

Likely Upper Bound 120.2 52.9 o.5 1. 5 

"Best Estimate" 83.6 36.8 0.4 1.5 

Likely Lower Bound 61.2 26.9 0.3 1.0 

Corresponding Estimate of 
Total Recreational and 
Commercl al Catch 30.1 3 

Fran the 1970 Saltwater Angling Survey (Deuel, 1973). 

2 Unadjusted estimate for 1970. 

3 Adjusted estimate for 1975. 
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The observed reduction In catch per unit effort (CPUE) discussed in Section 5.4.1.2 Is generally con­

sistent with results one would expect under a surplus yield rodel of MSY approach If total catch In 

th.e t I shery were approach Ing or s 11 ghtl y above the pr oport Ion of MSY as typ It I ed by the "best 

estimate" presented In Exhibit 5-5. 

5.4.1.2 Present Condition of the King Mackerel 

Present condition of the stock(s) of king mackerel cannot be conclusively established. The data 
available to assess present condition Is somewhat contradictory. Detailed analysis of available data 

Is presented below. The weight of this data Indicates that the king mackerel stock is not presently 

overfished nor has been In the past. Effort and total catch are rising rapidly and may exceed MSY in 

the future It no measures are taken to control the total harvest. 

Length frequency data from the commercl al catch for both hook and 11 ne and gl I I-net gear has not 
changed at al I from 1969 to 1977. This suggests that the degree to which the stock has been affected 

by fishing has not changed during that period. Upon further examination, however, these results can 

be expected when highly selective gears are used to harvest the resource. The mesh sizes of gil I nets 

used In the king mackerel fishery have their highest efficiency In catcliing ~dlum sized king mackerel 

and may not be efficient In capturing smal I or large Individuals. Although only a limited amount of 

gl I I-net selectivity Information exists for king mackerel CBeaumarlage, 1973), It Is clear that strong 

selectivity exists based on studies of Spanish mackerel (Trent and Prlstas, 1977; Powel I, 1975; Kl Ima 

1959). The commercial hook and line fishery Is also selective In that they normally seek "school 

s I ze" f I sh ( sma I I and med I um s I zes) and when the large fish are hooked they often break off. Based on 

preliminary analyses, it appears the recreational hook and line caught fish may be more represent::itlve 

of the fished stock and these data do reflect changes In size composition between years, times of the 

year, and areas (Trent, et al., In prep.). 

Catch per unit effort (CPUE) tor the two major commercial gears in south Florida, measured as mean 

catch per boat year, declined by 59 percent for hook and line vessels and 60 percent for power rol (er 
gi I I-net vessels between 1969 and 1976. This measure of CPUE Is a very crude one. Many factors such 

as gear competition and relative availability of alternative species can cause this measure of CPUE to 

change without any change In real CPUE. While these and other factors are probably depressing our 

measure of CPUE, they are not sufficient to explain al I of the decline. 

During the period for which CPUE was calculated, effort Increased 400 percent for hook and line boats 
and 200 percent for gl I I-net vessels. The effect of Increasing levels of effort on CPUE, total catch, 

and flshable stock size depends to a great degree on the relative magnitude of fishing mortality and 

total mortality. In a stock where fishing mortality Is large In relation to mortality, Increases In 

fishing effort do not yield equivalent Increases In catch, catch per unit effort declines and the 

tlshable stock declines. An extreme example of this Is the Florida spiny lobster fishery where essen­

tially al I of the recruits are captured each year. Because the tlshable stock Is reduced to near zero 

by the end of each season, Increases In effort do not yield any increase In catch and CPUE declines In 

Inverse relation to that Increase In effort. In a stock where fishing mortality Is very smal I In 

relation to total mortal lty, Increases In effort wl 11 give corresponding Increases in catch. The 

Increased catch Is stil I smal I In relation to the tlshable stocks, so there Is very little reduction 

In stock size and little or no reduction In CPUE. 

The king mackerel lies somewhere between these two extremes. Increases In effort have brought both 
Increases In total catch and decreases In CPUE. It Is probable that there has also been some decline 

In stock abundance during that period. The data Is not sufficiently precise to estimate the magnitude 

of th Is dee 11n e. 
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Three sets of data on recreatlonal fishery CPUE are available from the northwest coast of Florida 
(Exhibit S-6). Two of the data sets are from catch records of charterboat captains from Destin 
(Captain A. L. HIipert) and Panama City (Captain J. Finnegan - see Fable, et al., In prep.) and the 
third set Is from a private marina In Bay County, Florida (name withheld upon request). The latter Is 
a record of the total catch of king mackerel and the total number of boat days during which king 
mackerel were caught. Al I three data sets st-ow similar trends In CPUE. The magnitude of annual 
changes In CPUE Is less for· the charter captain. This Is not unexpected because of the professlonal's 
greater sk 11 I and rTOre cons I stent effort. 

These data are too variable and from too st-ort a time period to perfonn the type of analysis done 
for the commercial data. They do st-ow clearly the decline In catch and CPUE In 1977 and 1978 
reported by many recreational flshennen In the northern Gulf of Mexico. Similar declines are reported 
along the west central Florida coast. 

The causes of this decline are not known. It could be attributed to a decline In stock size or 
changes In migration patterns. M:>st charter flshennen along northwestern Florida believe that there 
has been a decllne In abundance. It seems likely that such a dramatic declJne In abundance 1«>uld have 
bean accompanied by reduced landings In the winter fisheries In south Florida, both commercial and 
recreational. This does not seem to be the case, altrough landing statistics and other documentation 
are lackl ng. 

It Is possible that the decline In catch and CPUE Is being caused by changes In the mlgra-fory pattern 
of the fish. The winters of 1976-77 and 1977-78 were both extremely cold, causing reduced water tan­
peratures along the coast. This might have caused the king mackerel schools to stay offshore, where 
they were not avallable to the flshennen. Data that support this hypothesis are presented by Fable, 
et al. (In prep.). Other supp::,rtlng data Is contained In Wll ll~s and Taylor (In prep.). 

The range of estimates tor MSY from either of the two different estimates of number of recruits Is 
rather broad. In both cases, the lower bound estimates of MSY are sl lghtly less than the total catch, 
whl le the upper bound estimates are approximately 1. 7 times the estimates of present total catch. If 
either of the upper bound estimates Is correct, then the stock Is not presently In any danger of being 
overfished and present levels of fishing pressire are not significantly affecting the abundance of the 
.stock. If one of the lower bound est I mates of MSY Is correct, then the stock Is overf I shed and Is 
declining. If our "best" estimate Is correct, the stock Is not now overt I shed, but Increasing ti sh Ing 
pressure In recent years may have caused some decline In abundance. 

The weight of the available lnfonnatlon Indicates that the king mackerel stock Is not presently over­
t I shed but that fishing pressure has had some effect on the abundance of the stock. 

The above analysis Is based on data through 1977. This analysis, along with additional data on catch, 
effort and size distribution during 1978 and 1979, were reviewed by the Gulf Council Scientific and 
Statistical Committee In April, 1980. The majority of the Committee concluded that the additional 
data was Insufficient to change the original conclusion. At rrost, It Introduces reas:rnable doubt that 
the average level of catch may be somewhat closer to MSY than previously believed. Since that time no 
major changes have occurred In the fishery or the available data base. Commercial harvest Increased 
In 1980 to slightly above the hlstorlcal average, after having been depressed during 1978 and 1979. 
Recreational catch rates appear to have fluctuated greatly, Increasing In some areas and decreasing In 
others. An estimate of recreational catch ln 1979 has become available which Is substantially less 
than previous estimates (see Section s.2.2.2,. 
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Exhibit 5-6 

Fi sh i ng .effort for kl n.g mackerel and catch per unit effort of two charter boat capta Ins in north­
western Florida. 

Year 
Fishing 

hours 

Destin 
King mackerel/ 

hour 
Fishing 
hours 

Panama Cit):'. 
King mackerel/ 

hour 

1970 552 4. 10 

1971 550 3.57 

1973 432 2. 5 495 2.83 

1974 440 1.4 329 1.98 

1975 488 3. 1 592 3.83 

1976 424 1. 7 589 2.42 

1977 352 o. 7 676 1.44 

1978 706 1.29 

Source: Captain A. L. Hilpert (Destin); Captain J. Finnegan (Panama City). 
See Fable, et al., in prep. 

Effort, catch, and catch per unit effort by recreational fishermen fran a canmerclal marina in Bay 
County, Fl or ida 

Year 
King mackerel 

boat da):'.S 
Total number 

caught 
Catch/boat 

day 

1973 3,000 8,100 2.10 

1974 3,300 2,700 0.82 

1975 4,000 19,000 4. 75 

1976 3,700 4,900 1.32 

1977 3,700 2,400 o.65 

Source: Marina Operator 
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5.4.1.3 Future Condition of King Mackerel 

The future cond It Ion of the kl ng mackerel depends to a great degree on the rate of Increase In f I sh Ing 
effort and catch and on the true value of MSY. 

Commercial effort has been Increasing rapidly. This has been primarily In response to the great 
expansion of the power roller gll I-net fleet. The number of power roller vessels equipped with king 

mackerel nets Increased from 18 In 1973 to 33 In 1977. The present number Is unknown but exceeds 60 

and probably approaches 80. The number of hook and line boats In the Florida king mackerel fishery 
has Increased from approximately 100 In 1969 to 300 In 1976. 

Recreational fishing effort has also been Increasing, although It Is very dlfflcult to quantify this 
Increase. f'brth (1976) estimated a 4.5 percent annual Increase In recreational fishing effort. 
Another estimate can be made from the rate of Increase In the number of recreational boats. The 

number of recreational boats 16-25 feaet In length can be used as a rough proxy of fishing effort In 
salt water. This size boat comprises the vast majority of private bo~ts ff-shlng for king mackerel and 

other coastal pelagic species. The number of boats In this size class registered In Florida Increased 
from 58,998 In 1965 to 147,851 In 1975 <Florida registered boat records) at an annual rate of approxi­
mately 9.5 percent. It Is probable that recreational fishing effort has bean Increasing at a rate 

approach Ing th Is. 

The rate of Increase In commercial harvest Is slowing. From 1971 through 1977, commercial catch sta­
tistics showed a fairly rapid Increasing trend. Catches declined sharply In 1978 and 1979, than 

Increased In 1980 to sllghtly above the 1975-1979 average. 

How Increases In both recreational and commercial effort wl 11 affect the stock depends greatly on the 
true value of MSY. If one of the lower bound estimates of MSY Is nest nearly correct, then the stock 
Is already overfished and Increases In effort wl 11 result In decreases In abundance, yield, and catch 
per unit effort. If one of the "bast" estimates are nest nearly correct, there Is room for some 
expansion In effort and catch. H::>waver, given the apparent rate of Increase In fl sh Ing effort, MSY 

wlll be reached In the near future. If one of the upper bound e~tlmatas of MSY Is correct, than there 
Is room for large Increases In effort and catch. Such an Increase appears unlikely, given present 

trends In commercial harvest. 

Without precise estimates of the parameters, particularly M, used to calculate MSY, It Is Impossible 
to be nere specl f I c. Interpret at Ion of the future condl t Ion of the stock on the bas Is of MSY es-t I ma­
t as sho u I d be vary conservat Iva. 

5.4.2 Spanish Mackerel 

5.4.2.1 Estimate of MSY for Spanish Mackerel 

Maximum sustainable yield for Spanish mackerel was computed using the dynamic pool nodal of Baverton 
and Holt (1957>. The procedure fol lowed Is Identical to that used to estimate MSY In king mackerel. 
Sel act Ion of paranetars follows Ch I ttenden ( unp ub. ms.). 

Yield par recruit: parameters 

The "growth" pattern parameters Lao, K, t , 0 and W were datennlned from data In Powel I (1975). 00 

Estimates of K = 0.47, t 0 = 0.8955, and Lao= 558 were obtained by pooling Powal l's (1975) data on 
back calculated length at age for each sex and calculating .a 11sexas combined" Walford plot and 110n 
Bertalanffy growth equation. A 1: 1 sex ratio was asslMllad (Ch lttendan, I.J'lpub. man.). An estimate of 

W00 = 1,816 g was made using Powel l's length weight equation for sexes combined. 
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The mortality parameter Z was estimated fran canparison of a variety of published estimates of mor­
tality and other data fran which Z could be calculated (Powel I, 1975; Klima, 1959; Klima, 1976; 
Powell, unpublished). Estimates of Z fran these sources varied fran 0.71 to 1.25 depending on the 
data source and the method of calculating z. The best estimate of present Z was 1.00 (Chittenden, 
unpub. man.). It fa! Is between estimates (0.85 to 0.98) based upon Powel 11s recent data and estimates 
(0.95 to 1.25) based upon Kllma 1s (1959) older data. 

No precise estimate of Mand F exist for the U.S. stock of Spanish mackerel. Doi and Mendlzabal 
(1979) estimated M = 0.693 and F = 0.210 for a stock of Spanish mackerel In Mexican waters. This 
stock may or may not contribute to the U.S. fishery. The most likely range of values for M (and 
therefore, F) was determined using the ratio M/K in the same manner as for king mackerel. The most 
I ikely values for M varied fran 0.50 to 0.80 and for F fran 0.20 to 0.50 (Chittenden, unpub. man.). 

The time parameter tr= 0 was chosen (Chittenden, unpub. man.) because spawning occurs prlmarlly In 
the northern Gulf of Mexico where there ls an active sport fishery for Spanish mackerel. Larvae enter 
the area of the fishery at birth •. The parameter tL = 5 was chosen fran :the age frequency data In 
Powel I (1975), Klima (1959), and Powel I (unpublished). Fish older than flve'"years exist but do not 
make a significant contribution to the catch (Chittenden, unpub. man.). Three values for tc, 1.0, 
1.5, and 2.0 were chosen to cc,,.,er the most likely range for the true value of tc• 

Yield Per Recruit: Calculation 

As In the case of the king mackerel, the relation of Y/R to F Is a flat topped curve. For Spanish 
mackerel, Fmax for most values of Mand tc is approximately 5.0, while the gain in Y/R for values of F 
greater than 1.5 is very smal I. 

To estimate MSY, Fo.1 was chosen as a more reasonable value than Fmax• Fishing at any of the Indi­
cated values of Fmax would reduce the age structure of the stock to the point that the fishery would 
be almost entirely dependent on new recruits entering the fishery each year. Fishing at Fmax could 
also affect recruitment by reducing the spawning stock, although that is not as certain as In the case 
of king mackerel. However, one year of poor recruitment fran natural or other causes canblned with 
heavy fishing pressure could severely reduce the number of spawners and further reduce recruitment in 
the to I !owl ng years. In add I tlon, f I sh Ing at F max wou Id reduce catch per un It effort be I ow the !eve I 
needed to support a canmerclal fishery or to satisfy the recreational fishermen. 

For Spanish mackerel, values of Fo.1 varied fran 0.7 at tc = 1.0 and M = 0.5 to 1.3 for tc = 2.0 
and M = O.B. Yield per recruit at F0• 1 varied fran 318 g at tc = 1.0, M = o.a, and F0• 1 = 1.0 to 
625 g at tc = 2.0, M = 0.5, and F •0 1 = 1.0 {Exhibit 5-7). 

Estimating Number of Recruits for Spanish Mackerel 

Two estimates of recruitment In Spanish mackerel were made using the same assumptions and formulae as 
were used to ca I cu I ate r ecru I tment for k I ng macker e I • 

Two estimates of recreational catch were used to calculate total catch and number of recruits. For 
one, the 1970 !anding statistics {Deuel, 1973; Wheeland, 1973) were used. Because the estimates of 
recreational catch In Deuel, 1973 are generally cons ldered to be overestimates, they were adjusted 
downward by the same method used for king mackerel and a second estimate of total catch was calculated 
for 1975. 

Commerclal landlngs for 1970 for the canblned Gulf and Atlantlc coasts fran Texas to Virginia totaled 
12,138,000 pounds. The vast majority of this, 11,674,000 pounds, was landed by Florida fishermen 
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Exhibit 5-7 

1 Estimated values for Fo.1• Y/R, and Y for Spanish mackerel for 12 possible canblnatlons of tc and 
M. Values for R estimated from 1975 commercial landings and adjusted values from Deuel (1973). 

tc M Fo.1 Y/Rl(g) Rl (# of fish) Y(kg) Y(lbs.) 

1 .o o.5 0.1 381 16,044,000 6, 113,000 13,464,000 

1.0 o.6 o.a 356 20,055,000 7,140,000 15,726,000 

1.0 0.1 0.9 334 26,740,000 8,931,000 19,648,000 

-
1.0 a.a 1 .o 318 40, 110,000 12,755,000 28,061,000 

1.5 0.5 0.9 509 16,044,000 a. 166,ooo 17,988,000 

1.5 0.6 1.0 480 20,055,000 9,626,000 21,204,000 

1.5 0.7 1. 1 459 26,740,000 12,273,000 27,001 ,ooo 

1.5 o.s 1 .2 442 40, 110,000 17,729,000 39,004,000 

2.0 0.5 1 .o 625 16,044,000 10,028,000 22,087,000 

2.0 0.6 1. 1 599 20,055,000 12,013,000 26,460,000 

2.0 0.1 1 .2 574 26,740,000 15,349,000 33,768,000 

2.0 a.a 1 .3 556 40,110,000 22,301,000 49,062,000 

R is defined as number of recruits entering the fishery. 
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using gl 11 nets. Length frequencies and sex ratio from Powel I (1975) were used to estimate a mean 
weight of 1,052 g (2.32 pounds) for the catch from gl 11 nets of 3-3/8 Inch stretch mesh, the predomi­

nant mesh size In the fishery. A catch of 5,232,000 fish was estimated by assuming this mean weight 

for the entire commercial catch. The total commercial and recreational catch was 13,342,000 fish 

using the uncorrected Deuel data. Mortality parameters fol low those used to estimate yield per 

recruit. Instantaneous total mortality rate CZ) was estimated as 1.0. Estimated values of F from 0.5 

to 1.0 were used. Estimates of number of recruits varied from 26,684,000 at F = 0.5 to 66,710,000 at 

F = 0.2. 

A second estimate of total catch was made using commercial landings data for 1975 (preliminary esti­
mate, NMFS). Commercial landings In 1975 were estimated at 11,751,000 pounds. Assuming an average 
weight of 2.32 pounds, this represents 5,065,000 fish. 

The recreational catch estimate Is almost certainly Inflated. For the king mackerel, the ratio of 
Deuel's estimate to the alternate estimate using local studies was 1:0.381. For lack of other data, 

the ratio established for king mackerel was used to adjust Deuel 's estimate. On this basis, the 
6 recreational catch of Spanish mackerel In 1975 was 2.957 x 10 fish using the -corrected data. The 

corresponding estimates of number of recruits varied from 16,044,000 at F = 0;5 and M = 0.5 to 

40,110,000 at F = 0.2 and M = 0.8 (Exhibit 5-8). Although this adjusted estimate of total catch Is 

probably more accurate than Deuel, (1973), the assumption used to adjust Deuel's estimate cannot be 

directly demonstrated for Spanish mackerel. The adjusted catch estimate and the estimates of recruit­

ment made from It should be viewed with caution. 

Exh lb! t 5-8 

1 Estimated number of recruits (R) and mean population number (N) for Span lsh mackerel, based on 1975 
commercial landing statistics and recreational catch estimates from Deuel (1973), corrected with 1975 

data on king mackerel from Wade (1977) and Brusher, et al. (1978). 

F M N R 

.5 .5 16,044,000 16,044,000 

.4 .6 20,055,000 20,055,000 

.3 .7 26,740,000 26,740,000 

.2 .8 40,110,000 40, 110,000 

1 Assuming Z 1.00, C = 8,022,000 fish, N = C/F, R = ZN 

Calculation of MSY 

Estimates of MSY were made for both sets of recruitment estimates at 12 combinations of tc and M. 

Using recruitment estimates calculated from the 1970 uncorrected catch statistics, estimates of MSY 

varied from 22,393,000 pounds at tc = 1 and M = 0.5 to 81,698,000 pounds at tc = 2.0 and M = 0.8. 

Within that range the most likely value of M Is O. 7. This estimate lies near the middle of the range 

5-36 



calculated from the M/K ratio and Is the same as that calculated for a Mexican stock of Spanish 

mackerel (Mendizabal, unpublished). The most likely value of tc Is probably 1.5 or slightly abCNe. 

At this combination of Mand tc• MSY = 44,963,000 pounds. This compares with a total uncorrected 

catch estimate for 1970 of 35,515,000 pounds. 

Using the 1975 commercial landings and the adjusted estimate of recreational catch from Deuel (1973), 
estimates of MSY varied from 13,464,000 pounds at M = 0.5 and tc = 1.0 to 49,062,000 pounds at M = 
0.8 and tc = 2.0 (Exhibit 5-7). At the most likely combinations, M = 0.7 and tc = 1.5, the estimate 

of MSY Is 27,001,000 pounds. This compares with a total adjusted catch estimate of 20,158,000 pounds. 

In many fisheries yield can be Increased by adjusting age at recruitment, tc• For Spanish mackerel, 
the present value of tc Is at or near the age where Y/R Is maximized. At present tc cannot be pre­

cisely determined, but lies between age 1.0 and 2.0. If natural mortality, M, equals 0.7 (the best 

estimate) or g-eater, Y/R at F • Is maximized at tc = 1.0. At smaller values of M, Y/R Is maximized0 1 
at progressively larger values of tc• 

Exhibit 5-9 summarizes the range. of MSY estimates for Spanish mackerel bas~d on currently available 
data. The MSY estimates pr<Nlded by this approach use as an Input an estimate of total catch for some 

years. Because of uncertainty In the total recreational catch, estimates have been pr<Nided using 

data from the 1970 Saltwater Angling Survey <Deuel, 1973), which Is believed to be an overestimate and 

using adjusted data to estimate the total recreational catch. In either case, the MSY estimates are 

In slml lar relative proport Ions to the estimate of the total catch. The 11 kely upper and lower bounds 

represent a reasonable limit to the range of MSY estimates based on currently available data. The 

"best estimate" represents a reasonable estimate for the most likely value of MSY based on currently 

available data. Future research may pr<Nlde revised data with which to revise the MSY estimate. The 

estimates of the critical parameters, M (Instantaneous fishing mortality), and tc (time at first 
capture) for the MSY model are also presented In Exhibit 5-9. 

5.4.2.2 Present Condition of Spanish Mackerel 

The present condition of the Spanish mackerel Is not wel I defined. There Is no documented Information 
on changes In length frequency of the catch, changes In catch per unit effort, relative abundance, or 

d I str I but Ion·. The only available Information which can be used to assess the present condition of the 
stock are the estimates of MSY presented In Section 5.4.2.1 and Its relation to present catch. 

If the estimates of Deuel (1973) for the recreational catch are accepted, then the total catch, 
recreational and commercial, In 1970 was 35,515,000 pounds. This Is larger than the lower bound esti­

mate of MSY, but below the "best estimate" of 44,963,000 pounds, and much less than the upper bound 

estimate of MSY. If our best estimate Is correct, then the Spanish mackerel Is not presently over­

fished; nor has It been In the past. However, this estimate of MSY Is based on Imprecise estimates of 

many parameters. It Is advisable to be very conservative In Inferring present condition from these 

estimates of MSY alone. 

5.4.2.3 Future Condition of Spanish Mackerel 

Predicting the future condition of the Spanish mackerel stock Is dependent on the rate at which the 

catch and fishing effort are Increasing and on the true values of MSY and present total catch. 

Recreational fishing effort for most species of saltwater fish Is Increasing and wl I I continue to 
Increase In the foreseeable future. North (1976) estimated a rate of Increase In saltwater 

recreatlonal fishermen as 4.5 percent per year. Recreational boats of the size class used by most 

saltwater anglers (16-25 feet) have been Increasing by approximately 9.5 percent in Florida. This 
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Exhibit 5-9 

Spanish Mackerel MSY Estimate Summary 
(ml I lion pounds) 

Parameter 
Based on Deuel 1s 1970 Based on Adjusted Value 

Data 1 for Estimate of Estimates tor 1975 Estimates 
Recreational Catch Recreational Catch M tc 

o.8 2.0 Likely Upper Bound 81.7 49.1 

11Best Estimate" 45.0 27 0.1 1. 5 

Likely Lower Bound 22.4 13.5 0.5 1.0 

Corresponding Estimate of 
Total Recreational and 

Commer cl al Catch 20.1 3 

From the 1970 Saltwater Angling Survey (Deuel, 1973). 

2 Unadjusted estimate tor 1970. 

3 Adjusted estimate tor 1975. 

Is probably a reasonable proxy tor an estimate of the rate of increase of recreational f I sh Ing et tort. 
Recreational fishing effort tor Spanish mackerel is probably increasing at a rate within this range. 

Commercial fishing effort and fleet capacity have been Increasing tor Spanish mackerel, primarily 
because of the rapid Increase in power roller gt I I-net vessels in south Florida. Most of these 

vessels are now equipped to fish tor either Spanish or king mackerel. The total number is unknown, 

but approaches 80. The Increase in number of vessels and effort Is expected to continue. 

The effect of these increases In effort depend on the true values of present catch and MSY. If either 
estimate of present catch ts correct, and the corresponding lower bound estimate of MSY is correct, 

then the Spanish mackerel Is already overfished and further Increases in catch could result in severe 

reductions in the abundance of the stock, total yield, and catch per unit effort. If one of our "best 

estimates" is correct, then there Is some room for expansion. However, If effort and catch Increase 

as rapidly as seems possible, MSY wi I I be reached in a few years. 

5.4.3 Cobia 

5.4.3.1 Cobia: MSY and Present Condition 

A crude estimate of MSY was obtained from the landing statistics. Deuel (1973) reported the 1970 
recreational catch to be 775,000 pounds In the Atlantic and 125,000 pounds In the Gulf. These may be 

overestimates, but no data exists with which to correct them. For the period 1965-1977, maximum 

reported commercial landings on the Atlantic coast were 24,000 pounds In 1965 and 23,000 pounds In 

1970. The maximum reported In the Gulf was 133,000 pounds in 1974. The maximum total catch was, 
therefore, 1,057,000 pounds. 
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This was accepted as the best available estimate of MSY. It Is accepted with caution and considered 
an upper limit estimate. Using maximum reported catch for MSY In a stock which may be overfished (see 
below) could overestimate the real value. Additionally there Is a high probability that the 
recreational catch Is overestimated. 

At present, there Is not sufficient data available to calculate an accurate estimate of MSY for cobla. 
The only Information available which could be used to make a crude estimate are canrrerclal and 
recreational catch statistics and data from Richards (1977). These data Indicate that there may be 
two stocks of cobla In U.S. waters; one In the Atlantic which may be overexploited, and one In the 
Gulf of Mexico which appears to be underexploited. 

Although total yield or MSY cannot be calculated from the yield per recruit analyses used for king and 
Spanish mackerel, It was possible to examine the relation between present Y/R and optlmumY/R. 
Because of lack of data, this analysis was limited to bounding the possible values for present and 
optimal Y/R. 

The necessary parameters were estimated as fol lows: The values for the Brody growth coefficient, K = 

.25, maximum weight, W = 38.25 kg and total mortality, Z = .41, were computed from the average of 
values for males and females given In Richards (1967, 1977), or estimated fran data contained in those 
publications (see Section 5.1.3). Age at recruitment to the fishing !TOUnds Ctr> was assumed to be 
equal to age at recruitment to the recreational fishery, tc = 1.0. Bounds for values of fishing 
mortality, F, and natiral mortality, M, within Z were established based on the theoretical relation 
between maximum age and natural mortality (Tanaka, 1960). Maximum age recorded in a smal I sample fran 
a relatively heavily fished population was ten years. It ls reasonable to assume that maximum age for 
cobla approaches 15 years. For this maximum age, Tanaka (1960) predicts M = .17. To al low for 
uncertainty, a range of M~0.05 was arbl1rarlly set. Estimates of Y/R, optimum size at recruitment 
for a given value of Mand Y/R at that optimum size are given below. 

At the upper bound estimate of F, the population from which this data was taken was being overfished. 
Yield could be Increased by Increasing size at recruitment or decreasing fishing effort. Maintaining 
F and increasing tc to 44 Inches would Increase yield by 79 percent. At the lower bound estimate of 
F, the population was not overfished. Yield could be Increased by Increasing tc and/or Increasing F. 
Maintaining F and Increasing tc to 33 Inches would result In Increasing yield by 23 percent. 

Estimated bounds Y/R(g) Optimal Size at Y/R(g) at Lopt 
of Mand F Tc= 1.0 Recru I tment Lopt 

when z = .41 ( Inches) 

M F For Spec If I ed F 

• 12 .29 5,314 44 9,503 

.22 .19 3,064 33 3,761 

These should be considered very crude estimates for Y/R In the early 19601s. Since that time, fishing 
effort has increased by more than 100 percent. Fishing mortality has undoubtedly Increased also. If 
fishing mortality has exceeded one halt the value of Z, then the population from which this data was 
taken Is presently overfished, given the abOl/e range of estimates of Mand the present age at 
recruitment. Although there Is no recent data to quantify the Increase In F, or its magnitude In 
relation to Z, It is possible that this population Is presently overfished. This supports the conclu­
sion of Richards (1977). Landings data suggests that this conclusion coo Id be applied to the entire 
Atlantic coast population. 
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Data from Richards (1977) strongly suggests that there is a population of cobla which returns to the 
area In and around Chesapeake Bay each summer and which ls presently being overfished. Tagging 
returns Indicate a high fishing mortality rate. Total number and weight caught have declined, in both 
the ccmmerclai and recreational fisheries, and the mean size of the fish caught by recreational 
fishermen has declined. 

This trend may apply to the entire population on the Atlantic coast. Commercial landings of cobla on 
the Atlantic coast declined from 48,000 pounds In 1960 to 15,000 pounds In 1977 (see Exhibit 5-10). 
This decline has been consistent in al I areas except Florida, where landings have been relatively 
stable since 1970 (Exhibit 8-8). This may reflect a decline In abundance. 

There Is little evidence that the cobla population In the Gulf of Mexico ls fol lowing the same 
pattern. Cobia landings fran the Gulf of Mexico rose frcm 40,000 pounds In 1960 to 133,000 pounds In 
1974, then declined to 89,000 pounds In 1977. There ls no available documentation of any decline In 
abundance of cobla In the recreational catch. Declining catch rates of charter boats (Captain Charles 
Sebastian, pers. ccmm.) In Louisiana Indicate some decline in abundance in that area. 

Exhibit 5-10 

Commercial Landings of Cobia Between 1960 and 1977 (pounds) 
(NMFS Commercial Fishery Statistics) 

Year Atlantic Coast Gulf Coast Total 

1960 48,000 40,000 88,000 
1961 46,000 29,000 75,000 
1962 44,000 37,000 81,000 
1963 56,000 39,000 95,000 
1964 36,000 25,000 61,000 
1965 24,000 21,000 45,000 
1966 17,000 38,000 55,000 
1967 22,000 40,000 62,000 
1968 20,000 82,000 102,000 
1969 13,000 70,000 83,000 
1970 23,000 106,000 129,000 
1971 22,000 104,000 126,000 
1972 21,000 118,000 139,000 
1973 15,000 113,000 128,000 
1974 18,000 133,000 151,000 
1975 22,000 120,000 142,000 
1976 19,000 110,000 129,000 
1977 15,000 89,000 104,000 

5.4.3.2 Cobia: Future Condition 

The abundance of cobla is apparently much lower, even In unflshed populations, than the abundance 
of other coastal pelagic species. It Is a moderately long-lived species with a correspondingly 
low natural mortality rate and low ·rate of recruitment. This ccmbination of characteristics makes 
the cobia more susceptible to overfishing than other coastal pelagic species. 

The cobia ts subject to Intense recreational fishing pressire during the summer In Chesapeake Bay, 
In spr Ing and summer In the northern Gu If of Mext co, and to a lesser degree dur Ing the wl nter In 
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south Florlda. If this fishing pressure Increases, as seems very llkely, the cobla could become 
severely overfished. This may be happening already In the Atlantic; however, until nore data Is 
avallable this concluslon Is not definitive. 

5.4.4 Cero Mackerel: MSY1 Present Condition, Future Condition 

There Is no avallable Information from which any estimate of MSY for cero mackerel can be produced. 
Neither recreational nor commerclal catch statistics are avallable. 

The size of the cero mackerel stock In u.s. waters Is apparently much smaller than the king or Spanish 
mackerel. There Is no commerclal fishery and very little recreational fishing effort directed at the 
cero mackerel In u.s. waters. The current landlngs are prlmarlly lncldental catches. It Is therefore 
unlikely that the cero mackerel Is presently overfished or In any danger of becoming overfished If 
current trends continue. 

5.4.5 Litt le Tunny: MSY1 Present Condition, Future Condition 

There Is no avallable Information from which any estimate of MSY for little tunny can be produced. 
The llttle tunny stock In u.s. waters Is apparently very large. It Is the nost abundant scombrld 
larvae out of eight species found In the eastern Gulf of Mexico (E. 1-bude, pars. comm.). There Is 
very little commercial fishery and no comprehensive landing statistics avallable, either commerclal 
or recreatlonal. The recreational catch Is probably quite large. Manooch and Laws (In prep.) 
reported 58,953 pounds of little tunny caught by the charter fishing fleet In North Carolina. Gentle 
(1977) reported the llttle tunny to be the second nost abundant fish In the catch of the charter 
fishing fleet In Miami, Florida. In that study little tunny were often caught as bait for sharks and 
large bll lflsh (Edgar Gentle, pars. comm.). Data In Carlson (1952) Indicated that the abundance of 
little tunny along the Atlantlc coast was very high. Wade (1977) estimated the Alabama recreational 
catch In 1975 at 388,444 pounds. 

Although there Is no estimate of present catch, It Is very unllkely that the little tunny Is being 
overfished or that It wll I become overfished In the forseeable future If present trends continue. 

5. 4. 6 B I uef I sh 

5.4.6.1 Blueflsh: MSY and Present Condition 

The blueflsh stock or stocks In the Gulf of Mexico appear to be smal I relative to th::>se along the 
Atlantic coast. The avallable data Is not sufficient to calculate a reasonable estimate of MSY. The 
present condition of the stock appears to be healthy; no significant trends In catches, either up or 
down are seen In either commercial or recreatlonal catches. There Is little directed fishery for 
blueflsh In the Gulf and no reason to belleve that the total catch Is approaching MSY. 

5.4.6.2 Bluefish: Future Condition 

Without 110re accurate Information on MSY and present catch, It Is lmposslble to predict the future 
condition of the blueflsh. Blueflsh populations are knownto undergo large fluctuatlons In abundance 
of unknown cause. Some data Indicate that the bluefish may be In a period of stock expansion along 
the Atlantlc coast. At present, It appears to be underexploited In the Gulf. 1-bw rapldly this could 
change as the total catch Increases cannot be predicted with the avallable data. 
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5.4.7 Dolphin: MSY, Present Condition, Future Condition 

There Is no available data from which to rigorously attempt an estimate of MSY tor dolphin; however, 
at the present time It Is unlikely that the dolphin Is being exploited at MSY. The dolphin Is a spe­
cies with a high growth rate, high mortality rate, low age at maturity, and high fecundity (see 
Section 5.1.7 on biological description). A species with this combination of biological charac­
teristics Is difficult to overfish, either in terms of recruitment overfishing or growth overfishing. 

5.5 Probable Future Condition 

The Information for this section has been included in Section 5.4.1.3 tor king mackerel, 5.4.2.3 for 
Spanish mackerel, 5.4.3 for cobla, 5.4.4 tor cero mackerel, 5.4.5 for little tunny, 5.4.6.2 for 
bluefish, and 5.4.7 tor dolphln. This was done because the information leading to the respective 
conclusions fol lowed more cdlerently the presentation In Section 5.4. 
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6.0 DESCRIPTIONOF hABITAT 

6.1 Condition of Habitat 

6.1.1 Adult Habitat 

The habitat of al I adults of al I the species In the coastal pelaglc management un It, except dolphin, 
Is the coastal waters out to the edge of the contlnental shelf In the Gulf of Mexico and Atlantlc 
Ocean. D::>lphln Is an oceanic species that may be found on the shelf. Within that area, the 
occurrence of these species Is governed by temperature and sal lnlty. Al I species except bluet !sh are 
seldom found In water temperatures less than 20°C. Blueflsh are comnonly found In water tenperatures 
down to 12°C. Salinity preference varies, but Is generally for high sallnlty. D::>lphln are seldom 
found In waters with salinity less than 36 ppt. The scombrlds prefer high sallnltles, but less than 
36 ppt. Sallnlty preference of llttle tunny and cobla Is not wel I defined. Blueflsh exhibit a wide 
preference and can be found In estuarine waters of relatlvely low salinity. Some populatlons of 
blueflsh are estuarine dependent In the Juvenlle stage. 

There appears to be llttle direct effect of man on the adult habitat which adversely affects adults of 
these species, nor does It appear llkely that there wlll be significant effect In the foreseeable 
future. Habitat degradation Is more llkely to affect eggs and larvae or lndl_rectly affect the adults 
through predator-prey relations. 

6.1.2 Larval Habitat 

The larval habitat of al I species In the coastal pelagic management unit Is the water column In the 
area of spawning. These areas are Identified for each species In Section 5.1. Within the spawning 
area, eggs and larvae are concentrated In the surface waters. 

There Is, at present, no documented evidence that larval habitats have been degraded by natural or 
man-made Impact to a degree sufficient to affect recruitment; however, man's Impact on the habitat has 
greater potentlal to affect the larvae than the adults, and the magnitude of man's Impact In the 
spawning area has been rapidly Increasing. 

011 pol lutlon from offshore of I spl I ls or chronic leakage or discharge from operating of I wel Is Is a 
potential danger to the spawning grounds of coastal pelagic species. The water soluble aromatic 
hydrocarbon component of crude o 11 Is damag Ing to f I sh eggs and embryos. FI tty percent norta 11 ty was 
experienced In herring and anchovy larvae exposed to benzene In the range of 20 to 25 ppm In a labora­
tory experiment (Struhsaker, et al., 1974). Sublethal effects observed In laboratory experiments were 
abnormal development and altered respiration rates. Eggs and larvae were collected from San Francisco 
Bay and other locat Ions. San Francisco Bay eggs showeda lower hatching rate (20-25 percent did not 
hatch) and San Francisco larvae showed a higher percent of abnonnalltles than eggs and larvae 
collected from other sites (Struhsaker, et al., 1974). 

San Francisco Bay Is an area of chronic oll pol lutlon. other pollutants such as pesticides may act 
synerglstlcal ly with off to produce the deleterious effects on the young stages of fish (Struhsaker, 
et al., 1974). 011 dlspersants with water soluble aromatic hydrocarbon fractions also have been found 
to be damaging to eggs and larvae (WI Ison, 1977), although the second generation di spersants are less 
toxic than those orlglnal ly used after ol I spl I ls, due to the reduction In aromatic hydrocarbons 
(WI I son, 1977). 

Although no adverse Impacts have yet been documented, growing offshore drll llng activity In the Gulf 
of Mexico Is a potential threat to king mackerel In particular. A major spawning center Is located 
off the coast of Texas. The posslble Impact of chronic oll leaks or oll bearing brine discharges on 
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the development of king mackerel larvae should be considered. The recent IXTCC oll spll I demonstrates 
the potentlal for sing le accidents to Impact a very large fraction of the total spawning area. 

6.1.3 Habitat of Prey Species 

Estuaries are critical habitats tor rrost of the major prey species of coastal pelaglcs. For this 
reason, estuarine habitats and factors which affect them should be considered critical to the coastal 
pelagic management un It. 

All the species of the coastal pelagic management unit, except the dolphin, have one thing In par­
ticular In com11Dn. They move from one area to another and harvest seasonal abundances of local 
resources. Many of the prey species of the coastal pelaglcs are estuarine dependent In that they 
spend al I or a portion of their I Ives In estuaries. This means that the coastal pelagic species, by 
virtue of the ultimate source of their food, are to some degree dependent upon estuaries also. 
Therefore, coastal pelagic species can be expected to be detrimentally affected If the productive 
capabilities of estuaries are greatly degraded. 

6.2 Habitat Areas of Particular Concern 

The crltlcal habitats of the species of the coastal pelagic management tr1lt, generally speaking, are: 

1) Offshore areas of peak spawning activities 

2) Al I the estuaries on their migration routes. 

Some general statements can be made as to actions that would serve to protect the areas of critical 
habl tat: 

1) Locate the centers for spawning activity for the coastal pelagic species, evaluate their 
current habitat quality, and protect them from further degradation. 

2) Determine whether or not king mackerel hatching or larvae development In the western 
Gulf, a major spawning area, are slgnlflcantly affected by proximity to operating oil 
wel Is (or brine discharges) and If this affects recruitment. 

3) Recognize the Importance of estuaries to the coastal pelagic species and act against 
damage to natural support capabllltles of estuaries by dredging, fll llng, bulkheadlng, 
and change In freshwater runoff, etc. 

6.3 Habitat Protection Programs 

As discussed In the previous sections, the coastal pelaglc fish do not Inhabit any site specific 
habitat. Rather they are spawned In very large (generally) offshore, geographical areas, and as 
adults, migrate over great distances. There are comprehensive coastal zone management prograns being 
developed that focus on protecting and enhancing estuarine environments along with other coastal 
areas. Indirectly these programs wl 11 affect In a positive manner the productivity of the management 
unit. The status of their plans are summarized In Exhibit 7-4. 

At the federal level no comprehensive habitat protection programs exist. A marine sanctuary progrcrn 
was established by the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act. The Act permits the designa­
tion (by the Office of Coastal Zone Management, NOAA) of specific marine sanctuaries (see FMP Section 
7.3). Existing or proposed sanctuaries wlll not slgnlflcantly affect the habitat of coastal pelagic 
spec I es. 
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7.0 FISHERY MANAGEMENT JURISDICTION, LAWS1 AND POLICIES 

Management Institutions currently Involved with the species In the coastal pelagic management unit 
Include the Fishery Management Councils and various states within the range of the stocks. Klng 
mackerel, Spanish mackerel, cero mackerel, dolphin and cobla are caught alrrost entirely within the 

south Atlantlc and Gulf of Mexico regions. Bluefish are caught In substantlal arrounts from 
Mississippi to Massachusetts, but are considered by this plan only In the Gulf of Mexico. Little 
tunny Is caught by recreational fishermen In the south Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico regions, and there 

Is a 110derate commercial catch off New England. 

Exhibit 7-1 shows the proportion of the u.s. commercial catch caught Inside and outside of three mlles 
from shore. King mackerel Is caught predominantly beyond three ml las from shore. Bluef lsh Is caught 
predominantly Inside of three miles. Spanish mackerel and tlttle tunny appear to have substantial 
catch both Inside and outside of three ml les. The recreational catch appears to to I low the same 

general pattern as the commercial catch. White specific data are not available for cobla and dolphin, 
they appear to be caught both Inside and outside of three ml las In substantial anounts. D::>lphln In 
partlcular Is frequently caught considerable distances offshore. !lb ~ata are available on distances 
from shore where cero mackerel Is caught, eltoough Its. distribution Is beli'eved to be predominantly 

I lmlted to southern F lorlda. 

There may be some Interaction between the stocks of king and Spanish mackerel caught In United States 
waters and toose caught by Mexicans off Vera Cruz. 

7.1 Management Institutions 

Exhibits 7-2 and 7-3 summarize basic characteristics of the state Institutions Involved In fishery 
management. 8rlef narrative descriptions are presented below for each state. The character! stlc of 
primary Importance In this description Is the Identification of authority for establish Ing management 
regulations In the various states. Whl le al I states autoorlze s,me degree of authority to administra­
tive bodies, only North Carolina, Alabama, Mississippi, and to a certain degree Texas, utlllze admi­
nistrative autoorltles for establishing substantive management regulatlons. In the remaining states, 
the statutes contain the specific regulatory measures used to manage fishery resources. For Instance, 
In Florida, the legislature passes detailed statutes for fisheries resources statewide as well as spe­
cial laws applicable to particular counties. The embodiment of such detailed regulations In statutory 
law llmlts the flexlbl llty of management programs. Because changes In regulations rEk:julre legislative 
approval, efforts to coordinate management programs wl 11 be hampered by the relatively slow pace of 
the leglslatlve process. 

North Carol Ina 

The agency responsible for the management of fishery resources In l'brth Carolina Is the Department of 
Natural Resources and Community Development. The Marine Fisheries Commission Is a seven-member board 
appointed by the g:,vernor which serves as the policy-making body for marine fisheries. The Commission 
has the power to adopt rules and regulations consistent with statutes to properly manage the taking, 
processing and di spos ltlon of marine resources. Regulations are adopted by majority vote of the 
Commission. There also exists within the department a nine-member Commarclal and Sports Fisheries 

Committee. It ts composed of representatives of fishing Interests and the scientific community. Its 
responslbllltles are largely to advise and recommend actions to the Secretary of the Department. 

North Carolina statutes deal with matters such as licenses and fees, enforcement, and leas Ing proce­
dures for oysters and clams. Management autoorlty such as size I lmlts, seasons, or gear restrict Ions 
Is left largely to the discretion of the Marine Fisheries Commission, and Department of Natural 
Resources and Community Development, Division of Marine Resources. 

7-1 



Exhibit 7-1 

Commercial Landings by Species and by
1

Distance Caught off U.S. Shores 
(1000 lbs.) 

2
Species 

King mackerel 

1975 1976 1977 
3-Year
Average Percent 

0-3 miles 820 1,070 2,022 1,304 16.2 
3-200 miles 6,003 7,866 6,438 6,769 83.8 

Spanish mackerel 

0-3 4,428 5,093 7,756 5., 759 45.6 
3-200 7,323 8,984 4,265 6,857 54.4 

Little tunny 

0-3 25 41 63 43 52.4 
3-200 29 37 52 39 47.6 

Bluefish 

0-3 9,545 9,312 9,423 9,427 86.9 
3'--200 1,292 1,075 1,897 1,421 13 .1 

1 
None of the fish in the Management Unit were reported caught beyond 200 miles. 

2 
Data on cobia and dolphin unavailable. 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Fisheries of the United States, annual reports for 1975, 1976, 
and 1977. 
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EXHIBIT 7-2 

STATE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTIONS - SOUTH ATLANTIC REGION 

ADMINISTRATIVE LEGISLATIVE 
ADMINISTRATIVE BODY POLICY-MAKING INVOLVEMENTIN 
AND ITS RESPONSIBILITY BODY AND DECISION RULE MANAGEMENTREGULATIONS 

DEPARTMENTOF NATURAL MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION Authority for detailed 
RESOURCES AND COMMUNITY management regulations 

NORTH CAROLINA DEVELOPMENT 0 seven-member board delegated to Commission 
• establishes regulations • statutes concerned with 

• administers management based on a majority licensing and 
programs vote of the members enforcement. 

o makes reconunendations consistent with statutes 
to Commission 

• enforcement 
• conducts research 

DEPARTMENTOF WILDLIFE WILDLIFE AND MARINE Detailed regulations 
SOUTH CAROLINA AND MARINE RESOURCES RESOURCES COMMISSION contained in the statutes; 

changes require legislative 
• administers management • nine member board approval 

programs • establishes regulations 
• makes recommendations based on majority vote 

to Commission and of a quorum (five members 
Legislature constitute quorum) 

o enforcement 
• conducts research 

DEPARTMENTOF NATURAL BOARD OF NATURAL RESOURCES All management regulations 
GEORGIA RESOURCES currently contained in statutes; 

changes require legislative 
• administers management • 15 menber board approval . 

programs 0 establishes·regulations 
• conducts research based on majority .vote of 
o enforcement quorum <emembers constitute 
• makes reconunendations a quorum) 

to Board and Legislature 

DEPARTMENTOF NATURAL DEPARI'MENTOF NATURAL Detailed regulations 

FLORIDA! RESOURCES RESOURCES contained for individual 
counties and entire state 

• makes recommendations 
to Legislature 

• administers management 
programs 

o conducts research 

• may establish regulations 
consistent with statutes; 
require approval of Govenor 
and Cabinet 

. included in statutes; require 
legislative approval and 
limit regulatory authority 
of Department of Natural 
Resources 

'-l 
I 

Lv 

1 Florida is also included in the Gulf of Mexico Management council 



Exhibit 7-3 

1STATE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTIONS - GULF OF MEXICO REGION

ADMINISTRATIVE LEGISLATIVEINVOLVEMENT 
ADMINISTRATIVEBODY POLICY-MAKI NG BODY IN MANAGEMENT 
AND ITS RESPONSIBILITIES ANDDECISION RULE REGULATIONS 

ALABAMA DEPARTMENTOF CONSERVATION Commissioner of o author lty for deta i I ed 
AND NATURAL RESOURCES Department has management regu I at ions 
o administers management authority to establish delegated to Commissioner 

programs management regulation. o statutes concerned pr I mar i I y 
o enforcement with I icenslng, enforcement, 
o conducts research and general gear restrictions. 

MISSISSIPPI BUREAUOF MARINE-RESOURCES COMMISSIONON Q author i ty for deta i I ed 
o administers management WILDLIFE CONSERVATION management regu I at ions 

programs o five-member board delegation to Commission 
o enforcement o establishes ordinances statutes concern Licenses 

on recommendation of and taxes with some spec If i c 
Bureau director. restrictions on oysters. 

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENTOF WILDLIFE WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES o detal I ed regulations 
AND FISHERIES COMMISSION contained In statutes; 
o administers management o seven-member board changes require leg I slatlve 

programs establishes regulations approval. 
o enforcement based on majority vote 
o conducts research of a quorum (four members 

constitute a quorum) 
consistent with statutes. 

TEXAS PARKS AND WILDLIFE PARKS AND WILDLIFE o deta i I ed regu I ati ons 
DEPARTMENT COMMISSION for "general law counties" 
o administers management o six-member body contained In statutes; 

programs establishes regulations o licensing requirements 
o enforces statutes and for "regu I atory and size limits contained 

regu I at Ions author i ty count I es" in statutes. 
o conducts research based on majority vote 
o makes recommenda.t I on of quorum ( four members 

to legislature constitute a quorum). 

Florida is included in both the Gulf of Mexico and.South Atlantic Councils. 
See Exhibit 7-1 for summary of Florida institutional characteristics. 
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'.egulatlons currently In effect do not speclflcal ly address the resources of the management unit. 
However, the flexlblllty al lowed by the current lnstltutlonal arrangements would permit the establish­

ment of such regulations without leglslatlve approval. 

South Caro 11 na 

The WIidiife and Marine Resources Department Is resp:>nslble for marine fisheries resource management 
In South Carolina. A nine-member g:,vernlng board, the WIidiife and Marine Resources Commission, 

establishes policy for the Department. Regulations of the Commission are adopted by majority vote of 

a quorum (five members required for a qoorum). Within the Department Is the Marine Resources 
Division. Its personnel serve as staff to the Commission. The Division has the authority to adopt 

and Implement rules and regulations for the control of fisheries consistent with the laws and pollcles 

of the state and Is responsible for enforcement of the state's fisheries laws. The Division has 

Jurisdiction over: 

Al I salt water fish, fishing and fisheries, al I fish, fishing and fisheries In al I tldal 
waters of the state and al I fish, fishing and fisheries In al I waters-of the state 

whereupon a tax or license Is levied for use for commercial purposes [--lncludlngl shel I 
fish, crustaceans, dlarrond-back terrapin, sea turtles, porposes, shad, sturgeon, herring 

and al I other migratory fish except rock fl sh (striped bass). s.c. Code S28-159. 

The legislature has passed rather detailed laws concerning the major species sought off South 
Carolina. Because al I rules and regulations are currently contained In the statutes, changes In the 

management scheme require leglslatlve action. Current statutes Include provisions for allowable 
fishing methods and seasons for oysters, prawn, shrimp, crabs, clams, Industrial fish, shad, sturgeon, 

t errap In and sea turt I es. 

Georgia 

Fisheries management Is the responslblllty of the Department of Natural Resources In Georgia. The 
policies for the Department are established by the Board of Natural Resources, a fifteen-member com­
mission. Regulations may be adopted by a majority vote of a quorum (eight members constitute a 

quorum). Marine fisheries resource management Is administered by the Coastal Resources Program of the 

Division of Fish and Game. The Department and the Board have authority to f Ix creel I Im Its and 
establish closed seasons for al I wl Id life on a statewide, reglonal, or local basis consistent with the 

state statutes. They may also regulate the method, manner and devices used for the taking of fish 
except where otherwl se prov I dad by I aw. 

Migratory pelagic resources are currently not speclflcal ly addressed In the state statutes or 
regulations; however, under Its mandate the board has considerable latitude In establlshlng such regu­

lations If It deems necessary. Those resources for which relatively detailed statutes are In effect 

Include oysters, shrimp, prawns, and crabs. 

Florida 

In Florida, the Division of Marine Resources In the Department of Natural Resources Is res(X)nslble for 
the preservation, management and protection of marine fisheries. In addition, It Is the duty of the 

Division to regulate operations of al I fishermen and vessels engaged In taking state fishery resources 
both within and without the state. Any rules or regulations designed by the Division of Marine 

Resources and approved by the DI rector of the Department of Natural Resources must al so be approved by 

the g:,vernor and his cabinet. 

Whlle rules and regulations may be established without leglslatlve consent, any such rules must be 
consistent with the existing statutes. Currently the state statutes Include extensive provisions for 
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the management of shrimp, lobster and oysters. Specific statutory provisions have also been enacted 
for stone crab, blue crab and shad. The only provision dlrectEl!d speclflcal ly at migratory pelagic 

resources statewide are size limits for mackerel and bluefish. 

In addition to laws passed by the legislature for statewide application, the leglsl~ture also passes 
special laws directed at local areas, usually counties, that regulate fishing practices In the 
designated areas. Several speclal laws affect the mackerel fishery and are explained In Section 7.4, 

Alabama 

Management authority of marine fishery resources In Alabama ls held by the Commissioner of the 
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources and the administrative organizations that he 
designates. Th.e Commlsslo.ner may pr<;>mulgate rules or regulations designed for the protection, propa­
gation and conservation of al I seafoods. He may prescribe manner of taking, the times when flshln.g 

may occur, a.nd designate the areas where fish may or may not be caught. 1-bw.e.ve.r, al I regulations are 

to be directed at the best Interests of the seafood Industry. 

Within the Departmen;t of Natural Resources Is the Division of Marine ReSQurces. It has resl))nslbl I lty 
for enforcement of state laws and regulations, for conducting marine blologlcal research, and serves 

as the administrative arm of the. Commissioner with respect to marine resources. 

Currently th.ere are no statutes, rules or regulations. directed speclflc;:al ly at coastal migratory pela­
g le resources. Current statutes focus on llcens Ing requl ranents and general. gear res tr let Ions. There 

are several prol(lslons aimed speclflcal ly at the shrimp and oyster fisheries. 

Mississippi 

The management of marine fishery resources In Ml.sslsslppl Is the responsibility of the five-member 
Commlssl.on on WIidiife Conservation. The Department of WIid.life Conservation which Includes the 
Bureau of Marine Resources Is responsible for adm.lnlstratlve and enforcement functions. Regulations 
are promulgated by the. Commission upcrn recommendation of the Bureau Director. 

Louisiana 

The Louisiana WlldllJe and Flsh.ertes Commission Is a seven member body with the constitutional mandate 
for the "control of supervlslo.n of wl ldllfe of the state, Including al I aquatic life •• •" (Louisiana 
Constitution., Article IX, Section 71AD. The administrative body resp:rnslble for mam,gement and la.w 
enforcement Is the LouJslana Department of Wlldllfe and Fisheries within whl.ch the Office of Coastal 

and Marine Resources Is located. Al-I rules promulgated by the Commission require a; majority vote of a 
qoorum (qoorum req,ulres four members,) at any meeting of that body. 

Wh I le the Commission h.as auth:>rl ty for promul.gat Ing regulat Ions adml n lstra.t lvely, the. Lou I slana 
leglslature has enacted a substantial arrount of statutory law covering licensing of commerclal and 
recreational fishing,. size limits for.partlcular fish, gear restrictions and a. detailed sch,eme for 

regulating shrl.mp and oysters. To date there are no statutes or regulations directed at coastal 

migratory pelagic resources., 

Texas 

In Texas, the, agency respons.lble for mangement of marine fisheries Is the Parks and WIid life 
Department. W.lthln the Department, the Coastal Fisheries Operations section of the Fish and Wlldllfe 
Division serves. as the administrative arm for marine fl sher I es management. Al I ru.les and• regulations 
permitted by statute are establlshed by the Parks and Wlldllfe Commission, a slx~member body appointed 
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by the g:,vernor. Regulatlons are adopted by majority vote of a qu:,rum (four members constitute a 
quorum). The personnel of the department are responsible for developing recomnandatlons for regula­

tions and for enforcing the laws and statutes already adopted. 

The Commission and the Department of Parks and Wlldllfe have the authority to regulate only counties 
specified by the leglslature. These are termed "regulatory authority counties." Each year the 
Commission Issues the statewide Hunting, Fishing, and Trapping Proclamatlon which contains the regula­

tlons for the various regulatory authority counties. The Proclamation contains regulations for 

seasons, bag llmlt, size llmlts and methods of taking for saltwater resources which come under the 

Commission's Jurisdiction. Al I remaining counties, termed "general law counties," are regulated 
directly through the passage of laws In the leglslature. 

Statutes passed by the legislature that apply to the entire state Include al I llcenslng requirements 
and regulations directed speclflcal ly at oysters, shrimp, clams, mussels, and sponge crabs. The only 

regulatlon specific to the management unit Is a size llmlt on Spanish mackerel. In addition, the state 

codes Include local and special laws which adddress the fishing regulations-on a county by county basis. 

7.2 International Treaties and Agreements 

Other than agreements resulting from the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 
CMFCMA), there are current I y no I nternat Iona I treat Jes or agreements that direct I y affect the manage­
ment unit. The MFCMA directs the Secretary of State to negotiate Governing International Fishing 
Agreements (GIFA). These are general bl lateral agreements In whlch the participating nations agree to 

abide by the fishing laws and regulations of the other nation when fishing .In the other nation's 
waters. The specifics of the allowable catch, methods of fishing, and time frame for harvesting fish 

In U.S. waters are to be determined through the promulgation and Implementation of fl shery management 
plans. GIFA 1s have been negotiated with Cuba, Mexico and Japan, the nations adjacent to the region or 
currently fishing In the fishery conservation zone. Currently there have been no appl !cations for 

foreign fishing permits for the species In the management oolt In the Gulf of Mexico and south 
Atlantic regions. 

Under ICNAF, the u.s. signed bl lateral agreements with Rumanla and Poland to restrict fishing for 
blueflsh (and scup and butterflsh) In areas of the mld-Atlantlc region during the winter. Currently, 

under the MFCMA, no foreign directed fisheries for bluefish are al lowed. This Is because the windows 

for foreign fishing ares:, far offshore that there Is no catch of bluefish, although llmltad lnclden­
tal catch Is al lowed under current preliminary fishery management plans. 

The only foreign fishermen known to be currently fishing within the fishery conservation zone of the 
south Atlantlc and Gulf of Mexico are the Japanese. They are seeking bluefln tuna. The tuna are 
"highly migratory species" and as such are exempt from the provisions of the MFQl.1A. The Japanese 

fishermen are operating under the regulatlons set forth by the International Convention for the 
Conservation of Atlantic Tuna CICCAT). There Is currently no evidence suggesting that their efforts 
slgnlflcantly affect the coastal migratory pelaglc resources.I 

7.3 Federal Laws, Regulations and Policies 

Existing federal laws, other than the MFCMA, have no apparent significant Impact on the coastal migra­
tory pelaglc resources; however, Implementation of coastal zone management programs may have Indirect 
beneficial Impacts on the habitat of the fishery (see Section 6.3). Also, the Marine Mammal 

The NMFS Foreign Fisheries Observer Program reports that there Is only an lnoonsequentlal foreign 
bycatch. 
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1Protection Act Is related to the Spanish and king mackerel and blueflsh flshery. These concluslons 

were reached after a review of the fol lowlng leglslatton: 

o Coastal Zone Management Act (and current status of state coastal zone prograns); 
o Marine Mammal Protection Act; 
o Endangered Species Act; 
o FI sh and W 11 d II fe Act of 1956; 

o Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act; 

o Federal WaterPollutlonControl Act; and 

o Outer Contlnental Shelf Lands Act. 

This leglslatlon was Identified and reviewed with the assistance of personnel from the National 
Oceanic and Atnospherlc Administration and Department of Interior General Counsels' offices, and the 
Natlonal Marine Fisheries Service. Coastal zone management programs were reviewed through com­

munication wlth'Offlce of Coastal Zone Management personnel and review of avallable program cbcuman­
tat Ion. 

The Coastal Zone Management Act places responslbl I lty for comprehensive land and water management of 
the coastal zone upon the coastal states. The Act also requires that federal actions dtrectly 

affecting the coastal zone of a state be consistent (to maximum extent posslble) with the approved 
2state plans. Exhibit 7-4 summarizes the status of the states• coastal zone programs. This FMP has 

been rev I awed by Coastal Zone Management Programs off Ices from each state and has been determl ned to 
be consistent with those programs. 

The flnal regulations of the Marine Mammal Protect Ion Act make It a federal crime to kl 11, capture or 
harass any marine mammal. Amended regulatlons prohibit the lntentlonal kl I llng under any circumstan­
ces of the bottlenose dolphln, a species which preys on fish In the management unit. Occaslonal ly 

these porpoises are a nuisance to the fishermen. They bite and tear fish from glll nets used to take 
Spanish and king mackerel or blueflsh and sometimes damage fishing nets. They pul I hooked king 

mackerel off of hand I Ines, sometimes damaging the handllner 1 s gear and Injuring the fishermen. There 

are no sections of the Act that restrict the provisions of the management plan. 

The remaining leglslatlon I lsted above has no Impact on the management un It. The Endangered Speer es 
Act protects partlcular species of marine I lfe, none of whlch are known to be affected by the har­

vesting of the pelaglc fish In the management unit. The Fish and Wlldllfe Acts affecting habitat pro­
tection are unrelated to pelaglc resources. 

Under the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act, administered by the Office of Coastal Zone 
Management, .three marine sanctuaries have been establlshed within the area of management and several 

others have. been proposed. These do not slgnlflcantly affect present fishing practices or proposed 

management measures tor these spec I es. 

The Key Largo Coral Reef Sanctuary extends an ex I st Ing state coral reef sanctuary bounded at the three 
ml le I lmlt another five ml les Into the conservation zone. The Sanctuaries Act does not affect the 
management p I.an. 

Porpoises, wh lch are protected under the Act, reportedly Interfere with the catch Ing of these 
species. Porpolse_s are also a major predator of species In the management unit. 

Plans must be approved by the Secretary of Commerce. 
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Exhibit 7-4 

Status of Coastal Zone Management Programs 
In the South Atlantlc and Gulf of Mexico Regions 

Program Status 

CZM Program CZM Program 
In Plannlng Phase In Review Phase 

North Caro 11 na completed completed 

South Carol Ina completed completed 

Georgia 

F lorlda under revision 

Alabama completed completed 

Mississippi completed completed 

Louisiana completed near comp let Ion 

Texas under rev Is Ion 
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The Monitor Marine Sanctuary, located off the coast of North Carolina, Is a very smal I sanctuary, pro­
tecting the ranalns of the u.s.s. Monitor. Restrictions within this area do not affect coastal pela­

gic species. 

Looe Key Marine Sanctuary, located between Marathon and Key West, Florida, Is a smat I sanctuary 
designed to protect an exceptional coral reef community. It> regulations within the sanctuary affect 
fishing for coastal pelagic species. 

ARDng the provisions of the Federal Water Pol lutlon Control Act are sections on the protection of 
estuaries, establishment of standards for marine sanitation, and prohibition of dumping hazardous 
substances Into marine waters. lt>ne of these directly affect the pelagic resource plan. Finally. the 
Outer Continental Sh.elf Lands Act requires that the character of flshlng shat I not be affected by the 

development of outer continental shelf resources. If anything, this clause serves to protect the 

f I shery resources. 

7 •. 4 State Laws, Regulations and Pol lcles 

Coasta.l migratory pelagic resources are regulated, to a certain extent, by the states of the s:>uth 
Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico regions. It> states have extensive manageme·nt r~frlctlons (as compared to 

shel lflsh, for example.) directed at king or Spanish mackerel or other coastal migratory pelagic 

resources. 1-bwever, several states do regulate size llmlts and have restrictions on the use of 

f I sh Ing gear that affect thl.s management ISi It. 

Florida, the state where 1TDst fishing for mackerel occurs, has several laws which affect the manage­
ment unit. First, minimum size limits have been placed on mackerel and bluefish. They are 12 Inches 

and ten ln.ches respectl.vely, measi.red from the nose to the rear center edge of the tall, and apply to 
commercial and recreational fishermen a.Ilka. It Is II legal to catch, buy, sel I, or have In one's 
possession any fish not meeting the mtnlmum size. Second, the use of purse seines Is prohibited for 
taking any food fish. Th lrd, there are several spec I al acts passed by the legl slature whlch have 
local appl lcabl I lty. The only special act directed speclflcal ly at fish In the mangement !Slit Is for 
Monroe County. It proh lbl ts the use of gl 11 nets hav Ing stretched mesh o.f less than 3-t /4 I ndles for 
the taking of mackerel. Special acts also prohibit the use of seines and nets In designated waters of 

Broward and Palm Beach Counties. In Duval, St. Johns, Volusia, and Broward Counties, special acts 
place restrictions on mesh size of nets and seines for catching any fish In d.eslgnated waters. 

An agreement was recently signed betw.een the State of Florida and the Un lted States concerning the 
enforcement of MFCMA provisions with respect to foreign fishing In the Gulf of Mexico. There, the 
state's Jurisdiction extends to three marine leagues (approximately nine nautical mrles). According 

to the agreement, only federal fishery laws wll I be applied to foreign fishing between three and nine 

ml las off the coast of Florida. Also, state personnel are auth:>rlzed to enforce federal laws within 
that geographical area.1 

There Is another Florida law concerning jurlsdlctlonal lssl.19s which Is wo.rthy of noting. Florida. In 
the absence of federal law, has claimed Jurisdiction over the "operations of al I fishermen and vessels 

of this state engaged In the taking of such f lshery resources within or without the boundaries of 

state waters" (Florida State Code, Sectlon370 •. 02 (1) Ca». Such extended stateJurlsd.lctlon has been 

The same agre001ent was signed by the State of Texas, which also has a seaward boundary of three 
mar I ne I eaguas. 
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upheld In the courts prior to the federal government's Initiation of a management progrc111 under the 
MFQ.1A.1 When a management plan Is Implemented. the MFQ.1Aapparently supercedes the state code with al I 
waters beyond the state territorial sea to the 20Crmlle llmlt coming under federal Jurisdiction. 

A law was recently passed In the Florida legislature to regulate the depth of gll I nets used for king 
mackerel. It was Instituted to resolve a gear dispute between hook and line and gll 1-net king 
mackerel flshennen on the state's east coast. The new law restricts gll I nets to 200 mesh Ca hanging 
depth of approxlmately 57 feet) and a mesh size of 4-3/4 Inches In any county on the Atlantic Ocean 
except Monroe. One ef feet of the Act Is to separate the areas fished by -the two groups of fishermen. 
thereby reducing gear conflicts. 

The only other states that have laws or regulations specific to the mangement unit are Texas and South 
Carolina. In both states. restrictions are placed on the minimum size of fish taken. In South 
Carollna. It Is unlawful to buy. sell. or offer to sell any mackerel of length less than twelve 
Inches. measured from the nose to the tip of the tall. In Texas. It Is unlawful tor commercial 
f lshermen, wholesale dealers or retal I dealers to possess (on a boat or place of business)• sel 1. or 
offer for sale. and for a person _to buy. any mackerel of length less than 14 Inches. 

Several states on the Gulf coast have general gear restrictions which may affect the management unit. 
In Alabama. minimum net mesh may not be less than 1-1/2 Inches from knot to knot with a 2-1/2 Inch 
stretch for use In the Gulf of Mexlco.2 Purse seines may not be used within state waters to take spe­
cies In the management unit. Mississippi prohibits harvest of r10st food fish species. Including king 
and Spanish mackerel. by purse seine gear. Possession of these species aboard a purse seine vessel Is 
also prohibited. Louisiana has minimum limits for various types of nets; for seines minimum mesh of 
7/8 Inches square or 1-3/4 Inches stretched; for gl 11 nets not less than 1-1/2 Inches square or three 
Inches stretched; for trammel nets not less than one-Inch square or two-Inches stretched. For species 
other than menhaden, purse seines may be used In state waters only by speclal pennlt. At present 
there are no permits for species In the management ~ It. l'-b nets or seines In Loul slana may exceed 
-2.000 square feet In length. In Louisiana. recreatlonal fishermen are restricted to taking game fish 
(Including the species In the management unit) with a reel. artlflcal bait. spinner. spoon device, or 
spear, or from taking commercial fish with bows and arrows for sport. In Texas, gear restrictions 
Include a maximum length of nets and seines of 1,800 feet; minimum mesh size of nets and seines of 
1-1/2 Inches square; minimum mesh of trammel nets of eight Inches square on the outer wal Is and 1-1/2 
Inches square for the mesh of the center wall; and trot fines should have a maximum length of 600 
feet. Purse seines may not be used In state waters except for menhaden. 

The south ·Atlantic coastal states also have general gear restrictions for commercial fishing that may 
affect the mangement unit. In l'-brth Carolina, the use of purse seines Is prohibited for taking food­
fish, and no nets may be pulled by rrore than one boat except In long haul fishing operations. South 
Carolina restricts the mesh size of seines toa minimum of 2-1/2 Inches. In Georgia, glllnettlng Is 
prohibited, as Is the use of power drawn nets. The latter restriction effectively prohibits purse 
seines. Gear restrictions In Florida Include only those discussed earl I er In this section. There are 
no gear restrictions on recreational fishermen In any of the south Atlantic states. 

In Sklrlotes v. Florida the Supreme Court held that a state regulation prohibiting the use of spec­
ific gear for harvesting sponges outside the terrltorlal limits of the state was a val Id exercise 
of the po 11 ce power by the state upon one of I ts cl tlzens, perm I ss lb le In the absence of any 
conflict with federal law. 

2 In the Baldwin County area permissible net mesh Is 1-1/2 Inches from knot to knot. 
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The general management pro'.1rc1ms of al I stat.es In both regions Include some llcenslng requlranents for 
com~rclal fishermen, whol,,sale dealers and retall dealers; however, none of the llcenslng requlre­

me,nt~ are species specific with respect to coastal migratory pelagic resources. Only Louisiana and 

Texas h,ave llcenslng reql!lrements for recreatlonal fishermen. Recreational licenses obtained In 

!:lither statE1 can be used tor both freshwater c1nd saltwater SJX>rtflshlng. Closed seasons for fishing 
or taxes on fish landed are not used In the management programs for coastal migratory pelagic resour­

c~ by any of the states. 

7.5 Local and Other Appl lcabl13 Laws, Regulations and Pol lcles 

There are no laws passed b· local jurisdictions that directly affect the management unit. State laws 
having loc<1I appllcablllty are In effect In Florlda, and are discussed In Section 7.4. 

According to offlclals of .-he Trust Resi:nnslbllltles, and Fishing and Hunting Rights Divisions ,Jf -the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 1i.s. Department of Interior, there are no treaties. thc:,t grant Indians rights 

to fishery resources. of th i open ocean In the south Atlantlc and Gulf of Mexko regions. 
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8.0 DESCRIPTIONOF FISHING ACTIVITIES AFFECTING THE STOCKS COMPRISINGTHE MANAGEMENT UNIT 

8.1 History of Exploitation 

The species In the management unit have traditionally been sought after by both commercial and 
recreational fishermen. King mackerel, Spanish mackerel, and bluefish have been hls-torlcal ly Impor­
tant as target species of major commerclal fisheries. The species In the management unit have been 
Important In supporting recreational fishing from charter boats and private boats. King mackerel, In 
particular, has been traditionally Important as a mainstay of the commercial charterboat fishery. 
Dolphin has been caught commercially as a seasonal supplement to other fisheries. Cobia has been pri­
marily a recreational species and the commercial catch Is Incidental. Little tunny has been malnly a 
recr"1atlonal species within the Gulf and south Atlantic regions. Cero mackerel Is not particularly 
abundant In the United States and has been an Incidental commercial and recreational catch. To date 
there has been little, If any foreign participation In the coastal pelagic management unit fisheries 
In the waters of the United States fishery conservation zone. 

King mackerel in recent years has been caught commercially prlmarl ly fn south Flor Ida and to some 
extent off North Carol Ina. Historically, there was a smal I arTOunt of commercial fishing for king 
mackerel In Chesapeake Bay. Large scale commerclal exploitation In Florida did not begin until the 
early 1900s. This coincides with the beginnings of the development of Florida fisheries in general. 
Total commercial catch appears to have averaged around four mil lion pounds during the 1920s and 
1930s. The trend in -total commercial catch dropped to about two and one-half mil lion pounds In the 
early 1950s, Increasing to about an eight mll llon pound catch In the mld-1970s. Catches declined in 
1978 and 1979 then increased to slightly above average during 1980. 

Traditional commercial user groups Include hook and line ,fishermen and gl I lnetters. King mackerel is 
a primary target species for these groups, although they catch several other species In the off 
season. The number of participants In both of these groups has Increased dramatically In recent 
years. In 1969 there were an estimated 100 hook and line boats and 12 large gil I-net vessels 
operating In this fishery In south Florida. This has increased to an estimated 300 hook and ilne 
boats and 33 large gll I-net vessels by 1977. Just recently a significant number of large gll I-net 
boats which fished primarily for Spanish mackerel have entered the king mackerel fishery. The total 
number of larger gll I-net vessels Is approximately 80. 

Over the past 20 years there have been several developments In gear and fishing techniques. Beginning 
approximately In the mld-1960s electronic fl~h finders came Into widespread use. Boat construction 
changed from predominantly l'IOOdto predominantly fiberglass. 1-bok and line boats began to use power 
reels for hauling In lines. GIi I-net boats Increased In size and the depth of nets Increased. A 
significant development beginning In approximately 1965 was the development and adoption of power 
rollers for hauling In gill nets. in about 1967, monoflllment mesh began to be used for nets. Also, 
In the late 1950s several fishermen began to use spotter aircraft for spotting schools of fish. The 
use of spotter aircraft has gradually Increased so that today nearly al I of the gl I I-net vessels and 
some hook and II n e ves se Is use them. 

In recent years the center for commercial fishing activity for Spanish mackerel has also been centered 
In south Florida. Earl I (1883) reports that Spanish mackerel were taken off Sandy 1-bok, New Jersey, 
beginning around 1850. GI11 nets were introduced Into Chesapeake Bay In 1887. Pound nets were also 
used during that period in New Jersey, and by the 18801s were the principle means of taking Spanish 
mackerel In that area (Earl I, 1883). A tl"orough discussion of the Spanish mackerel fishery was pro­
vided by Trent and Anthony (1979). 

Large-scale commercial exploitation of Spanish mackerel comparable to today's levels did not begin 
until the early 1920s, when commercial exploitation began on a large scale In Florida. Total U.S. 
commercial landings averaged about six 1o seven ml11ion pounds between 1920 and 1940. The 1948 
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commercial landings were reported to be 12 mll llon pounds which was not equaled untl I 1976. Landings 
dropped to about eight ml I I Ion pounds between 1950 and 1965. Landings began to Increase again fn the 

late 1960s to a current commercial catch of about 15 ml I !Ion pounds (rrost recent statistics). 

As In the case of king mackerel, power rollers on the larger vessels and rronofllament nets came Into 
use In the 1960s. Spotter planes were first used In the 1950s, although widespread use by the 

larger gl I I-net vessels did not occur until the 1960s. The number and size of vessels In the fishery 

has Increased over the last several years although precise quantification Is not possible at this 

t lme. 

Saltwater sport fishing has been a major recreational activity In the southeastern portion of thn 
nation for many years. Much of the act lvlty was shore-based or took place from boats relatively close 
to shore until the 1950s. As transportation systems Improved and as leisure time Increased with 

affluence, demand for recreational opportunities grew dramatically. With the growth In demand for 
leisure activity came Improvements In recreational equipment. Sales of boats and rrotors that could be 

used for offshore fishing climbed. Fishing tackle became ITDre elaborate. 

Fishing by private boat for the species In the mangement unit has taken-pl-acEFfor many years. 
However, beginning In the late 1950s smal I boats capable of fishing for these species became 
available to large numbers of people. Beginning In the late 1960s specialized sportflshlng boats In 

the 20-foot range were developed and became popular with recreational flshennen. This type of craft 

Is capable of venturing offshore to areas where species such as king mackerel, dolphin, and little 

tunny can be caught. These boats met a growing demand from recreatlonlsts with growing Incomes. 
These developments brought the opportunity to fish for species In the management unit to large numbers 

of peop I e. Sect Ion a. 2. 1. 2 presents data on the growth of the number of pr I vate boats In the Gu If of 
Mexico and south Atlantic regions. Between 1967 and 1974 the number of private boats of 16-foot 
l.ength and greater Increased at an average annua I rate of 1o.3 percent. 

8.2 Domestic Commercial and Recreational Fishing Activities 

a.2.1 Participating User Groups 

King mackerel and Spanish mackerel are major target species of an Important commercial -fishery In south 
F lorlda as wel I as a major target species for the private boat and charterlx>at recreational fishery 

along widespread areas within the Gulf and south Atlantic regions. King mackerel Is particularly 
Important to the charterboat and offshore private boat fleets. In addition, smaller amounts of king 
mackerel are caught as a commerclal supplement to the North Carolina charterboat fleet. Small amo.unts 

of Spanish mackerel are caught as an Incidental cetch or supplemental commercial target species off 

Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, North Carol Ina, and toe smaller degree Georgia and South Carol Ina. 

Bluefish Is a commercial target species off the Florida east and west coasts. While the anounts 
caught In these fisheries are rather large, the nature of the catch Is that of a supplement to 
fisheries whose primary target Is other species. Minor amounts of bluefish are also caught commer­
cially on a supplemental or Incidental basis off Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana. Bluefish Is 

also an Important recreational species. In the Gulf of Mexico region It Is caught predominantly from 
pr I vate boats. 

There appears to be a smal I commercial catch of little tunny within the Gulf of Mexico and south 
Atlantic regions. f-bwever, I lttle tunny Is a major supplemental recreational species, partl.cularly 
for private and charter boats, In various local I ties throughout these regions. 

Smal I amounts of dolphin are caught commercially as a seaSJnal supplement to other fisheries In south 
Florida. It Is caught recreationally In significant anounts ·by the smal I boat and charterboat fleets 

I n th Is area. 

8-2 



Cobia are caught commercially as a minor supplement to other commercial fisheries In Florida and 
excess recreational catches are so Id by charterboat operators. There Is an Incl dental catch by 
shrimp trawlers off Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana. For the recreational fishermen, 
cobla Is a prized game fish throughout the Gulf and south Atlantic regions and Is particularly sought 
from Mississippi to Florida. 

a.2.1.1 Primary Convnerclal User Groups 

The primary commercial user groups for species In the mangement unit Include: 

o The F lorl da kl ng mackerel hook and II ne f I eat. 
o The Florida king mackerel large boat gl I I-net fleet. 
o The Florida small boat (20-28 feet) Spanish mackerel gill-net fleet. 
o The Florida large boat (45-48 feet) Spanish mackerel gll 1-net fleet. 

Many gl I I-net vessels of al I sizes are equipped to fish for both king and Spanish mackerel. 

Significant secondary commercial user groups Include: 

o The southeast Florida smal I boat git I-net fleet which takes a supplemental catch of king 
mackerel. 

o The North Carol Ina charter boat fleet which rigs up for commercial king mackerel fishing 
In the spring and fal I. 

o The Florida haul seine fleet which takes a noderate catch of Spanish mackerel. 

Florida King Mackerel Hook and Line Fleet 

The Florida king mackerel hook and line fleet Includes a group on the east coast centered around the 
Ft. Pierce area. These have been a major traditional user group catching king mackerel along the 
coast from approximately Palm Beach north to Cape Canaveral. The size of these boats range from about 
24 to 36 feet. The Ir numbers have great I y Increased In recent years from about 50 In 1969 to 250 In 
1976. These fishermen typically obtain about 70 percent of their value of landings from king mackerel 
(Morrl s, Prochaska, Cato, 1977). 

The other major hook and 11 ne user group operates out of the F lorl da Keys. The boats are somewhat 
larger -- from 32 to 40 feet. Most of these vessels are prlmarl ly dependent upon other fisheries such 
as spiny lobster, stone crab, pompano, snapper or grouper. Their fishing effort for king mackerel 
varies greatly, dependent upon the avallablllty of fish and success ot the lobster season. The number 
of vessels from the Florida Keys actually fishing for king mackerel averages approximately 50 vessels 
per year. 

King Mackerel Large Boat GI I I-net Fleet 

The Florida king mackerel large boat gl I I-net fleet had traditionally operated In the Florida Keys and 
along the Florida west coast around the Naples area. The Naples area has not been a major producer of 
king mackerel In recent years, and these vessels typically move around the coast In seardl of the king 
mackerel. These vessles typically range In size from 40 to 65 feet and are equipped with power 
rollers. The number of such vessels Increased from an estimated 12 In 1969 to 33 In 1977. The pri­
mary reason for Investing In these vessels Is the profitable king mackerel fishery (Prochaska and 
WIiiiams, 1976); however, these vessels also fish for Spanish mackerel. In addition, they obtain 
support from other fisheries such as spiny lobster. The spiny lobster and king mackerel fisheries 
tend to complement each other during the year as they have different fishing seasons. 
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Sma I I Boat Span I sh Mackere I GI I I-net F I eet 

The Florida smal I boat Spanish mackerel gll 1-nat fleet has tradltlonally operated along the east coast 
from about Salerno (In Martin County) to about Sebastian (In Indian River County). These boats are 
typically 20-22 feet In length and may obtain roughly 40 percent of their value of landings from 

Spanish mackerel (Cato, M:>rrls, Prochaska, 1978). They are also the major Florida commercial user 

group for bluefish which provides them with about ten to 15 percent of their value of landings. Other 

revenues tor this fleet Include catches of king mackerel, pompano and mullet. King mackerel landings 

Include some Incidental catch along with Spanish mackerel, and a directed catch. Some of these 
t lsherman use smal I gl I I nets of 4-3/4 Inch mesh when kl ng mackerel are present In shal low water. 

Large Boat Spanish Mackerel GIii-net Fleet 

The Florida large boat Spanish gll I-net fleet has traditionally operated In three main areas of 
Florida: the Naples area on the wast coast, the Keys, and the east coast between Palm Beach and Cape 
Canaveral. These vessels typically range In size from 30 to 60 feet and are equipped wl th power 

rollers. Thay obtain up to roughly 80 percent of their value of landings from Spanish mackerel. Some 

of the vessels also fish for king mackerel. Other revenues for their fleet Include catches of 
bluefish (10 to 15 percent by value of landings) and spiny lobster for those.operating In the Keys. 

Secondary Commerc I a I User Groups 

Of the secondary commercial user groups there has traditionally been a smal I boat gl I I-net fleet taking 
king mackerel on the southeas.t Florida coast from Dade to St. Lucie County. These are typically 18 to 

30 foot boats. This fleet Is not particularly directed to any single species, although It does take 

substantial amounts of Spanish mackerel as wel I as king mackerel. Precise quantification of the 
number of boats fishing for king mackerel Is not poss Ible, but the total number of gl I I-net boats on 
the F lorlda east coast Is sl lghtly over 300. 

The. North Carol Ina charterboat fleet numbers approximately 130. Of these, approx.lmately 25 percent fish 
commercially for king mackerel In the oft season (C. Manooch, NMFS, Beaufort, pars. comm.>. The number 

of vessels and trolling effort expended has Increased slgnlflcantly In recent years resulting In 
I ncreased catch. 

In Mississippi, processors have lnltl.ated purse seine operations to test the feaslbl I lty of smal I scale 
purse seines In that area. Target species vary with avallablllty, at times Including bait species and 
foodtlsh, thread herring, Spanish sardine, blue runner, creval le jack, lady fish, redflsh, mullet and 

Spanish mackerel. Spanish mackerel landings were expected to take place between May 1 and Augus"t 31. 

An unknown anount. of mackerel was caught before passage of a state law proh lbl ting harvest of most 

food ti.sh species. Six to seven vessels, 48 feet In length each, are presently operating. These 
vessels were once part of the power roller gl I I-net fleet and are typical of such vessels. Spotter 
aircraft. are used to locate fish. 

8.2.1.2 Recreational User Groups 

Recreational users have Increased In numbers over time. Many come from outside the management un It as 
well as areas within It. Increased Income, leisure time, and a wide variety of supplies have 

Increased participation. This participation has, In turn, generated significant arrounts of economic 
value and also employment. These aspects of this user group are described below. 

Estimated Number of Anglers 

Exhibit 8-1 presents estimates of the number of fishermen who caught particular species In the coastal 

migratory pelagic resources management unit. In 1975 there were an estimated 6.4 ml I llon persons who 
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participated In saltwater recreational fishing In the south Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico regions. 
These estimates are based on the state reports of the 1975 National Survey of Fishing and Hunting and 
WI ldl lfe Recreation cu.s. Department of Interior, 1977) and hlstorlcal data from the 1960, 1965, and 
1970 Saltwater Ang I Ing Survey. The total number of anglers In 1975 was determined by aggregating the 
number of participants from the various states for the state reports. The estimate of fishermen who 
caught particular fish In the management unit was based on trend data from the Saltwater Ang I Ing 
Surveys. An analysis of data for 1960, 1965, and 1970 showed that the ratio of anglers In the manage­
ment ·area ·who caught a particular fish In the mangement unit to total anglers In the south Atlantic 
and Gulf regions, did not vary greatly over the period of the surveys. In fact, bluefish stowed the 
largest variation, and that variation was relatively smal I. In 1960, 13.3 percent of al I anglers In 
the two regions caught bluefish. In 1965 that figure was 7.9 percent and In 1970 It was 8.4 percent, 
a maximum difference of less than six percent of the total number of anglers. Because these ratios 
were relatively stable, It was assumed that the 1975 ratios were the same as ttose for 1970. Ratios 
were calculated from the 1970 Saltwater Angling Survey and applied to the estimates of number of 
anglers obtained from the 1975 National Survey of Fishing and Hunting. While there may be accurate 
data from the 1970 Saltwater Angling Survey. It Is relatively more accurate than data on participation 
(except for species which are caught with relative Infrequency such as· cob!~). The figures presented 
here provide a general Indication of the Importance of the species In the mangement un It to total 
recreational fishing. 

It Is also recognized that the number of anglers actually catching king and Spanish mackerel may have 
decl lned In the last two to three years. These species have not recent I y beeri as read! ly aval lab le to 
recreational anglers In the eastern Gulf of Mexico and participation ls affected. The figures pre­
sented above Indicate participation Interest by recreational anglers In these species In what may be 
considered a "basal lne" year. 

Type of FI sh Ing 

Exhibit 8-2 presents data from the 1970 Saltwater Angling Survey on the method of fishing for coastal 
pelagic species. The category reported as "Party or Charter Boat" relates mainly to charter boa1"s 
because local studies show that the coastal pelaglcs are not a predominant portion of head or par1"y 
boat catches, but they are of major significance to the charterboat catch. Charter boats refer 1"o 
craft avallable for hire at a fixed price per day regardless of passenger or load, while head or party 
boats refer to craft which charge a per passenger fee and may have a regular schedule. It stould be 
noted that there Is a high standard error In this survey associated with dividing data Into this many 
categories. Nevertheless, the data are probably Indicative of general trends, and are generally con­
sistent with perceptions of persons knowledgeable In the fishery and other local studies. General 
conclusions Include the fact that king mackerel Is caught almost entirely from private boats or 
charter boats with a relatively even spilt between the two. Spanish mackerel Is caught predominantly 
by private boats, although significant catches are obtained from charter boats, pier fishing, and 
beach fishing. The majority of dolphin being found further offstore Is caught by prlva1"e boats, 
although significant amounts are caught by charter boats. It Is generally true tha1" cobla are caught 
predominantly In pier and private boat fishing, alttough a number of them are caugh1" from charter bocits. 

Commercial Charter Fishing Boat Fleet 

The charterboat fleet Is heavily Involved In fishing for coastal pelagic species. King mackerel, In 
particular, has hlstorlcal ly been one of the most Important species In supporting charter-boat opera­
tions throughout the south Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico regions. This Is In contrast to head or party 
boats which tend to target other species such as snapper and grouper. 

In North Caroilna, 92 percent of the total number of fish taken by anglers from charter boats In 1977 
were coastal pelagic species. King mackerel accounted for 36.7 percent of the total number caught, 
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Exhibit 8-1 

Estimated Number of Anglers Who Caught F.lsh 
In the Coastal Migratory Pelaglc Species In 1975* 

Number of Anglers** 
Percent 

of Total 

Species South Atlantlc Gulf of Mexico Anglers Total 

BI uef I sh 454,000 89,000 8.4 543,000 

Cobia 14,000 10,000 0.4 24,000 

Dolphln 184,000 212,000 6.2 396,000 

KI ng Mackerel 374,000 343,000 11. 2 717 ,ooo 

Spanish Mackerel .382,000 397,000 ~:12. 1 779,000 

Llttle Tunny -*** -*** -*** 

To.tal Saltw.ater 
Anglers In Region 2,820,000 3,608,000 6,428,000 

* Estimates based on 19.75 Natlonal Survey of Fishing and Hunting, State Reports and historical data 

from th~ 19601 1965 1 1970 Saltwater Ang I Ing Surveys. 

** N1,1mber of anglers Is not additive because an angler may catch several kinds of fish. 

*** Data Insufficient to estimate number of fishermen who caught llttle tunny. 
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followed by bluefish (28.2 percent>, Spanish mackerel (14.8 percent), dolphin (9.3 percent) and little 
tunny (2. 9 percent) (Manooch and Laws, 1979). 

In southeastern Florida, these species are also Important to the charter fleet. In a study of the 
Dade County, Florida, charterboat sport fishery, Gentle (1977), found dolphin, little tunny and king 
mackerel accounted for 55.9 percent of the total catch. D:>lphln and king mackerel were the second and 
th lrd rrost sought-after spec I es. 

In a recent study (conducted In early 1978) of the charterboat fleet along the Florida coast from 
Escambia County (next to Alabama) to the Keys (Browder, et al., 1978), king mackerel was found to be a 
major target species of offshore charter boats. The percentage of total fishing effort directed to 
k Ing mackerel by season and by Florida coastal area was found to be as fo I lows: 

Northwest 
Season Keys West Coast Coast 

31.4% Spring 3.9% 49.0% 

Summer 49.5 

Fal I 9.3 19.0 50. 7 

WI nter 34.3 13.0 7.9 

~ 

Charter boats fishing In the coastal waters adjacent to the St. Andrews Bay system (Bay County on the 
northwest Florida coast) are heavily dependent on coastal pelagic species and king mackerel In par­
ticular. There, fish from the management unit, accounted for 91 percent of the total charterboat 
catch In 1973. King mackerel was the rrost Important species, accounting for 74 percent of the total 
catch In numbers (Sutherland, 1977). 

In Alabama In 1975 the percentage of charterboat catch In weight was reported by Wade (1977). He 
found that king mackerel made up 21.9 percent of the total catch, followed by little tunny (13.6 
percent) and Spanish mackerel (4.1 percent). 

Similar patterns hold true for charterboat fishing In Texas. In a study of marine recreatlonal fishing 
In s:>uthern Texasl during the 1975-1976 season, (Trent, 1976) king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, cobla, 
dolphin, and little tunny were arrong the ten rrost abundantly caught species In fishing from Inboard 
boats. This pattern Is consistent with reports of the composition of catch from charter boats. King 
and Spanish mackerel and cobla were arrong the ten nost abundantly caught species from outboard boats. 
King mackerel was far and away the rrost abundant species caught In al I types of boat fishing. 

The charterboat fleet In the south Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico consists of an estimated 982 boats. 
Exhibit 8-3 presents the estimated number of boats by state for each region In 1977. The estimates 
were determined from local charterboat studies conducted between 1971 and 1978, and were adjusted up 
or down for 1977 based on whether charter activity was known to Increase or decrease In the area. 

Private Boats 

A wide range of types of private boats are used by recreational fishermen to pursue coastal pelagic 
species. They range from open outboards 16 feet In length or even smaller In some cases up through 
sportflshlng boats of 60 feet or larger. Typically, however, fishing for these species tends to be 
done by boats of about 18-20 feet or larger because the boats must be capable of venturing offshore. 
This Is particularly true of fishing for king mackerel, dolphin, and little tunny. 

The study area ranged from Port Aransas south to Port Isabel near Brownsvl I le, Texas. 
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Exhibit 8-2 

Percent of Fish Caught by Principal Method of Fishing 
1 by Species and by Area in 1970 

2
Area/ 

Species 
3 

Private 
Rented 

or 
Boat 

Party 
Charter 

or 
Boat 

Bridge, 
Pier or 

Jetty 

Beach 
or 

Bank Total 

South Atlantic 

Dolphin 7?.5 27.5 _4 o.o 4 100.0 
King Mackerel 50.6 48.1 1.1 0.2 100.0 
Spanish Mackerel 69.4 6.4 12.6 11.6 100.0 

East Gulf 

Bluefish 58.1% _4% _4% 41. 9% 100.0% 
Dolphin 
King Mackerel 

100.0 
62.8 

4 

31.5 

..A 

5.7 
~ 4 

_4 
100.0 
100.0 

Spanish Mackerel 51. 3 23.l 21.1 4.5 100.0 

West Gulf 

Bluefish 
Dolphin 
King Mackerel 

74.4% 
4 

47.5 

16.21 

45.2 

2.5% 
4 

7.3 

6.9% 
4 
4 

100.0% 
100.0 
100.0 

Spanish Mackerel 45.5 39.5 1. 7 13. 5 100.0 

South Atlantic 
and 
Gulf of Mexico 
B]uefish 
Dolphin 

19.3% 
75.6 

9.2% 
24.5 

10.21 61.3% 
_4 

100.0% 
100.0 

King Mackerel 55.2 41.6 3.1 0.1 100.0 
Spanish Mackerel 62.5 13.4 14.5 9.6 100.0 

l 
Adapted from David Deuel, 1970 Saltwater Angling Survey, (Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973). pp. 21-24. 

2 
South Atlantic includes Cape Hatteras, N.C., to southern Florida including 
the Florida Keys; East Gulf of Mexico includes coast from Florida Keys to 
and including the Mississippi River Delta; West Gulf of Mexico includes 
coast from the Mississippi River Delta to the Mexican Border. 

3 Data specific to little tunny not available. Cobia mackerel data are not 
included because of high error associated with the survey. 

4 Data shows no participation by this category due to low participation in this 
category relative to sample size. 
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N::, oomprehenslve data exist on the number of characteristics of private boats that are used speclfl­
cally for species In the management unit. 1-bwever, a study of the king mackerel fishery In Bay County, 
Florida, (Brusher, et al., 1978) does Indicate the size and relative use of private boats. In Bay 
County, Florida, private boats In a wide range of sizes are Involved In the king mackerel fishery. 
The fishing effort for king mackerel Increased with boat size. Boats greater than 20 feet In length 
tended to fish for king mackerel a considerably greater number of days. Approximately 50 percent of 
the catch and effort of kl ng mackerel was accounted for by boats greater than 20 feet In I ength. 
Approximately 85 percent of the catch and effort was accounted for by boats greater than 15 feet In 
I ength. 

Exhibit 8-4 presents data on the total number of registered boats greater than 16 feet In length In 
the states within the Gulf of Mexico and south Atlantic regions by year. N::>t al I of these boats. are 
used In salt water and not al I of them fish for species In the management unit. 1-bwever, the number of 
boat registrations has Increased at a rate of 10.3 percent per year over the period 1967 through 1974. 

In order to estimate the recreational catch for 1975, and adjusting procedur.e was used which Is 
described In Section 5.4. This adjusted catch estimate Is the arrount on whlch the best estimate of 
MSY Is based. 

8.2.2 Landings/Catch 

8.2.2.1 Commerclal Landings 

Exhibits B-5 through 8-8 present statistics on commercial landings In the United States In terms of 
weight and value for king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, bluefish, and cobla, respectively. Caro 
mackerel Is not broken out separately In available landing statistics but Is aggregated with king 
mackerel. 

The current total u.s. commercial landing of king mackerel Is approximately 6.6 mll llon pounds 
(average of 1975 and 1979). Fbughly two percent or less of the landings occur outside of Florida 
waters. Record landings were 10.5 mll llon pounds In 1974. Landings began to Increase slgnlflcantly 
after 1973 from levels of 4.5 to 6.7 mil llon pounds between 1965 and 1973. 

The current total u.s. commercial Spanish mackerel landing Is approximately 11.1 mil llon pounds 
(average of 1975 and 1979). Roughly three percent or less of the landings occur outside of Florida 
waters. Record landings were 18.0 ml I I Ion pounds In 1976. 

The current total u.s. commercial bluefish landings Is approximately 13.3 mll lion pounds (average 1978 
to 1980). f-bwever, rrost of these landing occurred In the Mid-Atlantic region. Gulf of Mexico landings 
were stable from 1966 through 1976 at five to six mll llon pounds. Gulf landings have since Increased 
to approximately one ml I llon pounds. 

The current commercial landing of cobla Is approximately 114,000 pounds (1975-1979 average), having 
ranged between 83 and 151 thousand pounds between 1968 and 1979. M:,re than 95 percent of commercial 
cobla landings occurs within the Gulf of Mexico and south Atlantic regions. Commercial dolphin land­
ings In the Gulf and south Atlantic regions have varied between 60 thousand and 189 thousand pounds 
over the period 1966 through 1977. Total reported u.s. commercial landings Include about 60-80 
thousand pounds landed In Hawaii. 

8.2.2.2 Recreational Catch 

Data on the recreatlonal catch are much less comprehensive. Historical data on the catch of saltwater 
anglers are available from surveys for 1960, 1965, 1970 and 1979 for the entire south Atlantic and 
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Exhibit 8--' 3 

Number of RegiE:tered Boats in Southeastern 
Coastal States Greater than 16 Feet in Length 

1967-1974 

North South 
Year 

1974 

Carolina Carolina Georgia Florida Alabama Mississippi Louisiana Texas Total 

53,291 34,382 34,064 152,372 32 I 774 18,415 57,251 145,213 527,764 

1973 48,235 31,627 24,912 132,862 31,192 16,112 49,051 125,756 460,517 

1972 41,358 26,664 38,000 127,054 27,956 19,023 47,621 111,987 439,663 

co 
I 

I-' 
0 

1971 35;935 23,391 37,596 116,205 25,724 14;665 47,,301 102,035 402,852 

1970 39,952 20,865 31,683 106,933 22,362 10,764 43,034 83,722 359,315 

1969 37,184 20,326 30,349 96,227 20,319 10,760 40,714 80,096 335,979 

1968 32,699 18,600 25,491 87, 774 18,573 9,400 38,247 64,963 295,747 

1967 29,334 16,643 24,313 79,249 16,768 7,244 33,917 58,697 266,165 

--
source: O.s. Cbast Guar~ 



Exhibit 8-4 

Estimated Number of Charter Boats in the South 
Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico by State 

(in 1977) 

State Number 

North Carolina 130 

South Carolina. 35 

Georgia 20 

Florida (East coast)* 230, 

South Atlantic 415 

Florida (West coast)* 382 

Alabama 25 

Mississippi 40 

Louisiana 30 

Texas 90 

Gulf of Mexico 567 

Total 982 

* Florida (East coast) includes Dade County 
to the Georgia state border; Florida (West 
coast) includes Monroe County to the 
Alabama border. 

Source: See text. 
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Gu It of Mex! co reg Ions. These are presented In Exhibit 8-9. Data are not available on the recreational 

catch of I lttle tunny. Caro mackerel Is agg-egated with Span lsh mackerel In these surveys. 

The data presented in Exhibit 8-9 should be viewed with caution. The National Surveys tor 1960, 1965, 
and 1970 conducted to obtain the estlmates used relatively smal I regional samples. There was also 

recal I bias (those Interviewed were asked to recal I the number and weight by type of fish caught for 

up to a 12-month period). Substantial positive bias Is believed to have been introduced Into the 

estimates. The NMFS researchers who conducted the 1970 survey suggest that the survey may overstate 
the recreational catch by perhaps a factor of two or more on the average tor al I species (Deuel, 1973, 

p. 34). In addition, there Is a high standard error associated with data on the catch of Individual 

species within a region. Thus, the data may contain an additional error beyond the recal I bias asso­

ciated with the statistical survey procedure. This latter error ls more severe for species not caught 

frequently such as cobla. 

The 1979 survey was designed to solve most of the problems associated with previous studies. It wl 11 
be the bas Is tor an ongo•J ng series of surveys on an annua I or semi annua I bas Is. The result Ing catch 

estimates are believed to be more accurate than earlier estimates. However, .estimates tran the first 

year should be used with caution. The Initial distribution of sampling- effoi;,.t.dld not adequately 

cover al I segments of the fishery. For example, charter boats were poorly sampled. In the case of 

king mackerel, this resulted in an unknown, but probably large, underestimate of the total catch. 

Th ls type of error wl 11 be corrected In future surveys. 

Notwithstanding the problems that have been encountered In conducting recreational fishing researdl, 
the results consistently show that anglers are catching substantial numbers of fish In the management 

unit. However, because of the high associated error, and differences In methodology between the 
three surveys, the data presented In Exhibit 8-9 are not considered reliable In drawing conclusions 
as to trends In the amount of catch over time. 

In order to estimate the recreational catch for 1975, and adjusting procedure was used which ls 
described in Section 5.4. This adjusted catch estimate Is the amount on which the best estimate of 

MSY Is based. 

8.2.2.3 Fish Caught Recreationally and Sold Commercially 

In addition to the expenditures associated with purchases of goods and services for recreational 
t lshlng, some fish caught by anglers are sold In canmerclal markets. Very little Is known about 

the final disposition of the recreational catch. Existing evidence ls too limited to approximate 

the value of fish sold; however, Information from several local areas does, by way of example, 

provide some Insight Into the amount of recreational catch sold ~anmercial ly. 

Preliminary results from a study of Florida Gulf coast charter boats reveal that 53 percent of the 
operators responding to the survey sold recreationally caught fish to commercial markets. Seventy 

percent of the fish sold went to wholesale fish houses, 13 percent was sold directly to the public, 

twelve percent went to restaurants, and five percent went to other retail establishments (Browder, et· 

al., 1978). 

Bay County, Florida, ls a major recreational fishing area for king mackerel, but there Is virtually no 
commercial troll line fishery there for king mackerel. (As explained In Section 8.2.4.2, trolling Is 

the dominant method of recreational angling tor king mackerel.) In 1975 the estimated recreational 

catch of king mackerel from private and charter boats was 1.1 million pounds (Brusher, et al., 1977). 

In that same year the National Marine Fisheries Service canmerclal catch statistics show that 48,30Q 

pounds of king mackerel sold In Bay County fish houses were caught using trol I lines. Since there Is 

virtually no commercial troll line fishery, most, If not al I, of the reported troll line catch must 
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Exhlblt 8-5 
Commercial Landings ot King Mackerel 

(1000 pounds and 1000 dollars) 

Year 

North 
Carol Ina 

.e2unds aortars 

South 
Carol Ina 

pounds do I I ars 

Bt, State 

Florlda 
Georgia (East) 

pounds doTTars pounds doi lars 

Flor Ida 
(West) 

_pounos dollars 

Texas, Alabama, 
Lou! slana, 

MlsslsslTTI 
pounds do I 

1979 382 274 80 60 16 12 2800 2240 1570 911 * * 
1978 172 108 13 10 35 24 3402 1968 1745 628 * * 
1977 245 126 7 3 4 2 3236 1783 4950 1732 
1976 156 109 8 5 4 2 4821 2538 2801 891 
1975 100 60 8 4 1 1 3697 17l 5 2622 640 
1974 40 24 4 2 6 2 4267 1678 61.33 1594 
1973 26 7 11 5 3712 1537 2217 597 
1972 9 3 1 * 3489 1051 1378 255 
1971 9 2 6 * 2907 820 2738 472 
1970 12 3 * * * 4338 1015 2372 320 
1969 
1968 

16 
8 

4 
2 

2 
* 

* 
* 

2943 
2586 

599 
503 

3242 
3604 

415 
464 

1967 
1966 

24 
95 

5 
19 4 * 

2988 
1782 

497 
323 

3084 
2633 

351 
320 

1965 139 28 2549 374 1898 232 

Year B~lon 
lilew MT'ddle South Gulf of Onlted 

a> 
..!. 
VI 198011 

England
pounds do11ars 

** ** 

Atlantlc 
pounds do 11ars 

** ** 

Chesae,eake 
pounds dollars 

** ** 

Atlantic 
pounds dollars 

** ** 

Mexico 
pounos ~dollars 

** ** 

States 
.eo,unds ooTlars 

7035 5361 
1979 * * 9 5 3278 2586 1570 911 4857 3502 
1978 1 11 8 3622 2110 1745 628 5378 2746 
1977 17 7 3492 1914 4950 1732 8460 3654 
1976 7 4 * 10 4 4989 2244 2801 1634 7808 3886 
1975 * 13 4 3806 1780 2622 640 6442 2424 
1974 * * 15 4 4317 1706 6133 1594 10465 3304 
1973 7 1 3749 1549 2217 597 5974 2148 
1972 2 * 3499 1054 1378 255 4879 1309 
197l 7 2923 823 2738 472 5568 1296 
1970 5 4351 1018 2372 320 6728 \339 
1969 2 * 2961 603 3242 415 6205 1018 
1968 3 2594 505 3604 464 6201 970 
1967 3 3012 502 t:, · 3084 351 6099 854 
1966 7 1881 342 2633 320 4521 663 
1965 6 2688 402 1898 232 4592 635 

Note: * = <500 pounds or $500 
**=Not Avallable

1 Prel lmlnary 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. Fishery Statistics of the United States (Various Years). Washington, D.C.: G:lvernment 
Pr Int Ing Off I ca. 
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Exhibit 8-6 
Commercial Landings of Spanish Mackerel 

( 1000 pounds and 1000 dollars) 

Year 

19791 
19781 
1977 
1976 
1975 
1974 
1973 
1972 
1971 
1970 
1969 
1968 
1967 
1966 
1965 

North 
Carolina 

eounds dollars 
13 4 
13 4 
46 7 
31 5 
49 7 
73 9 
64 9 
96 13 
95 14 
63 9 
39 12 
69 8 
73 8 
78 10 

117 12 

South 
Carol Ina 

eounds dollars 

* * 
* * 
3 1 

10 2 
2 * 
4 * 
5 1 
4 1 
2 * 
4 1 
8 1 
2 * 
1 * 

13 2 

Georgia 
eounds do I lars 

2 1 
* * 
2 * 
3 1 
6 1 
1 * 
5 1 
5 1 
* * 
* * 
1 * 
2 * 
1 * 
1 * 

B State 
Flor-iaa--

(East) 
eounds dollars 

4709 989 
5511 1061 
9708 2078 
9559 1779 
5145 902 
2346 459 
3203 538 
3369 426 
2582 308 
3574 459 
2359 253 
4406 382 
1802 153 
2181 232 
2901 290 

FI or ida 
(West) 

eounds dollars 

1603 335 
1725 438 
2000 428 
7783 1360 
5621 962 
8267 1444 
6194 999 
6532 816 
7383 830 
8100 939 
8175 946 
7066 797 

•5867 611 
7004 813 
4883 586 

Tex-as,- ATabama, 
Louisiana 

eounds dollars 
146 29 
47 7 
92 12 

179 24 
292 40 
246 30 
165 14 
205 20 

96 8 
155 28 
155 12 
52 14 
33 3 
57 6 
19 2 

Mississleei 
eounds dollars 

30 7 
58 14 

151 30 
379 82 
224 39 

41 6 
98 14 

485 57 
179 20 
43 5 
12 1 

114 11 
76 7 

5 * 
3 * 

co 
.!. 
~ 

Year 

19801 
19791 
19781 
1977 
1976 
1975 
1974 
1973 
1972 
1971 
1970 
1969 
1968 
1967 
1966 
1965 

New 
England 

eounds dollars 

** ** - -

-
1 

-* 

* * 
* * 
* * 

* * 

Middle 
Atlantic 

eounds dollars 

** ** 
* * 
* * 
2 * 
4 1 
2 * 
* * 
* * 
* * 
* * 

* * 

* * 

B 

Chesaeeake 
eounds dollars 

** ** 
2 * 
* * 

22 4 
80 13 
62 12 
24 4 
50 9 
23 4 
52 9 

201 31 
124 18 
60 10 
30 5 

142 23 
74 11 

Re ion 
South 

Atlantic 
eounds dol I ars 

** ** 
4724 994 
5524 1065 
9756 2085 
9596 1786 
5210 912 
2422 468 
3276 548 
3475 441 
2681 323 
3639 468 
2452 266 
4484 391 
1879 161 
2261 242 
3032 304 

•:·, ,, 

Gu If of 
Mexico 

eounds dol I ars 

** ** 
1779 371 
1830 459 
2243 470 
8341 466 
6137 1041 
8554 1480 
6457 1027 
7222 893 
7658 858 
8298 972 
8342 959 
7232 812 
5976 621 
7066 819 
4905 588 

Un lted 
States 

eounds dollars 

11968 3137 
6505 1365 
7354 1524 

12021 2559 
18019 3265 
11415 1966 
11002 1952 
9783 1584 

10720 1338 
10391 1190 
12138 1471 
10918 1243 
11776 1213 
7885 787 
9469 1084 
8011 903 

Note: * = 
*f 

<500 pounds or $500 
=Not Aval I able 
Pre I imlnary 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. Fishert Statistics of the United States (Various Years). Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office. 
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Exhibit 8-7 
Commerclal Landings of Blueflsh 

C1000 pounds and 1000 do I lars) 

Year 

19801 
19791 
19781 
1977 
1976 
1975 
1974 
1973 
1972 
1971 
1970 
1969 
1968 
1967 
1966 
1965 

Florlda 
(West) 

e:2unds do I lars 
** ** 

900 120 
850 109 
952 132 
490 78 
436 48 
501 55 
493 58 
511 54 
410 49 
650 62 
529 51 
556 59 
513 54 
584 61 
859 88 

Alabama 
e:2unds dollars 

** ** 
15 1 
9 1 
2 * 
2 * 
7 1 
9 1 

27 3 
22 1 
13 1 
22 2 
32 2 
4 * 
4 * 
9 1 
5 1 

Mlsslssleel Louisiana 
e.2unds dollars e.2unds do I lars 

** ** ** ** 
32 7 * * 
11 2 * * 
26 4 3 * 
66 8 1 * 
75 12 12 1 
16 2 11 1 
10 1 ** 
14 2 * * 
9 1 - -

22 2 * * 
26 3 * * 
84 8 - -
79 8 - -

102 10 - -
72 8 - -

~ 

Texas 
e.2unds do I lars 

** ** 

- -
- -

Guif of 
Mexico 

e.2unds dollars 
** ** 

947 128 
870 111 
983 136 
559 86 
530 62 
537 59 
530 62 
547 57 
532 51 
694 66 
587 56 
644 67 
596 62 
695 72 
936 97 

Un lted 
States 

e:2unds do I lars 
** ** 

12881 2151 
11300 1570 
11320 1315 
10387 1091 
10841 1487 
10541 1143 
10597 1173 
7415 866 
6318 726 
7203 742 
5978 709 
5404 719 
4279 529 
5484 647 
5008 582 

CX) 

.!. 
VI 

Note: * = <500 pounds or $500 
**=Not Avallable

1 Prel lmlnary 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. Flsherl Statistics of the United States (Various Years). Washington, D.C.: G:>vernment 
Printing Office. 

t: 



- -- -
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -

- -

- -
- -
- -
- -

- -
- -

- -
- -

- -
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -

- -
- -

- -
- -
- -
- -- -- -
- -

- -
- -
- -
- -

Exhibit 8-8 
Commercial Landings of Cobia 

(1000 pounds and 1000 dollars) 

Year 

19791 
19781 
1977 
1976 
1975 
1974 
1973 
1972 
1971 
1970 
1969 
1968 
1967 
1966 
1965 

North 
Carolina 

eounds dollars 
4 1 
2 * 
1 * 
2 * 
2 * 
1 * 
2 * 
3 * 

11 1 
7 * 
6 * 
7 * if10 

10 * 
10 1 

South 
Carolina 

eounds dollars 

*"' * 
* * - -
- -
- -

- -

Georgia 
eounds dollars 

*' *' 
- -
1 *' 
- -

- -
-· -.. -

- -

By State 

Florida 
(East) 

eounds dollars 
6 3 
9 5 

12 4 
13 4 
14 4 
12 2 
11 2 
14 2 
7 1 

14 2 
4 . 1 
9 1 
9 1 
5 * 4 * 

Florida 
(West) 

eounds dollars 

78 24 
87 26 
68 14 

104 21 
84 13 
89 10 
77 8 
74 6 
77 6 
60 5 
45 3 
41 3 
24 2 
28 2 
11 1 

Texas-; l\Tabama, 
Louisiana, 

Mississleei 
eounds dollars 

6 1 
3 1 

21 5 
6 * 

35: 5 
44 5 
36 3 
44 4 
2T 1 
46 4 
25 3 
41 4 
16 1 
10 * 
3 

o:i 
!. 
°' 

Year 

19791 
19781 
1977 
1,976 
1975 
1974' 
1973 
1972 
1971 
1970 
1969 
19'68 
1961 
1966 
1965 

New 
England 

eounds dollars 

- -
- -

..;-- -

Middle 
Atlantic 

eounds dollars 

- -- -
- -

.,;-

B 

Chesaeeake 
eounds dollars 

* * 
* * 
2 * 
3 * 
6 1 
5 1 
2 * 
4 * 
4 * 
2 * 
3 * 
4 *' 
3 * 
2 * 

10 1 

Re Ioli 
South 

Atlantic 
eounds dollars 

10 4 
11 5 
13 4 
16 6 
16 4 
13 2 
13 2 
17 2 
18 2 
21 2 
10 1 
16 • 1

·1·:1'19 
15 * 
14 1 

Gu If of 
Mexico 

eounds dollars 

84 25 
90 27 
89 19 

110 22 
120 18 
133 15 
113 11 
118 10 
104 7 
106 9 
70 6 
82 7 
40 3 
38 2 
21 2 

Unffed 
States 

eounds dollars 

94 29 
101 32 
104 13 
129 28 
142 23 
151 18 
128 13 
139 12 
126 9 
129, 11 
83 7 

102: 8' 
62 4 
55 2 
45 4 

Note: 1= <5,0? ~ou'nds &- $500 
Prel 1m1nary 

Source: U.S. Departr'neni" of Commerce. Fishery Stai"lsi"ics. of i"he Un ii"ed Si"ai"es (Var ious _ _)'~ars>. Washingi"on, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office. 



Exhibit 8-9 
Estimated Weight and Number of Coastal Migratory Pelagic Fish Caught by 

Anglers In 1960, 1965, 1970, and 1979 by Species and Region 
(weight Is In 10001s of lbs., numbers are In 10001s) 

South Atlantlc 

Cobia 
Dolphin 
King Mackerel 
Spanish/Caro Mackerel 
Llttle tunny 

Total 

1960 
No. of Estimated 
Fish Weight 

152 1,000 
* * 

7,380 24,830 

14,713 39,470 

1965 
No. of Estimated 
Fish Weight 

166 1, 118 
6,639 74,132 
7,548 18,186 

22,423 104,728 

1970 
No. of Estimated 
Fish Weight 

26 775 
2,166 27,806 
4,165 34,942 
4,967 14,623 

24,175 97,417 

1979** 
No. of Estimated 
Fish Weight 

2,762 14,126 
373 4,033 
898 2,098 
136 593 

4,169 20,850 

Adjusted Estimate 
of Weight for 1975 

Gulf of Mexico 

0) 

..'.. 
-.J 

B luef I sh 
Cobia 
Dolphln 
King Mackerel 
Spanish/Caro Mackerel 
Llttle tunny 

Total 

54 

313 

* 
5,149 

5,516 

80 

1,250 

* 
11,330 

12,660 

685 
216 
464 

1,675 
1,708 

4,748 

2,700 
2,029 

873 
16,299 
4,283 

26,184 

563 
93 

268 
3,072 
2,793 

6,789 

1,659 
125 

2,133 
27,459 

7,808 

39,184 

1,057 

36 
598 

1,196 
147 

3,034 

1,481 

363 
5,931 
2,257 

288 

10,320 

South Atlantic and 
Gulf of Mexico 

Cobia 
Dolphln 
KI ng Mackerel 
Spanish/Caro Mackerel 
LI tt Ie tunny 

Total 

465 

* 
12,529 

20,229 

2,250 

* 
36,160 

52,130 

216 
630 

8,314 
9,256 

27,171 

2,029 
1,991 

90,431 
22,469 

130,912 

119 
2,434 
7,237 
7,760 

30,964 

900 
29,939 
62,401 
22,451 ,,... 

136,621 

2,805 
975 

2,107 
303 

6,190 

14,872 
9,931 
4,574 

995 

30,372 

23,700 
8,500 

* 1960 survey Included king mackerel with Spanish and cero mackerel. 

** 1979 catch Includes fish landed whole and fish gutted or tit lated at sea. Released fish are not Included. 

Sources: Saltwater Angllng Surveys for 1960, 1965, and 1970; Marine Recreational Fishery Statistics Survey, 1979. 
See Section 5.4 for adjusted weight for 1975. 



come from recreational landings. Thus, 4.3 percent C.048 ml I lion pounds/1.1 ml I lion pounds) of the 

total recreational catch was sold through fish houses In one county alone. If king mackerel caught­

from pr lvate boats are disposed of In a manner s 1ml lar to those caught from ch,arter boats, then the 
48,300 pounds represents about 70 percent of the king mackerel sold in the county. The total sold, 

then,. wou Id be 69,000 pounds, or 6.2 percent of the recreational catch. 

In another area of Florida, Dade County, an estimated 12.5 percent of al I fish caught from charter 
boats In 1976 were sold. Other fish caught were used tor bait (24.8 percent), consumed by customers 

(19.6 percent), mounted (14.8 percent), and released (1.5 percent). The disposition of the remaining 

26.8 percent of the catch was unknown. The researcher also found that kl ng and cero mackerel w.ere 

generally consumed by customers or used for ba It (Gentle, 1977). 

8.2.3 Fishing and Landing Areas 

8.2.3.1 Commercial 

Total U.S. commercial landings of both king and Spanish mackerel take place almost entirely within 
Florida, over 95 percent of both In the last five years. The king and Spanlshnackerel fisheries are 

local fisheries In the sense that the catch Is generally landed at ports wlttl;ln a few hours run of 

where the fish are caught. Typical onerway trip lengths between fishing and landing areas average 
about 20 miles on the Florida east coast. In the Flor Ida Keys these distances may be aba.Jt 40 miles. 

However dur Ing the winter, king and Spanish mackerel season boats may trave I ara.Jnd the coast of 

Flor Ida and terrporarl ly operate out of ports closest to where the fish are currently avallable. 

The three main traditional Florida landing areas for king and Spanish mackerel have been: 

o Col lier and Lee Counties on the west coast of south Flor Ida 

o Monroe County In the Flor Ida Keys 

o Indian River, St. Lucie, Martin, and Palm Beach Counties on the east coast of south 
Flor Ida. 

In Co I II er and Lee Count I es major ports at wh I ch t I sh are landed Include Nap I es and Ft. Myers. In the 
Florida Keys major landing ports Include Key West and M:irathon. On the Florida east coast major 

I anding ports Include Boynton Beach, Palm Beach, Juplta-, Port Salerno, Ft. Pierce and Sebastr.an. 

The major f I sh Ing areas have Included an area known as "No Man's Land" located approximately 40 ml les 
west of Key West between the Marquesas and the Dry Tortugas. Another major area on t-he FI or Ida west 

coast Is located southwest of Cape Romano near Naples. Spanish mackerel are frequently caught in 

Florida Bay. On the Florida east coast major fishing areas are located along the narrow continental 

shelf just Inside the Gulf Stream from about Palm Beach north to Sebastian. During the winter season, 

schools of Spanish and king mackerel wl 11 migrate and congregate In certain areas, such as over reef 

outcroppings, for a period of time. The boats wl 11 converge to the areas where the fish are located. 

Specific areas and times at which fish are available will vary fran year to year due.to ocean and 

weather conditions. 

There has historically been considerable season-to-season variation In the proportion of the king 
mackerel catch landed In areas of the state. While Collier and Lee Counties have been major landing 

areas In many past seasons, In some seasons they account for on I y a smaII percentage of the catch. 

This has been the case for the last couple of seasons. In the 1976-1977 season, Monroe and Dade 

Counties accounted for the majority of the landings as they did In 1959 through 1961. Most of these 

landings were believed to be from' fish caught In 11No Man's Land", west of Key West. 
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rhere appears to be somewhat g-eater consistency In the areas In which Spanish mackerel are landed. 
The Dade/Monroe County area and the southeast coast area account for about 80 percent of the catch. 

In northwest Flor Ida there Is a smal I catch of king and Spanish mackerel, taken prlmarlly by haul 
seines. This generally occurs In the summer season. Blueflsh are taken at many locations around the 
Florida east and west coasts. In North Carolina king mackerel, and Spanish mackerel are caught off 
various points along the coast such as Wanchese, Oregon Inlet, and Beaufort. In addition, there Is a 
smal I commercial catch of king and Spanish mackerel off South Carolina and Georgia. In addition, 
Spanish mackerel are caught commercially off Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana. Smal I amounts of 
blueflsh are taken commercially off Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana. Dolph In are taken commer­
cially prlmarlly In the Flor Ida Keys, although significant amounts are also taken off St. Lucie County 
on the Florida east coast, and In northwestern Florida. Cobia are taken commercially In Florida 
(partlcularly off St. Lucie, Monroe, Pinal las, and Bay Counties) and In Texas. In Texas cobla are 
frequently caught In the vicinity of shrimp trawlers. 

8.2.3.2 Recreatlonal 

Unlike the commercial harvesting of fish In the management unit, the recreatlonal fishing activity is 
wldely distributed throughout both the south Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico regions. Fishing occurs out 
of vlrtual ly al I marinas and boat docks that have access to coastal waters. Simllarly, anglers can be 
found on most accessible beaches and shore-based locations such as bridges, piers or jetties. The 
fol lowing discussion mentions those locations that are generally thought to be heavl ly frequented by 
anglers catching species Included in the management unit. 

In the south Atlantic during typlcal years, recreational fishing for king mackerel and Spanish 
mackerel occurs heavily In North Carolina and along the eastern coast of Florida. While dolphin, and 
I ittle tunny are among the fish caught by anglers, they are landed much less frequently in the 
northern part of the region than I~ southern Florlda. Cobia Is a prized sportflsh, but ls the least 
frequently landed of the species In the management unit. In North Carolina areas such as Morehead 
City, Oregon Inlet, Harker 1s Island, or Hatteras are often frequented by anglers. Along the Florida 
east coast there Is considerable recreational fishing activity out of the Jacksonvl I le, Palm Beach, 
Fort Lauderdale, and Miami areas. In South Carolina considerable fishing occurs out of Charleston and 
Murrel 1s Inlet, and in Georgia the St. Simons Island area Is a popular offshore angling site. 

In the Gulf of Mexico, recreational activity Is most heavy In Flor Ida, Texas and Alabama; significant 
recreational effort also occurs off Mississippi and Louisiana as wel I. For recreational fishing, king 
and Spanish mackerel are the rost important species of the management unit In the Gulf of Mexico. 
Cobia, dolphin and little tunny are landed by anglers throughout the Gulf coast, but as In the sout-h 
Atlantic they are caught much less frequently. There Is very little fishing from shore-based loca­
tions for species In the mangement unit. Most fishing occurs offshore from privately owned boats and 
charter boats. 

On the west coast of Florida major fishing areas Include the Keys, the Fort- Myers-Naples area, the 
Clearwater-St. Petersburg area and t-he Panama Cit-y-Destln area. These areas are popular for charter­
boat fishing as wel I as fishing from private boat-s, although charter fishing ls most concentrated in 
the Keys and Panama City-Destin (Bay county) locations. Angling for king mackerel Is normally par­
ticularly heavy In the Bay County area. In Alabama, the Mobile Bay area, Dauphin Island, and Gulf 
Shores are heavily frequented fishing areas. Blloxl and Ocean Springs are major areas for coastal 
recreatlonal fishing In Mississippi, and In Louisiana anglers seeking to fish offshore often depart­
from areas such as Eades or South Pass. The long Texas coast has many fishing locations. Among the 
more Important recreational fishing ports for the coastal migratory pelagic species are areas such as 
Freeport, Port O'Connor, Rockport, Port Aransas, South Padre and Port Isabel. In short, recreational 
activity ls hlghly dispersed, but In the agg-egate It accounts for a large amount of fishing effort-. 
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8.2.4 Vessels and Gear 

8.2.4.1 Commercial 

a) King Mackerel 

KI ng mackere I are caught commer cl a II y with a var I ety of gears whI ch Include g I II nets, tr oiled II nes, 

hand lines, haul seines and trammel nets. Currently, trol llng and gi I inetting are the rrost widespread 

fishing methods in use. Exhibit 8-10 presents catch by gear type for the Florida east and west 

coasts. From 1971 through 1975, of the total Florida king mackerel catch, 58 percent was by gil I net, 

40 percent was by hook and line (either troll line or hand line), and less than one percent each by 

haul seine and trammel net. During the year up through 1975, the reported east coas-t gi I I-net catch 

was by boats in the smaller (20 to 30 feet) size ranges. The reported west coast ca-tch was predomi­

nantly by larger boats (up to 40 to 65 feet) operating in the Keys and Naple·s area. Traditionally, 

nearly al I of the catch in other states (which is smal I compared to the Florida catch) has been by 

trol I line. 

Hook and line boats operating on the Florida southwest coast typically range from about 24 to 36 feet. 
Of a survey of ten such boats In February, 1977 (Morris, Prochaska, Cato, 1977), the average boat had 

a length of 29.9 feet and a fish carrying capacity of 4,000 pounds. Eighty percent were built of 

fiberglass and 20 percent wood. These boats are usually operated by one man, although some may have 

one crew member. Hook and line boats operating out of the Florida Keys are somewha-t larger typically 

ranging in size from 32 to 40 feet. These boats may operate with crews of two or three men. Most 

hook and Ii ne boats are now equipped wI th electron I c or hydr au Ii c reels for retr I ev i ng I i nes~ Many 

boats have loran for navigation and marking good fishing spots. Fish are caught on lines with artlfl­

cal spoons or feathered jigs. Strips of mullet, squid, or dead ballyhoo may also be used for bai-t. 
North Carolina fishermen usually use 300 pound rronofllament line trolled on the surface or at various 

depths using planers or weights. Florida hook and line boats usually use No. 9 trol llng wire. 11" has 

been reported that In the past, hook and liners could land 2,000 to 4,000 pounds of king mackerel per 

boat per day on a good day In the Florida fishery. Off North Carolina catches of 1,000 -to 2,000 
pounds per day are not unusual. Much of the North Carolina king mackerel fleet consists of charter 

boats which rig up for commercial fishing during the spring and fal I. 

Trol I line boats generally fish by seeking out spots where mackerel congregate, such as reefs. 

Electronic fishfinders aid in locating the fish, and many fishermen know and mark specific spots where 
king mackerel are expected to congregate. As fish are found, the boats wi 11 begin opera-ting in con­

centric circles over the schools. 

The other major component in the king mackerel fishery Is the large gll !-net fleet. These are vessels 

typically ranging in size from 40 to 65 feet with an average size which Is probably between 45 and 55 

feet. These vessels have typical carrying capacities of 25,000 to 35,000 pounds. The typical set of 

the net yields about 8,000 to 10,000 pounds although sets as high as 50,000 pounds have been repor-ted. 

Most of these vessels are constructed of fiberglass and have diesel engines. Vessels are operated by 

a captain and crew of three to five. 

Fishing gear consists of gl 11 nets of nylon mesh with a center band of rronofi lament mesh. The comrron 
mesh size is 4-3/4 inches stretched. Typical nets are 400 to 700 yards long with an average of about 

500 to 550 yards. Typical stretched mesh depths are about 80 feet. This al lows fishing In waters of 

up to 57 feet. 

These vessels use power rollers mounted near the stern for retrieving nets. These are usually 

hydrau I ical ly powered. Air a-aft are generally used as spotters. The spo-t-ter pi lot wi 11 locate 

schools of king mackerel and wi 11 direct vessels to their location. The vessels wl I I then proceed to 
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Exhibit 8-10 

KI ng Mackerel 
Commerclal Catch By Gear 

Florlda East Coast 
(pounds) 

Year 

19771 
19761 

Haul Seine Otter Trawl(shrlm2> Runaround GI I lnet Hand Line Tro 11 Line 

1,183,807 
2,068,700 

63,688 
109,700 

2,653,399 
2,642,500 

1975 1,197,500 63,400 2,435,900 
1974 1,593,200 109,200 2,565,000 
1973 1,175,600 89,500 2,446,600 
1972 1,290,500 15,200 2,183,700 
1971 1,629,900 52,200 1,224,500 
1970 2,354,000 13,400 1,970,500 
1969 1,756,000 17,000 1,169,700 
1968 1,483,100 22,000 1,081,100 
1967 1,899,800 32,200 1,056,200 

Florlda West Coast 
(pounds) 

Year 

19771 
19761 

Purse Seine Haul Seine Runaround GI I lnet Trammel Net Hand Line Troll Line Drift Glllnet 

* 
* 

4,668,397 * 
2,396,600 * 

16,099 479,082 
104,300 300,400 

* 
* 1975 80,800 1,895,400 239,900 406,200 

1974 33,400 5,109,100 445,400 545,600 
1973 74,400 1,747,300 400 106,900 287,800 
1972 46,400 977,900 213,100 140,500 
1971 51,200 2,293,900 800 135,900 203,700 52,000 
1970 97,300 1,796,000 68,900 390,500 19,000 
1969 116,400 63,200 2,389,400 600 88,300 539,500 44,700 
1968 332,700 78,200 2,880,900 1,100 68,900 226,700 15,000 
1967 283,300 41,800 2,398,900 13,000 55,900 · 247,100 45,000 

C0 

r-!.> 

Prel lmlnary 
* Not Aval I able 

Source: u.s. Department of Commerce. Fishery Statistics of the United States (Various Years). Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office. 



"set" the net around the school or portions of It. The net wt 11 then be closed driving the fish Into 

the net. The process of setting, retrieving, and unloading a net takes several hours. 

There has been a smal I boat gll I-net fleet operating on the southeast Florida coast for a number of 
years. Historically this catch was made from 18 to 30 foot boats. Some fishermen In this group have 

smal I monofi lament king mackerel nets. These boats are not usually equipped with power rollers. The 

ma in fishing area was from Dade County to St. Lucie County. Many of these boats fish pr I marl ly for 

Spanish mackerel. King mackerel has not been their primary target although significant quantities are 

landed. 

Landings by haul seine or trammel net are not a significant part of total king mackerel landings. 
Most of this catch takes place on the northwestern Florida coast. King mackerel are not the primary 

target species for craft using this gear. Bycatch of king mackerel In otter trawls appears to be 

Insignificant. 

b) Spanish mackerel 

Spanish mackerel are caught commercially prlmarl ly with run-around gi 11 ·nets • .;:·smal I amounts are taken 

by haul seine, trammel net and hook and line. Minor amounts are taken as a bycatch In shrimp otter 

trawls. Exhibit 8-11 presents catch by gear type for the Florida east and west coasts. Florida 

accounts for about 90 to 95 percent of the U.S. Spanish mackerel catch. In Florida from 1971 through 

1975, 85 percent of the Spanish mackerel catch was caught by gl 11 nets. This Includes both smal I 

boats (18 to 20 feet) as wel I as larger boats (up to 60 feet). During those same years approximately 

nine percent of the catch was caught with haul seines and six percent was caught by hook and llne. 

Less than one percent was caught in trammel and shrimp otter trawls In Florida. In North Carolina 

less than one percent of the total U.S. catch Is taken through a combination of haul seine, anchor 
nets, and long seines. One or two percent of total U.S. catch is typically taken in shrimp otter 

trawls off the Gulf states. The rest of the Gulf states catch is primarily by gill net. 

There is both a smal I boat and large boat gll I-net fishery for Spanish mackerel off the Florlda 
southeast coast. The smal I boats are typically open skiffs, 20 to 22 feet in length with a fish 

carrying capacity of 2,500 to 6,000 pounds. The average capacity was approximately 4,900 pounds of 

f !sh In 1977 (Cato, et al., 1978). Of the boats In the survey, 14.5 percent used a spotter plane. 

These boats are frequently operated by one man although they may have one or two crewmen on board for 
some trips during the year. Both strike or run-around gill nets and drift nets are used. 

The large Spanish mackerel gl I I-net boats typically range In size from 30 to 60 feet In length and 
have a fish carrying capacity of 15,000 to 50,000 pounds. According to the survey of Cato, Morris, 

Prochaska (1978), the average capacity was approximately 29,000 pounds of fish. Of the boats in the 

survey, 83 percent used a spotter plane. These boats operate with a captain and from one to five 

crewmen with an average of three crewmen In addition to the captain. Nets with a typical mesh size of 

3-3/8 to 3-3/4 Inches are used when fishing for Spanish mackerel. 

c) Cob I a 

Cobia Is not a primary commercial target species. It is caught on a supplemental basis in the Florida 

hook and line and gi I I-net fisheries. In Texas It is caught by hook and line as a commercial supple­

ment to the charterboat fleet. It is also caught by shrimp trawler crews. 
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Exhibit 8-11 

Spanish Mackerel 
Commercial Catch By Gear 

Florida East Coast 
( pounds) 

Year 

19771 
19761 
1975 
1974 
1973 
1972 
1971 
1970 
1969 
1968 
1967 

Hauf Seine 

* 
* 

16,400 
6,900 
7,000 

40,000 
25,000 
6,000 

15,000 
22,000 

uncl ass If I ed 

Otter Trawf(shrlme> 

* 
* 

600 
7,000 

20,900 
3,400 
5,500 
7,000 
4,700 

13,600 
3,300 

Runaround GI I I net 

10,202,253 
8,731,400 
4,753,900 
2, 164,400 
3,020,300 
3,221,200 
2,416,400 
3,457,300 
2,239,900 
4,219,000 
1,667,400 

Hand Urie 

14,067 
195,400 
161,200 
79,200 
78,600 
38,200 
32,300 
60,900 
36,300 
56,100 
57,000 

Troll Line 

769,766 
627,000 
212,700 
88,600 
76,200 
66,200 

102,600 
43,200 
62,900 
95,800 
73,800 

0:, 

,.!, 
1.,1 

Year 

19771 
19761 
1975 
1974 
1973 
1972 
1971 
1970 
1969 
1968 
1967 

Purse Seine 

* 
* 

198,800 
194,600 

Hauf Seine 

* 
* 

265,600 
486,400 
602,400 

1,541,000 
1,319,400 
1,224,000 

882,200 
822,100 
648,600 

Florida West Coast 
Cpounds) 

Runaround GI I fnet Trammel Net 

6,619,600 * 1,709,969 * 
4,527,900 88,000 
6,972,000 162,100 
5,370,100 101,800 
4,524,700 130,900 
5,651,300 126,800 
6,476,500 119,500 
6,903,500 96,100 
5,646,900 113,700 
4,604,500 88,000 

Hand Line 

117,100 
61,187 

184,000 
298,100 
61,600 

105,300 
130,000 
103,000 
108,100 
130,600 
103,700 

Trol I Line 

613,800 
482,929 
555,800 
348,600 

58,400 
230,100 
88,900 
78,700 
71,300 
83,600 

129,300 

Drift GI I I net 

* 
* 

66,900 
98,200 

113,400 
70,000 
70,000 

Pref lmlnary 
* 

'J' 

Not Aval fable 

Source: u.s. Department of Commerce. Fishery Statistics of the United States (Various Years). Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office. 



d) Gero Mackerel 

Gero mackerel Is an Incidental catch to the king mackerel fishery. l'b separate !anding statistics are 
avallable. They are aggregated with king mackerel •. Gero mackerel Is not ttought to be particularly 
abundant In United States waters. 

d) Bluefish 

Bluefish are caught commercially In the Gulf of Mexico region primarily with haul seines, glll nets, 
and took and llne. Smal I arrounts are landed In shrimp otter trawls, and trammel nets. Exhibit 8-12 
presents bluefish catch w.lthln the Gulf region for 1973, a typical year. Of the total catch of 

531,000 pounds, "39.4 percent was landed by haul seine, prlmarlly In Florida. Gill nets landed 43.7 

percent, the bulk of which was In Florida. The hook and line catch was 8.5 percent of the total and 

this was al I In Florida. 

In Florida bluefish provide a supplement to fishermen targeting other fisheries. Bluefish are caught 
here In smal I gl I I-net boats (18 to 22 feet), of the same type used tor Spanl!f_h mackerel using 

stretched mesh nets. In their survey of sma.11 Spanish mackerel net flshermen-(Gato, et al., 1978) 
reported that 13 percent of the value of catch and 19 percent of the weight of catch was bluefish. 

Florida haul seiners use smal I open boats In the 20 foot size class. These boats are typically 
operated by two persons. 

Exhibit 8-12 
B luef I sh Commercial Catch by Gear 1973 

( 1000 I bs.) 

Haul Shrimp Trammel GI I lnet 1-bok and 
Seine otter Trawl Net Line. 

F lorlda (West) 209 32 206 45 

Alabama 9 3 15 

Ml sslsslppl 11 

Louisiana (1) 

Texas 

Total 209 10 35 232 45 

Percent of Total Landings In 
Gu If and South Atlantic 
Regions 39.4 1.9 6.6 43. 7 8. 5 

( 1) Less than 500 lbs. 

Source: u.s. Department of Commerce. N.M.F.s. Fishery Statistics of the Un lted States, (Various 
Years). Washington, D.C.; u.s. Government Printing Office. 
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f) LI ,tie Tunny 

There appears to be a smal I comrnerclal catch of llttle tunny within the Gulf and south Atlantic 
regions. Purse seines are the main gear used for catching little tunny. It Is used primarily for 

bait. 

g) Dolphin 

Dolphin Is caught commercially exclusively by hook and line. It Is not a primary comrnerclal target 

species. It serves as a seasonal supplement to the Florida mackerel. troll line fishery. It Is caught 

commercially mostly in April through July, primarily In Monroe County and the southeastern Florida 

coast. 

8.2.4.2 Recreational 

Recreational fishermen use rod and reel when they angle for f lsh In the management unit. Both natural 

and artificial baits are used, and three different fishing methods are empt"oyed. Trolling ls the most 

comnnnly used technique by charter and private boat fishermen. Charter boats often use four lines, 

two unweighted lines for fishing at the strface and two weighted lines at some depth below. Private 

boats generally trol I with fewer 11nes and rema In closer to shore. Boats trol I In a straight 11ne or 

In a random pattern until fish are hooked, and then trolling continues In circles until fish are no 

longer being caught. Trolling often Is used when clrcl Ing s1rface structures or underwater reefs. 

Both nattral and artificial baits are used. A second technique, jigging, Involves casting a lure or 

bait Into the water and retrieving It with a jerking notion. This method Is often used fran fixed 

platforms such as bridges or piers. Jigging Is also employed from boats when the boat Is near a s1r­

face or underwater structure. The third method Is float fishing and Is usually done fran a drifting 
or anchored boat, although It can be employed from a f lxed platform. Hooks are baited and suspended 

belCM the surface in the water colurm with a float. Frequently chum Is used to attract the fish 

(Manooch, 1978; Brusher, et al., 1977). 

Section 8.2.1.2 presents a discussion of the types of private boats used by recreational fishermen for 
species In the management unit. Studies of charter boats from North Carolina, Florida and Texas pro­

vide a somewhat more detailed description of these commercial boats than Is available for private 

boats. The length of charter boats In North Carol Ina range from 29 to 55 feet and have an average 

length of 42 feet. Charter boats there range In age from new to 44 years old and on average are 16 

years old. Sixty percent of the boats have single diesel engines, and approximately 25 percent have 

twin diesel engines. The remaining boats have gasoline engines. Nearly al I boats were equipped with 

CB and VHF radios and a fathometer. Just over one-half of the charter boats are equipped with long 

range navigational devices Cloran C or loran A) (Abbas, to be published). 

In Texas the average length of boats Is about 31 feet. More boats are gasoline powered than diesel 
powered. Gasoline powered boats accounted for 76 percent of those sampled. Nearly all boats were 

equipped with VHF and CB radios and fathometers. Only 28 percent were equipped with loran (Ditton, 

et al., 1977). 

On the west coast of Florida the average boat length Is 37 feet. Seventy-eight percent of the boats 

are diesel driven, the remaining boats having gasoline engines (Br<:Mder, et al., 1978). 

8.2.5 Employment 

8.2.5.1 Associated with Commercial Harvest 

This section describes the estimated employment associated with the commercial harvest of king and 
Spanish mackerel. An estimated 657 fishermen are Involved In the commercial fishery for king 
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mackerel, 525 hook and line fishermen and 132 glll-net fishermen. For Spanish mackerel, an estimated 

772 gll I-net fishermen are employed. There Is some crossover of fishermen between king and Spanish 

mackerel. In addition, there are 1,719 charter fishermen partially dependent on species In the manage­

ment un It. 

The employment associated with canmerclal king and Spanish mackerel ls seasonal, occurring predanl­
nantly In the winter months. This Is also true for recreational fishing, although the peak season 

varies with the area. 

Also there ls an additional number of people who fish for either king or Spanish mackerel on a supple­
mental bas ls and who can be cons ldered secondary user g-oups. Precise quantlf I cation of the number of 

such f I sher men Is not poss I b I e; however, In a survey of FI or Ida canner cl a I f I shermen, Prochaska and 

Cato (1977) reported that 13.4 percent responding caught king mackerel and 10.6 percent caught Spanish 

mackerel. Prorating these results to the total number of Florida fishermen would suggest that roughly 

1,300 Florida fishermen catch at least some king mackerel, and 1,000 catch Spanish mackerel. 

In addition to employment In the d.lrect fish harvesting, the fishery can be associated with employment 
generated in Industries providing Inputs to fish harvesting (I.e., gear manuf..acture, boat building, 
gear repair, fishing supplies, etc.). 

The amount of additional employment generated In these sectors was estimated at approximately 40 
person-years of employment for king mackerel and 25 person-years for Spanish mackerel. Note that the 

actual number of people Involved may be considerably greater than this; the above estimates were pro­

duced by prorating the time actually devoted to producing goods and services used in the king and 

Spanish mackerel fishery. Also In certain years when a number of boats are built for use In the 

fishery, the above estimates (which are long-term averages) would be g-eatly Increased. These esti­
mates were derived using the econanlc Impact ratios to determine average expenses for the boats and 

vessels In the fisheries. The results of a national Input/output study of the Impacts of the U.S. 

canmerclal fishing Industry (Centaur Management Consultants, 1975) were then used to estimate 

employment In the direct econanlc sectors supplying Inputs to fish harvesting. 

In addition to the above employment, there is employment associated with the processing and distribu­
tion of the products fran the fishery. Using techniques similar to those described above, employment 

associated with the processing and distribution of king mackerel was estimated to be approximately 

220 person-years for king mackerel and 230 person-years for Spanish mackerel. The estimate for 
Spanish mackerel ls higher even though the value of l'andlngs for Spanish mackerel Is lower; the value 

per pound for Spanish mackerel ls lower than that for king mackerel because they are not sold as 

fresh. The above employment estimates Include employment In processing as wel I as wholesale and 

retal I trade. 

8.2.5.2 Associated with Recreational Angling 

Employment In manufacturing, wholesale trade and retail trade related to recreational fishing activity 
for the coastal migratory pelagic fish of the mangement unit In the south Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico 

Is estimated to have been 2,990 person-years In 1977. Employment related to thu king and Spanish 

mackerel fisheries Is estimated to have been 1,170 person-years and 900 person-years, respectively, In 

1977 for the two regions. These estimates Include employment related to purchases of equipment such 

as boats, motors, trailers or fishing gear; nondurable goods such as boat fuel or live bait; and ser­

vices such as charterboat fees, use of marine facilities, or food, lodging and travel. 

The estimates represent employment benefits which accrue to the nation and not Just to the two 
regions. For example fishing equipment purchased In Florida for use In mackerel fishing may be manu­

factured In New England and distributed through a mid-Atlantic state. This nonlocal manufacturing and 
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wholesale distribution employment related to equipment used In Florlda Is Included In the employment 
estimates presented above. The method for determining these estimates Is presented In Section 9.1.2. 

As discussed In Section 8.2.1.2, the coastal migratory pelagic resources management unit Is par­
ticularly Important to the charterboat fleet. Charterboat fishing Is often not a ful I-time occupa­
tion for the boat operators. For some It provides seasonal employment. Other operators may charter 
these boats only on weekends. For example only 34 percent of Texas operators surveyed In 1975 said 
that charter fishing was their only occupation. Nearly 60 percent of the operators earned less than 
50 percent of their lncane fran charter fishing (Ditton, et al., 1977). In North Carolina very f~w 
captains rely on charter boating as a sole source of lncane (Abbas, to be published). Because of the 
seasonal and Intermittent characteristics of charterboatlng activity, It Is not possible to provide 
an estimate of related employment In terms of person-years; however, the estimated number of persons 
Involved in providing charterboatlng services Is presented below. 

In Section 8.2.1.2 the number of charter boats that operated In 1977 was estimated to be 982. Each 
boat requires a captain, and many boats also used a mate. In Texas 60 percent of the boats used mates 
(Ditton, et al., 1977). On the west coast of Florida just over 90 per·cent of the boats used mates 
(Davis, et al., unpub. ms.). Assuming then that 75 percent of al I charter operators employed a mate 
for their trips In 1977, the total number of persons Involved In providing charter fishing services 
was 1,719; 982 captains and 737 mates. Regionally 727 persons are estimated to have been Involved In 
charter fishing In the south Atlantic and 992 provided services In the Gulf of Mexico. 

A significant portion of those employed In charter boating In both regions are affected by the 
mackerel and other pelagic species fisheries. As described In Section 8.2.1.2, 92 percent of the 
catch of boats operating fran North Carolina ports were fish In the management unit, 37 percent of 
which were king mackerel. In southeastern Florida, 41 percent were fran the management unit, and fran 
portions of northwest Florida over 90 percent (74 percent were king mackerel) of the fish caught were 
fran the mangement unit. Potential employment In charter boats Is related to the management un It in 
s 1ml lar proportions. 

8.2.6 Conflicts Among Domestic Fishermen 

In recent years there has been a significant degree of controversy among the various user g-oups par­
ticipating In the Florida king mackerel fishery. Although It Is difficult to document these conflicts 
through scientific studies, they are substantiated through public testimony, advisory panel meetings, 
and personal observations. Because king mackerel Is a species which Is very Important to both the 
canmerclal and recreational fishermen, there has been significant canpetltlon for the resource which 
has heightened In recent years. In addition the hook and line and gl I I-net canmerclal fishermen (two 
of the main canmercial user groups) have been Involved In a continuing conflict which escalated during 
the 1977-78 season. 

Traditionally the southern Florida peninsula has been the center of the king mackerel canmerclal 
fishery during the winter season. Northwestern Florida has recreational fishing during the summer 
season. Since 1975 king mackerel became less and less avallable to the recreational fishermen along 
the Florida Gulf coast fran Naples north and west. The 1975 season was reported to be the last good 
year for recreational fishing In that section of Florida. The recreational catch then dropped In 1976 
and 1977 and has been variable In 1978. A somewhat slml lar pattern has existed with respect to -the 
northern Gulf of Mexico In recent years. During this period the number of large king mackerel roller 
rig gll I-net vessels showed a significant Increase. This has led to a widespread perception among 
recreational fishermen that the large gill-net vessels are depleting the resources. This Is denied by 
the gll 1-net fishermen. This climate has led t-o a series of Initiatives by recreat-lonal fishing 
Interests to curtail or prohibit the large-scale glllnettlng of king mackerel. See Section 7.4 for a 

8-27 



descrlptlon of a recently enacted Florlda state law placing certaln limitations on king mackerel 

gll !netting. On the southeast Florida coast there have recently been occasional reports of vessel 

conflicts for fishing grounds between recreational and canmerclal fishermen. 

Significant gear conflicts have occurred between large king mackerel gl I I-net vessels and the klng 
mackerel hook and line boats on the southeast Florida coast between Sebastian, and Ft. Pierce. The 

conflicts occurred because the two types of craft would disrupt each other's fishlng operations. The 

large net vessels must move in circles of roughly 200 yards diameter white setting their nets on a 

school of fish. Hook and line boats must troll abote and around such schools. Thls causes physical 

gear conflicts when both types of craft are attempting to fish in the same area. It ls widely 

bell eved that the two types of gear are bas lea I ly lncanpat lb le when f I sh Ing In I oca Ii zed areas. It is 

also beileved that gill nets scatter the fish, decreasing the catch rates for hook and line boats for 

some time afterwards. 

This gear conflict issue errupted to a significant extent in February, 1978, over ridge areas between 
Sebastian and Ft. Pierce ln southeast Florida. This became an Important public issue and resulted In 

the Florida legislature enactlng a law llmlting gill-net depth to an ef_fectivefishing depth of 

approximately 57 feet along the Florida Atlantlc coast. It was felt that the-condltlons are such that 

the potentlal for the abote type of gear confllct may exlst along the eastern Florlda coast cotering 

Brevard, Indian Rlver, St. Lucle, Martin and Palm Beach Counties. 

The prlmary fishing area of hook and llne boats In that area are relatlvely narrow, rocky rldges. 

These rldges run para! lel to shore and are rrore productive In approximately 60 to 90 feet of water. 

These rldges tend to attract the mackerel lnto a relatlvely smal I, wel I defined area where they can be 

cons I stent I y I ocated and fl shed on a da 11 y bas ls. 

The primary flshing area of glll-net vessels Is ln the expanses of relatively flat sand.y bottom be­
tween the ridges. The majorl+y of the favorable bottom Iles between 40 and 60 feet of water. Because 

of the strong currents often present ln that area, setting the net on rocky bottom often results l n 

damage to the net, loss of the catch and occaslonal ly loss of the entire net. However, glven con­

ditions of no current and calm seas, nets can be effectlvely set on a rocky bottom. 

Untll recent years the confllct between the two groups was mlnlmal both because the best fishing areas 
were on different types of bottom and because the nets were not deep enough to effectively fish water 

as deep as the best area for hook and llne flshermen. The severity of the confllct has lncreased with 

the increase in depth of the nets (before the Florida law was passed) and the number of net vessels in 

the area. 

8.2.7 Assessment of U.S. Harvestlng Capaclty 

Harvesting capacity has been growlng rapidly ln the U.S. klng mackerel fishery In recent years. The 
number of klng mackerel hook and llne boats operating in Florida has increased from an estimated 50 to 

300 in the last eight years. The number of roller r lg gl I I-net boats has lncreased from an estimated 

12 In 1969 to 33 ln 1977. In the 1977-78 season many Spanish mackerel gl I I-net boats rlgged up to 

flsh for Spanish mackerel and the number of roller rlg gll 1-net boats capable of Hshing for king 

mackerel ls bet ieved to range between 60 and 80. The recreatlonal flshing pressure and corresponding 

capaclty has been increaslng at approximately ten percent per year or more (see Section 8.2.1.1.). 

Exh lbi t 8-13 presents a lower bound estlmate of current U.S. harvesting capacity for kl ng mackerel. 
It Is based on tak Ing fhe h lghest catch per un It of gear for the var l ous user types of exper I enced 

over the last ten years. The estlmate for the Florida east coast hook and line is based on the catch 

per boat experienced in 1970 uslng the current estlmate of the number of boats ln the fleet. The 

estimate for the large rot l·er rlg gl I I-net fleet ls the estimated catch per boat experlenced in 1974 
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using the current estimate of vessels capable of fishing for king mackerel. For the other user groups 
nominal capacity Is expressed as the greatest a110unt of landings experienced by that user group over 
the last ten years. The .recreational capacity Is expressed as the estimated 1975 catch Increased to 
1978 by the estimated 10.3 percent annual Increase In fishing effort. 

Current capacity Is considerably above current catch levels. Using the estimates In Exhibit 8-13, 
current capacity Is estimated at 56.6 mil lion pounds (using adjusted recreational catch data) (see 
Section 5.4.1) versus an estimated adjusted total catch for 1975 of 30.1 ml I llon pounds. Similar 
relationships hold If the unadjusted recreational catch data Is used. 

Exhibit 8-14 presents a lower bound estimate of harvesting capacity for Spanish mackerel. The capa­
city for the large and small Florida glll-net fleets Is based on an estimate of the number of boats In 
each fleet times the average harvest during the 1976 season of a sample of each vessel type (Caro, 
Morris, Prochaska 1978). While the sample may represent those vessels that target Spanish mackerel 
more heavily than others In the fleet, It does provide an Indication of the capacity of each vessel In 
the fleet. 

Current Spanish mackerel harvesting capacity Is considerably above current catch estimates. From 
Exh lbl t 8-14 It l.s est I mated at 59. 1 ml I llon pounds versus an adjusted total catch est I mate for 1975 
of 20. 1 ml I I Ion pounds. 

Whtie these estimates of capacity for both king and Spanish mackerel would seem to Indicate 
overcapltallzatlon, the fact that these boats and vessels participate In two or nore other fisheries 
precludes such an obvious conclusion. There have been no direct studies of this Issue for this 
fishery, and methodology until very recently has been lacking to deal with capacity for multlspecles 
craft. In addition the catch rates used 1o compute commercl al capacity were for years of near perfect 
weather conditions and very high avallablllty. The effective capacity Is less under average con­
ditions. 

8.2.8 Assessment and Specification of the Extent to Which u.s. Vessels WIii Harvest Optimum Yleld 

It has been determined that U.S. fishing vessels wlll harvest theentlreoptlmumyleld specified by 
the Councl Is both for king mackerel and Spanish mackerel. There Is, therefore, no total allowable 
level of foreign fishing (TALFF). 

8.2.8.1 King Mackerel 

The Councils have specified optimum yleld to be 37 mll llon pounds. There Is an al location of nine 
ml I I Ion pounds to the commercl al .fl shery and 28 ml I I Ion pounds to the recreational f I shery. 

Commercial users have the Intent and capacity to take their al location. The commercial fishery has 
exceeded nine mll llon pounds In the past (1974). GIi I net users exceeded the proposed net allocation 
In 1974 and possibly In 1977 (statistics Incomplete). 

In order to estimate the 1982 expected commercial harvest, the Increase In landings between 1965 and 
1977 was assumed to be a linear function. The following linear regression was calculated: 

Annual landings (th:>usand pounds) = -5.513 x 105 + 283.00 (year) r2 = .44 

From this formula, commercial landings for 1982 were estimated at 9.6 mll llon pounds, slightly above 
the proposed al location. Actual landings, If the catch was not 11,nlted, could vary greatly from this 
estimate due to weather and avallablllty of fish. lklder proposed management restrictions, the esti­
mated catch would be limited to nine mll llon pounds. The recreational fishery harvested an estimated 
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23. 7 ml I I Ion pounds In 1975 (based on the adjusted catch estimates for 1975 - see Sect Ion 5.4). If 
the catch Increased at the same rate as the estimated 10.3 percent annua.l Increase In recreational 

fishing pressure, the 1980 recreational catch would be considerably In excess of 28 mllllon pounds. 

Because catch per unit effort wl 11 decrease as effort Increases, the actual catch Is not expected to 
exceed the 28 ml I llon pound al location. Currently avallable data Is not sufficient to accurately 

estimate recreational catch. For the purposes of estimating domestic annual harvest, recreational 
catch In 1981 Is estimated at 28 mil llon pounds. Recreational harvest should be closely rronl1ored In 

the first years of the plan 1o Insure that excess harvest does not occur. 

Expected domestic annual harvest by al I users In 1982 was estimated as 37 ml I llon pounds, equal to OY. 

8.2.8.2 Spanish Mackerel 

The Councils have spec If I eel opt I mum y I el d to be 27 ml II Ion pounds. 

In order to estimate commerclal harvest In 1982, the Increase In commercial landings between 1965 and 
1977 was assumed 1o be a linear function. The following linear regress.Ion wa_.scalculated: 

5 Annual landings= -8.003 x 10 + 411.65 (year) r2 = .41 

From this formula, commercial landings for 1982 were estimated to be 15.6 mll llon pounds. The actual 
landings may vary wldely from this estimate due to weather or avallablllty of fish. The recreational 

fishery harvested an estimated 8.4 mll llon pounds In 1975. If the catch Increased at the same rate as 
the estimated 10.3 percent compounded annual Increase In fishing pressure, the 1982 recreational catch 

wou Id be 15. 1 ml I I Ion pounds. 1-bwever, catch per un It effort dee II nes as effort Increases. The 

actual recreational catch cannot be accurately predicted, but Is expected 1o be between 8.4 and 15.1 
ml I I Ion pounds. For the purpose of determining expected domestic harvest, the expected recreational 
catch for 1981 was estimated at 12 mll llon pounds. 

Expected domestic annual harvest by al I users In 1982 was estimated at 27 mil llon pounds, equal to OY. 

8.2.8.3 Cobia 

The Councl Is have determined that optimum yleld for cobla Is the avallable amount of cobla equal -to or 
greater than 33 Inches fork length. Th Is arroun-t Is estimated to be equal to 1,004,000 pounds per year 
under present conditions and Is expected to Increase under the proposed management regime. 

Expected domesnc harvest In 1982 fs estimated as 1,004,000 pounds. This Is the best estlmate of pres­
ent catch. The u.s. fishermen have the Intent and capacity to harvest al I avallable cobla larger 

than 33 Inches. M'.>st of the presen-t catch Is larger than 33 Inches. Al-though commercial landings 

have decreased In the At I antic and Increased In the Gulf, total land I ngs have remained relatively 

stable since 1970. Recreational catch since 1970 has Increased In some areas and decreased in others 
according to participants In the fishery. f'b clear trend In the arrount of the -total ca-tch Is discer-

n Ible from the llmlted data avallable. Data on growth, rrortallty, and ca-tch, Indicated that the nost 

recent estimate of total catch Is approximately eq•ual to MSY (see Sectlo.n 5.1.6.4 and 5.4.6.1). 

8.2.9 Assessment and Specification of the Portion of the Optimum Yleld Which u.s. Harvesters 
Propose to Del Iver to Foreign Vessels 

u.s. harvesters do not propose to deliver any fish In the management unit to foreign vessels. 

8-32 



8.3 Foreign Fishing Activities 

There are no foreign fishing participants believed to be operating In the coastal pelagic management 
unit fisheries within the fishery conservation zone (FCZ). The only known foreign fishermen operating 
within the FCZ of the south Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico are the Japanese seeking bluefln tunas. The 
National Marine Fisheries Service Foreign Fisheries Observer Program reports that- only a negligible 
amount of foreign bycatch for the species In the management unit. There Is no history of foreign 
fishing for the species In the management unit as target species within the United St-ates FCZ. 

There are extensive Mexican fisheries for king mackerel and Spanish mackerel. These are centered off 
the State of Veracruz. From 1968 t-hrough 1976 reported landings on the Mexican Gulf coast varied be­
tween 7.3 and 14.4 mil lion pounds for Spanish mackerel and 1.7 and 4.8 mil lion pounds for king mackerel 
CG. Nakamura, NMFS, pars. comm.). There may be some Interaction bet-ween these and the U.S. stocks. 

8.4 Interactions Between Foreign and Domestic Participants 

8.4.1 Harvesting Interactions 

There are currently no Interactions bet-ween domestic and foreign participants Int-he fishery (see 
Section 8.3) except for an Insignificant bycatch. 

8.4.2 Transfers at Sea to Foreign Vessels 

There are no known transfers of fish In the management unit frcm U.S. harvesters to foreign vessels. 
None have been proposed or are antlclpat-ed. 

8.5 Domestic Processing Capacity 

There Is current-ly sufficient domestic processing capacity to harvest the commercial harvest of king 
and Spanish mackerel. The domestic processing Industry has In recent years handled the expected can­
mercial harvest necessary to take optimum yield (see Section 8.2.8). 

Capacity Is to be meastred In terms of adequate capacity and the Intent to utilize that capacity on 
fish caught by U.S. fishermen. Intent to utilize capacity Is essentially an economic decision by firm 
owners. In this regard capacity Is defined as the maximum sust-alnable level of output- the Industry can 
attain within a very short time If demand were not a constraining factor, and when the Industry is 
operating Its existing stock of cap It-al at Its customary level of intensity (Klein and Sumners, 1966). 

Processors appear to have the ability and intent to utilize their capacity. Fish houses In St. 
Lucie, Martin, Palm Beach and Monroe Counties, Florida, have frcm 29 to 59 percent of their fish spe­
cies represented by Spanish mackerel. King mackerel represents from 47 to 53 percent of the fish 
volume of fish houses in Indian River, St-. Lucie and Palm Beach Counties. Bluefish represent fran two 
to nine percent of the fish volume of these three counties and Martin County. This level of depen­
dence on these species Indicates a high level of economic dependence and thus the desire to continue 
the ut 11 i zat Ion of these spec I es. 

The harvest areas lie in fairly close proximity to processing areas of these fish. Since the major 
commercial production Is In Florida, the fish houses and processors have organized an efficient system 
to accommodate the migratory patterns of t-hese fish. The organizational systems fol low three basic 
patterns. First, some fish houses have established themselves In the most highly productive areas and 
are highly dependent on locally caught fish. other fish houses around Florida may also own vessels 
which "fol low" the fish. Trucks are then sent to the seasonal landing locations and the fish are 
transported to the fish house or point of handling or sale by the trucks. The third met-hod has seen 
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some processors set up satellite freezers or handling locations along the coast to handle the fish as 

they are harvested near these locations. These techniques have lnsired adequate retr lgeratlon and 

freezing capabl I lty near harvest areas. 

King mackerel are predominately marketed fresh or frozen whole. Much smaller amounts are processed 
Into the steak or smoked form. About 65 percent of Florida's east coast production has in recent 

years gone to the New York market Iced In boxes In whole form. About 75 percent of kl ng mackerel pro­

duction from the Florida Keys and the Florida west coast has gone to Puerto Rico. This "lack" of pro­

cess Ing has been the resu It of market preference rather than be Ing due to the I nab I II ty to "process" 

the fish. 

Spanish mackerel production Is usually sold as ti I lets In either fresh or frozen form with frozen the 
predominant market form. During 1974 slightly over one halt of al I landings were marketed In that 

form. Some sources suggest this market form may account for as high as 90 percent of total landings. 

In recent years record h lgh harvest levels were not fully absorbed by the market and some freezer cqn­

panles and a cafeteria chain had carry-over freezer stocks one year old; however, the overal I market 

for Spanish mackerel fll lets has Increased. 

Availability and capacity of labor force, processing machinery, freezers, etC: appear adequate. 
Secondary handlers presently use machines for gutting and removing backbones of Spanish mackerel; 

therefore, there Is no constraint by aval lab le labor supply In this segment of the total Industry. 

Capacity In the king mackerel processing sector Is a function of available labor supply since the pro­

duct is mainly handled fresh whole and Iced or frozen whole; however, since this requires relatively 

unskll led labor the supply can be expanded rap Idly. The chief capacity restraint In the king mackerel 

sector ls. the market distribution system; however, the market Is expected to handle Increased supplies 

since prices have been Increasing along with Increased landings and because of the. expanding market in 
Puerto Rico. 

Seasonal schedules are variable due to the variability In seasonal landings tor king and Spanish 
mackerel. Dur Ing peak production months In the kl ng mackerel t I shery, much of the land! ngs move Into 

adequate freezing facl II ties and thus fil I markets needs during peak demand periods. During the 

record production year for Spanish mackerel, fishermen were placed on a 15,000 pound per day limit. 

This gives an indication of the capacity which Is approximately 18.0 mil lion pounds. This Is con­

siderably above the average or expected cOOlmerclal harvest. 
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9.0 DESCRIPTION OF ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICSOF THE FISHERY 

9.1 Domestic Harvesting Sector 

9.1.1 Commercial 

Value of Landings 

Exhibit 8-5 In Section 8.2.2 presents complete data on the value and amount of the total U.S. commer­
cial landings of king mackerel. ft should be noted that a predominant portion of the exvessef land­
ings of king mackerel Is sold rather than passed through non-market transactions. This Is true for 
the other species In the management unit as wet I. About 95 percent of total value landed comes from 
Florida. 

About 95 percent of the U.S. Spanish mackerel commercial landings occur In Florida, although at least 
some landings occur In al I of the states In the Gulf and south Atlantic regf_ons except Texas. 

,;:.-· 

The value of Spanish mackerel landings In North Carolina, South Carolfna, Georgia, and Alabama has 
averaged less than $10,000 per year over the fast ten years. Complete data on the value and amount of 
total U.S. landings for Spanish mackerel is presented in Exhibit 8-6 in Section 8.2.2. Spanish 
mackerel prices have not risen as fast as have king mackerel prices. In the late 1950's Spanish 
mackerel prices were about seven to nine cents per pound which was only about three cents per pound 
below prices of king mackerel. Spanish mackerel prices began to rise In 1973 and reached 21 cents per 
pound in 1977 which was about half the price per pound of king mackerel. This may help explafn the 
recent trend for boats formerly exclusfvefy In the Spanish mackerel fishery to becane Involved in the 
king mackerel fishery as wel I. 

Florida is the only state In the Gulf of Mexico to have significant commercial landings of bluefish. 
The value of commercial landings of bluefish has general fy been fess than two thousand dollars per 
year In each of the other states In the Gulf. Bluet fsh pr Ices are relatively low canpared to other 
fish, and landings easily glut the market. They are not a primary target species but are sought when 
other 11Pre valuable species are not available. 

Cobia and dolphin are not major target species for commercial fishermen, but are caught on a 
supplemental basis. They are both landed commercial fy, predominantly In Florida. Total annual 
commercial value of landings In the Guff and south Atlantic regions have typically been less than 
$30,000 for dolphin and $20,000 for cobla. 

Economic Characteristics of the Fleet 

Cost and return data was obtained from sirveys of boats In the king mackerel hook and line fleet, and 
the Spanish mackerel smaf I and large boat gll 1-net fleets, (Morris, et al., 1977, 1978). Of the boats 
In the sirvey, the average hook and fine boat had total revenue of $24,500, $17,500 of which was from 
king mackerel. The average small Spanish mackerel net boat In the survey had total re1enue of 
$26,700, $10,500 of which was due to Spanish mackerel. The average Spanish mackerel large boat In the 
survey had total revenue of $96,400, $76,000 of which was due to Spanish mackerel. The net returns to 
the captain/owner were $14,900 - king mackerel hook and line boat; $15,900 - smaf I Spanish mackerel 
net boat; and $21,800 - large Spanish mackerel net boat. 

Overal I year fy prof ft for vessels and boats In the coastal migratory pelagic f lshery Is the renalnder 
of total revenue after fixed and variable costs are paid. Variable costs, which Include fuel, crew 
shares, gear repair, and maintenance, must be paid to continue fishing during one season. Fixed 
costs, which Include boat payments, Insurance, and depreciation, could be postponed temporarily either 
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totally or in part if total incane Is Inadequate. Vessels and boats such as these that do participate 

In several fisheries have their fixed costs spread over several activities. Therefore, analysis of 

the financial performance of a boat or vessel In only one fishery is incomplete or would be biased if 

it Included al I fixed costs. 

Data tran these surveys were used to calculate econanic ratios of Investment, casts, and personal 
lncane to value of the catch for these fleets. These ratios were then appl led to estimate the econo­

mic characteristics for the respective canmerclal fisheries as a whole. Catch was estimated as the 

1976-77 average. Then the current (1977) price was applied to determine -the value of landlngs. To 

estimate personal Income, the ratio of personal income/value of catch from the surveys was appl led to 

the value of landings. A similar procedure was used to estimate investment In the fishery. The -total 

personal incane ln the canmerclal fishery derived fran the king mackerel in the- G'ult and. south 

Atlantic regions was estimated to be $2,111,000, tran the Spanish mackerel fishery $1,888,000, and 

fran the b-luef lsh fishery $326,000. 

9.1.2 RecreaHonal Fish.Ing 

The fol lowing sections present a description of -the direct econanlc contr ibut:-lon to -the nation asso­
ciated with recreational fishing tor the coastal pelagic species. The es-timates are prese'nted in the 

context of Impacts associated with a.I I marine recreational fishing In the southeast to 11 lustrate the 

relative Importance of the fisheries. Presented first are estimates of -to-tal expenditures by 

recreational_ fishermen and the. associated employment, wages and salaries generated by -their prrchases. 

It is conceptually difficult to lden-tlty econanlc effects associated w:lth a particular species of 

fish. Often fishermen seek multiple species. Similarly,. those fishermen who do direct their effort 

at particular fish often catch other fish Incidentally. These confounding characteristics of 
recreational fishing activity make f,t difficult to clearly delineate activity attributable' to a par­

ticular species. Fully recognizing these conceptual difficulties, species- specific estimates were 

determined by prorating total economic activity using an Indicator of participation such as catch or 

effort. The indicators chosen were largely dictated by the limits of ava-llable data. In al I ins-t·an­

ces where prOf"atlng procedures were used, the method has been described. 

Thus, while the estimates presented may not fully represent the economic impacts wl-thf'n the· des ired 
accuracy range, they do provide a reasonable perspective of the relat'lve magnitude of the coasta-1 

pelagic fishery vis a vis other saltwater sporttlshlng. 

Total Direct Economic Impacts 

Participation in marine recreational fishing results In substantial ptrchases of goods and services. 
It has been estimated that In 1975 the expenditures associated with saltwater angling activity In the 

south Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico regions were $289 mil lion and $644 mi I lion respectively (Centaur 

Management Consultants, 1977, pp. 39-42). Exh lbl t 9-1 presents estimates of direct eConCflllc Impacts 

associated with coastal pelagic species in 1977. 

As can be seen tran the exhlolt, anglers' expenditures re.lated to the coas-tal pleagic species amounted 

to nearly ten percent of expenditures for al I saltwater fishing In the two regions. Regionally, 

angler expenditures In the south Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico related to coastal pelagic species 

amounted to an estimated 15 percent and eight percent of total angler expenditures In the respective 

regions. In dollar terms, however, expenditures related to these species were greater In the Gulf 

than In the south Atlantic. 

With respect to Individual species, total expenditures attr-lbutable to king mackerel were estima-t,,d to 

be $40 ml I I Ion, and tor Spanish mackerel about $36 ml I lion. These figures each represent about t r 
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Exhibit 9-1 
Estimated Economic Impacts Associated 

with Marine Recreational Fishing in 1977 

Value of Wages 
Sales Employment and Salaries 

($1,000 (Person-Years) ($1,000) 

1South Atlantic 330,980 7,780 60,750 
Management Unit 2 51,070 1,290 10,450 
King Mackerel 14,430 380 3,170 
Spanish Mackerel 13,850 360 2,840 

1Gulf of Mexico 
Management Unit 2

749,910 
57,940 

17,420 
1,700 

148,310 
12,860 

King Mackerel 25,750 790 6,040 
Spanish Mackerel 21,710 560 4,320 

1Total 1,080,890 25,200 209,060 
Management Unit 2 109,010 2,990 23,310 
King Mackerel 40,180 1,170 9,210 
Spanish Mackerel 35,560 920 7,160 

\.0 
I 

w 

1Represents total impacts associate,~ wilth marine recreational 
fishing for all species. 

2Represents impacts prorated to species in the Management 
Unit except little tunny, based on relative participation 
by recreational anglers. Data on participation specific 
to little tunny are not available. 

Source: See Text. 



to flye percent of the total of both regions. Regionally, expenditures associated with king and 

Spanish mackerel In the south Atlantic were about $14 mil lion for each, while In the Gulf expendl-tures 

amounted to an estimated $26 mil lion for king mackerel and $22 mil lion for Spanish mackerel. 

Angler purchases create and sustain employment and personal lncane In the production, distribution, 
and retail sale of the goods and services bought. These employment and wage and salary Impacts are 

also presented in Exhibit 9-1. Of the estimated 25,200 person-years of employment generated by expen­

ditures of al I anglers In the Gulf and south Atlantlc regions In 1977, approximately 2,990 person­

years can be attributed to al I coastal pelagic species. Wages and salaries generated were just over 

$23 million. Approximately $9.2 million can be associated wl-th king mackerel and $7.2 million wl-th 

Spanish mackerel. Regionally, employment and incane Impacts were greater for fishing that occurred in 

the Gulf of Mexico than occurred In -the south Atlantic. 

It should be noted that these direct econanlc Impact estimates represent benefits that accrue to -the 

entire nation and not just to the two regions. Included In the estimates are lmpac-ts associated with 
purchases of durable goods such as boats, motors, boat trallers, and fishing tackle; nondurable goods 

such as boat fuel, car fuel, or live bait; and services such as charter and head boat- fees, use of 

marine facl Ii ties, equipment rental, or food, travel, and lodging. 

The above estimates were determined by al locating the estimated regional direct econanlc Impacts asso­
ciated with al I saltwater sportflshlng In the sou-theast to coastal pelagic species using a methodology 

employed In a recent report prepared for the National Marine Fisheries Service (Cen-taur Managemen-t­

Consultants, 1977). Economic Impacts are prorated based on the number of anglers who caught fish In 

the management unit. This procedure was modified to adjust for the significant role that- the chart-er 

fleet plays In the fishery. The methodology provides a reasonable estlma-te of the national lmpac-ts 

associated with a particular fishery. 

The procedure employed takes Into account the fact that many purchases by anglers are not- made for the 
singular purpose of fishing. This Is particularly true of durable goods. For example, a boat may be 

purchased for fishing as wel I as for cruising or water ski Ing. Moreover, a boat used solely for 

f lshfng ls rarely CIf ever) used for seeking only one specl es of fish. On the other hand, It would be 

inappropriate to canpletely discount purchases that are not wholly attributable to a partlcular 

activity (e.g., angling for king mackerel). Here It ls assumed that the expenditures for the 

purchase of equipment are attrlbutable to a particular actlvl-ty In proportion to the amount of time 

that the equipment ls used for that actlvl-ty. 

Impact estimates for 1977 are based on the 1975 estimates presented In the report prepared for the 
NMFS (Centaur, 1977). To obtain the 1977 estimates, real grow-th In angler expenditures and assocla-ted 

employment was assumed to Increase at 3.6 percent annually (North, 1976, p. 42).1 

The effects of Inflation were accounted for by using the Bureau of Labor S-tatistics consumer price 
Index for expenditures and labor cost Index for wages and salaries. 

It has been reported that sales of fishing equipment for king mackerel fishing In northwestern 
Florida have recently declined because fish have declined In abundance there over -the past two -to 

three years. However, the data presented In this section are designed to represent the Impacts as 

if 1977 were a typical or average year. 
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harter Boats 

Of the estimated $I.I bl I lion In total expenditures associated with al I marine recreational fishing In 

the south Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico regions In 1977, an estimated $23.9 ml I lion were for charter 

boat fees. Estimates of charter revenues and personal Income 1I lustratlng the relative Importance of 

the coastal pelagic fish are presented In Exhibit 9-2. Charter fees associated with coastal pelagic 

species were estimated to be $11.5 mllllon. Similarly, estimated charter fees associated with fishing 

for king and Spanish mackerel were $6.2 million and $1.8 million respectively. 

Personal Income of the charter operators Is estimated to be $8.3 mil lion In 1977. Personal lncane 

attributable to coastal pelagic species was an estimated $4.0 mil lion. Estimated income associated 

with king and Spanish mackerel was $2.2 ml I lion and $0.6 ml I lion respectively. 

The revenue estimates were determined by using recent studies of charter operations In North Carolina 

(Abbas, to be published), Georgia (Brown and Holemo, 1975), southeastern Florida (Gentle, 1977), the 

Gulf coast of Florida (Browder, et al., 1978), and Texas <Ditton, et al., 1977). 

The abo.te research provided estimates of the average annual g-oss revenues for a boat operating In the 

area studied. These estimates were assumed to be typical of the proximal geographic region. Data on 

North Carolina boats were also assumed to represent boats from South Carolina. Data from studies of 

charter boats In Georgia and Dade County, Florida were used to represent the ranalnlng portion of the 

south Atlantic coast. Northwestern Florida charter boats were assumed to be representative of Alabama 

charter activities and Louisiana and Mississippi boats were assumed to be similar to those In Texas. 

While revenues may vary from year to year because of weather conditions, avallabl I lty of fish or other 

reasons, the studies (which were conducted In different years) were assumed to represent typical 
fishing years. Revenue estimates were normalized only for inflation. To obtain the total revenue 

estimates, the number of boats In each area (see Section 8.2.1.2) was multiplied by the respective 

average annual revenue per boat. 

Personal Income earned by the operators was estimated through an analys Is of cost and revenue data of 

charter boats presented In studies of North Carolina, Georgia and Texas boats. Operators' lncane as a 

percent of g-oss revenues was 32 percent In North Carolina, 33 percent In Georgia, and 39 percent in 

Texas. Personal Income here Includes al I prof It ranalnlng after fixed expenses (excluding 

depreciation) and variable expenses have been paid, but before payment of interest and taxes. Based 

on the relatively smal I range of personal Income observed In the three studies, It was assumed that 

operators' Income Is 35 percent of al I charter operations. This percentage was applied to g-oss reve­

nue estimates for the two regions. 

The al location of g-oss revenue and personal income to coastal pelagic species and separately to king 

and Spanish mackerel Is based on catch statistics for al I areas except the Florida Gulf coast and 

Alabama. There the al location was determined us Ing effort data. Statistics on the number of fish 

caught from North Carolina boats (Manooch and Laws, unpub. ms.) and southeastern Florida (Gentle, 

1977) were used in prorating g-oss revenue and income for the eastern Gulf <Browder, et al., 1978). 

In the absence of catch or effort data specific to charter boats In the western Gulf, statistics on 

the catch from Inboard boats fishing In the Gulf off the Texas coast were used to determine the al lo­

cation factors (Trent, 1976). 

Tourism 

Tourism Is a significant aspect of the marine recreational fisheries of the southeast. Recent 

regional surveys conducted by the National Marine Fisheries Service show that a substantial number of 

anglers In the eastern United States do at least some of their fishing In the coastal states of the 

south Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico, most of them traveling to Florida, (Ridgely and Deuel, 1975). 
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Exhlblt9-2 

Estimated Gross Revenue 
and Operator's Income for Charter Boats 

In the South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico, 1977 

Total 

South Atlantic 

9,899,000 

Gu If of Mex I co 

14,081 .ooo 

Total 

23,980,000 
A 11 Coastal Pelagic Specl es 5,445,000 6,230,000 11,675,000 

KI ng Mackerel 2,324,000 4,064,000 6,388,000 

Span I sh Mackerel 1,485,000 365,000 1,850,000 

Charter Operators• Income 

South Atlantic Gu If of Mex I c~ Total 

Total 3,465,000 4,928,000 8,393,000 

Al I Coastal Pelagic Species 1,906,000 2,181,000 4,087,000 

KI ng Mackerel 814,000 1,422,000 2,236,000 

Spanish Mackerel 520,000 138,000 648,000 

Source: See Text. 

Comprehensive tourism data specific to the coastal pelagic fisheries are not avallabte,. but studies of 

charter boat operations (the Importance of the management unit to the charter fleet Is discussed in 

Section 8.2.1.2) show that tourism Is very Important to the charter fishery. 

A recent study of charter boat fishermen In Mississippi revealed that only 17 percent of the par­

ticipants live In the coastal counties of that state, and that 57 percent of the participants were 

from outside Mississippi (Etzotd, et at., 1977, p. 10). A study of Texas charter boat fishing In 1976 

shows that only two percent of the participants were fran Texas coastal ca.mt I es, wh I le 92 percent 

were from Inland areas of the state (Ditton, et al., 1977, pp. 41-42). In Dade County, Florida, 81 

percent of the participants In charter fishing surveyed were non residents of the coonty, and 77 per­

cent were from outside of Florida (Gentle, 1977, p. 101). Also, charter boat operators In Bay County, 

Florida, have estimated that 98 percent of their customers are nonresidents of the county <Brusher, 

et a I., 1977). CI ear I y, the charter boat f I eet Is heav 11y dependent on tour Ism for I ts business. 

In addition to the business tourists bring to the charter boat operators, they spend considerable sums 

of money In the local economy for other items such as food, lodging, and travel. It is estimated that 

approximately 456,000 tourists participated in charter fishing In 1977 In the south Atlantic and Gulf 

of Mexico. In addition to the $23.9 mil lion they spent for charter fees (see previous section), an 

estimated $17.9 mil lion was spent on food, lodging, transportation and mlscel laneous Items for the 

days they fished. Approximately $8.2 mll llon of that total was spent in southern Florida. 

Tourist expenditures attributable to king mackerel and Spanish mackerel were estimated using a 
prorating procedure s i m I I ar to that ap p 11ed In the ana I ys Is of ch art er boat revenues and i ncane ( i • e. , 

based on the proportion of coastal pelagic species that were caught white charter fishing to tota' 
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lsh caught). Accordingly, expenditures by tourists for food, lodging and travel attributable to 
coastal pelagic species were an estimated $10.0 mil lion In 1977. Tourist expenditures associated with 
king mackerel charter fishing were an estimated $5.6 mll llon. Approxrmately $0.85 mil lion were asso­
ciated wi'th Spanish mackerel. 

It should be noted that while tourists who engage In charter fishing likely comprise the majority of 
nonlocal participants, there are other tourists who also fish for recreation. Many persons tral fer 
their boats to the southeast for long winter vacations. There are also nonlocal anglers who catch 
coastal pelagic species from shore-based locations such as beaches, piers or jetties. These tourists 
are not Included in the estimates presented abCNe. Therefore, the above expenditure estimates should 
be viewed as a lower bound of total tourist expenditures associated with coastal pelagic resources. 

9.2 Domestic Processing Sector 

King mackerel Is sold In fresh whole {eviscerated), frozen whole, frozen steak, and smoked product 
forms. The great majority Is sold in either fresh or frozen form. Although data are Incomplete, a 
review of NMFS processed product statistics Indicates that less than ten pe_i=cent Is steaked. It Is 
reported that the amount of smoked product Is very minor. A survey conducted by Prochaska and Cato In 
1975 {Prochaska and Cato, 1977) Indicated that 65 percent of total U.S. king mackerel landed on the 
Florida east coast was shipped to New York Fulton Fish Market. Fish from this area Is roughly half of 
total U.S. king mackerel production. Fish are landed at primary wholesalers and boxed and Iced by 
them. The fish are then trucked to New York by Independent truckers. These king mackerel do not 
change form until they are sold through the New York market. 

In 1971 prices at the New York Fulton Fish Market {these are prices for fish sold by New York 
wholesalers) generally varied between 40 and 70 cents per pound, while Florida east coast exvessel 
prices varied between 20 and 40 cents (Prochaska and Cato, 1977). The average New York price was 
estimated at about 50 cents, and average Florida exvessel price was estimated at about 30 cents. The 
marketing margin during this period typically varied between ten and 30 cents, with an estimated 
average of about 20 cents. By 1974, king mackerel prices on the Fulton Fish Market generally varied 
between 70 cents and $1.00, with an estimated average price of about 90 cents. The Florida east coast 
price was estimated at about 60 cents, and the marketing margin had Increased to about 30 cents. (The 
abOJe Is based on data presented In Prochaska and Cato, 1977.) 

In addition to the Jew York market there Is a similar product flow for a significant amount of king 
mackerel sold fresh In the local Florida market {e.g., In Miami). 

A large volume of king mackerel Is frozen and shipped to Puerto Rico. An estimated 75 percent of land­
ings In the Florida Keys and Florida west coast is reported to be shipped to Puerto Rico. This 
market began to greatly expand In the late 1960's, when widespread use of refrigeration became 
available In the Caribbean areas {Austin, et al., 1978). 

King mackerel Is primarily sold In fresh and frozen form, and there ls no real processing involved, 
except for handling and freezing. Capacity In handling at fish houses Is mainly a· matter of labor, 
which can be Increased on a relatively short-term basis. Capacity In freezing Involves Interaction 
with al I other frozen fish products. King mackerel Is only a moderate portion of total Florida 
freezings. The chief capacity constraint on processors Is dictated by the market. The frozen market 
In Puerto Rico is continuing to expand. Evidence of the continually expanding market for king 
mackerel is the fact that while landings have Increased In recent years, prices have continued upward 
{see Section 9.1.1). Processors indicate that there Is considerable room left for expansion of king 
mackerel production and marketing. 
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Major product forms for Spanish mackerel Include frozen fl I lets and fresh who le. Currently, the g-eat 

bulk of Spanish mackerel Is sold as frozen fillets. In 1975, 3.057 mil lion pounds of Sp<;1nlsh mackerel 

fll lets were processed, valued at $2.342 mil lion. Most of this was processed in Florldc1. 

Amounts of Spanish mackerel also go to the local Florida fresh fish market. Spanish rnac~erel_ ls also 
sold as marine mammal food to aquarium-type attractions. A certain amount Is a.ls.a sold for bait. 

Processing capacity for Spanish mackerel appeared to be reached In the 1975-76 winter season~ l'lhen 

boats were placed on 15,000-pound limits. The landings during that season were approximately 18 

ml I lion pounds, which represents an approximation of market/processing capc1clty at th.at time based on 

the earlier definition. Processors lndicc1te that the market Is continuing to expand. 

Bluefish is sold in fresh, frozen and ti I let product form. Historical data are not available on 

amounts. Bluefish ls a rather low priced fish. The market tor bluefish Is unorderly 0 There Is not a 

consistent marketing channel for bluefish. When they are available In the fishery ancl other more 

attractive species are not, fishermen wl 11 catch them. However, they glut the ,narket rather easily. 

Cobia and dolphin are primarily sold In fresh form. There Is not a wel-1 devajoped marketing channel 

for them. They are generally sold In local areas to a small group of cons4mers who are famll.lar with 
them. 

9.3 Other Sectors of the u.s. Fishing Industry 

The dependence of other sectors of the fishing Industry fol lows the relatlonshiflS presented in Section 

11.3. 

9.4 International Trade 

International trade of king and Spanish mackerel appears to occur on a relatively smal I scale In com­

parison to domestic trade for these fish. (Trade with Puerto Rico, a major market tor king and 

Spanish mackerel Is not Included In the analysis of International trade.) Imports originate fran 

Latin America, chiefly Mexico, Venezuela, and Ecuador CE. Berry, NMFS, pers. comm.>. Foreign markets 

are reported to include Canada and Venezuela (Austin, et al., 1978). Records of International trade 

In king and Spanish mackerel are generally aggregated with al I mackerel, making international activity 

somewhat difficult to trace. 

United States Imports of mackerels are relatively smal I, and most Is other species than those In the 

management unit. Mexico Is a major source of king and Spanish mackerel Imports, but In 1977 the total 

Imported to the United States was less than 55_,000 pounds. The fish is generally sold_ frozen, 

although smal I amounts of fresh Mexican fish do make their way Into Brownsvi I le, Texas, markets. 

Other Latin American countries which exported mackerel to the U.S. lnclvde Venezuela, Columbia, 

Ecuador, Nicaragua and Honduras. Comb I ned, these countr I es exported less than 50,000 pounds of frozen 

mackerel to the U.S. In 1977. Nearly 150,000 pounds of canned mackerel from Peru entered southeastern 

markets through Mobile and New Orleans In 1977, but these are believed to be Pacific varieties .• 

Historically, th_e largest lmp.orter of canned mackerel from southeast ports was Japan, but Its Imports 

dropped dramatically (from a high of nearly 5.8 mil lion pounds In 1973) to just over 100,000 pounds In 

1977. The substantial amounts of canned mackerel are In al I likelihood Atlantic and/or Pacific 

mackerel. Because these fish sel I at a lower price than king and Spanish mackerel and are sold 

canned, they probably have little effect on king and Spanish mackerel ma.rkets whl.ch generally are sold 

In fresh and frozen forms. Moreover, Japanese Imports should have little Impact now because they have 

been so drastically reduced. 
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European countries Intermittently export mackerel products to the southeast U.S. The nations Include 
Holland, Poland, Germany, the United Kingdom, Denmark, Norway, Spain, and Portugal. Like the Imports 

to Japan, these are be( I eved to be other than kl ng and Span lsh mackerel. Also, they appear In sma I I 

quantities and should not affect U.S. king and Spanish mackerel markets. 

As In the case of imports records on exports of king and Spanish mackerel are also highly aggregated. 
Canned products are Included with al I other mackerel and frozen products are aggregated with many non­
mackerel species. Data on canned products suggest that exports of king and Spanish mackerel 9re quite 

smal I. In total only 1.2 ml I lion pounds of al I types of canned mackerel were reported to have been 

exported from U.S. ports; however, the majority of this ls believed to be Atlantic mackerel. 

According to U.S. census statistics Venezuela received no canned mackerel from the U.S. In 1977 and 
the only shipments to Canada were from Pacific coast ports. Shipments from Florida ports went to 

Guatemala, the Bahamas, and the Dominican Republic. 

Except for Venezuela, tariffs on mackerel products do not appear to be restrictive to International 
trade. Tariffs for selected nations for frozen and canned mackerel products are presented below. 

As can be seen from the exhibit V.enezuela has strong protective tariffs, 30q;:percent on the value of 

canned products. Canada, the other export market, has no tar lff on frozen products and a 15 percent 
tariff on canned products. This ls comparable to the U.S. tariff of 12.5 percent on the value of 

sh lpments. 

Tariff Rates for Selected Nations 

Frozen Canned 

Canada 0 15% 
Japan 10% 15% 
Mexico 35% 20% 
United States 0.35¢/1 b. 1 12.5% 
Venezuela 15% 300% 

The U.S. tariff Is being phased out and wl I I be zero by 1985 
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10.0 DESCRIPTION Oi' THE BUSINESS, MARKETS, AND ORGANIZATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FISHERY 

10.1 Relationship Among Harvesting, Brokering, and Processing Sectors 

Historically, king and Spanish mackerel have been sold by fishermen to local fish dealers. These pri­
mary wholesalers In turn sel I to fresh fish markets and restaurants, freezer canpanles, and secondary 
wholesalers. The relatively recent organization of several fishermen's cooperatives and corportlons 
has modified the market structure for king mackerel by eliminating the primary wholesale level In some 
Instances. The Industry structure and markets for king and Spanish mackerel are separately described 
below. 

10.1.1 King Mackerel Industry Structure and Markets 

Commercial fishermen have traditionally had a rather close relationship with the fish houses. The 
fish houses and fishermen generally have operated under unwritten agreements In which the wholesaler 
provides a guaranteed market for the catch and boat services such as free docking facilities and Ice, 
fuel, and fishing equipment for a fee. In exchange, the fishermen agree to.:sel I their catch to par­
ticular fish houses. T_here Is some evidence that these relationships are decreasing In importance. 

There are approximately 30 fish houses In Florida that purchase king mackerel fran canmerclal 
fishermen. Three are located in Collier County (Florida west coast>, and the r811alnlng fish houses 
are divided about equally between the Keys and the east coast of Florida. While fishermen are 
guaranteed a market for their catch, the price they receive Is not guaranteed. Fish houses pack the 
f I sh In Ice, f Ind a buyer and genera I I y arrange and pay for sh Ip pl ng. The f I sh are transported by 
truck, usua I ly by Independent f I rms. 

Because of concern for the low prices received for their catches, several groups of fishermen have 
organized cooperatives In order to bypass the fish house and sel I directly to the secondary 
wholesaler. The fishermen organizations have had a significant effect on dockside prices. These 
organizations are discussed In Section 10.2. 

In past years almost al I gl I lnet-caught king mackerel sold has been passed through five secondary 
wholesalers. Firms In Miami, Palm Beach, St. Petersburg, and Jacksonvll le handle most of the second­
ary distribution. Several new firms reportedly have entered the market. 

In Instances where fish houses cannot process any more fish either because the facility ls t8Tlporarlly 
overloaded or the market ls saturated, fishermen are Informed In advance which species of fish wt 11 
not be accepted. In some instances catch limits wt 11 be set for each fisherman. In the Florida Keys 
where truck loads are limited to 15,000 pounds of Iced fish, the avatlablllty of trucking facilities 
may also limit the catches that fish houses wll I handle. 

The major markets for king mackerel are Puerto Rico, New York, Florida, Canada and Venezuela. King 
mackerel Is marketed In several product forms Including gutted and Iced fresh fish, frozen whole or In 
steaks, smoked, and as a canned smoked paste. 

An estimated 75 percent of the catch fran the Florida's southwest coast and Keys are marketed frozen 
to Puerto Rico. This Is pr I marl ly the gl I I-net catch. The remaining portion of the catch Is sold 
fresh primarily through Fulton's Fish Market In New York. On the east coast of Florida, approximately 
65 percent Is marketed fresh. The local Florida market Is attributed largely to the Miami Cuban popu­
lation (Austin, et al., 1978). This Is primarily the hook and line catch. 
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10.1.2 Spanish Mackerel Industry Structure and Markets 

The arrangement between Spanish mackerel fishermen and fish houses Is slmllar to that for the king 
mackerel fishery (see Section 10.1.1). The major primary and secondary wholesalers are the same as 

those deal Ing' In king mackerel. 

There are slz~ble markets for both fre~h and frozen Spanish mackerel. Trad It Iona I ly It has been an 

Important product In the fresh fish market. Geographically the major market for fresh Spanish 

mackerel Is the southeast, Including Florida. '"'· 
The market for frozen Spanish mackerel fll lets has seen recent expansion. A large majority, possibly 
as much as 90 percent, are now sold In frozen form, rrost going to lnstltu'tlons. One large cafeteria 
chain Is purchasing as much as five mllllon pounds of frozen Spanish mackerel yearly or nearly 50 per­

cent of total annual landings. 

Product forms are determined In part by the size of the fish. Fish over one and one quarter pounds 
are preferable for fll lets. Some companies ship whole frozen fish three pounds or greater to Puerto 

RI.co. 

Although the demand l.s Increasing, the record production of Spanish mackerel recently has sometimes 
exceeded expected demand. For example, record h lgh harvest In the 1975-76 wlnter-spr Ing season was 

not fully absorbed by the market. At the end of 1977, some freezer companies and a cafeteria chain 

stl 11 bad stocks of 1976 landings. 

Th.ere are three major markets for Spanish mackerel.. By far the most Important market outlet Is to 
approximately 15-20 cafeteria chains In the southeast that purchase frozen Spanish mackerel flHets. 
It Is estimated that about 75 percent of Spanish mackerel landings are so Id to cafeteria- chains. The 

se.cond largest outlet Is to, retailers who service home consumers. Products sold to retailers consist 
prlmarl ly of fresh. and frozen fl I lets and who le drawn, the latter being bot~ fresh and frozen. 

The third market outlet consists of two major user groups, I.e., for anlma-1 feeding In zoos, 
aquariums, etc., and for bait by both commercial and recreational fishermen. 

The Spanish mackerel sold to these outlets consists prlmarlly of the smaller sl'zed trsh that have 
I lmlted acceptance In the restaurant and retail outlets. 

10.2 Fishery Cooperatives or Associations 

Two fishermen's cooperatives have been Identified In the coasta-! migratory pelagtc fishery. Their 
offices and facl-lltles are located In (1) the Port Salerno-Sebastian area, and (2) Key West. 

The formation of cooperatives results from two or more firms desiring to Increase competition and/or 
to ta~e adva~tage of conso II dated purchasing of suppl las. Increased compet'ltlon takes place through 
the addition of one or rrore buyers In the market bidding on suppl les or through the cooperative 

returning part of the marketing spread to Its members. The advant8ge of conso 11:dated purchase enab las 

a cooperative :to benefit from quantity discounts offered by s~.!_lers for materials. Through these 
means, cooperatives can operate both as buyers and sellers fo:r theJr members. 

King mackerel fishermen are the predominant members In both cooperatives. The Flo.rlda Fishermen's 
Association In Port Salerno-Sebastian Is are made up of hook and llne king mac.kerel fishermen. 

In Key West another cooperative was recently formed by five kl ng mackerel net fishermen.. The new cor­
poration sel Is directly to a. secondary wholesaler In Miami. It provides docking fact I I ties, boat 
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equipment, Ice, and covers some overhead expenditures for the fishermen Involved. The fishermen's 
catches are packed In Ice and loaded directly onto trucks fran the boats. The trucks are provided by 
the wholesaler speclflcal ly for the day's catch (Austin, et al., 1978). 

There are three other groups of fishermen associations Important to the fishery. Several organiza­
tions pranote canmerclal fishing Interests. These associations tend to represent different fishermen 
constituencies such as smal I hook and· line or net boats, large net operations, and processors. Fran 
a statewide area al I are Involved In lobbying for legislation supporting canmerclal fishing and devel­
oping markets for their products. They have also been Involved in resolving disputes among fishermen 
such as the recent conflict between hook and line and net mackerel fishermen on the Florida east 
coast. 

Charter boat operators have also formed associations, but membership Is generally limited to a local 
area. Associations have been organized In canmunltles throughout the south Atlantic and Gulf regions. 
Among their activities are the pranotlon of charter fishing services through advertising as wel I as 
Involvement In supporting sport fishing Interests In their state leglslatures and local governments. 
In northwest Florida several charter associations have expressed their conc_e_rn over the recent decline 
In king mackerel In that area of the Gulf of Mexico which they attribute tethe growth of canmercial 
net fishing In southern Florida. 

Recreational fishermen also are Involved in organizations and associations that serve sport fishing 
Interests. in addition to the organizations that have a national or International membership, there 
are a large number of local angler clubs established for social reasons and concern about the decline 
of king mackerel caught In northwest Florida. Several sportflshing associations have also expressed 
their organizational purposes. There are an estimated 184 sport fishing clubs in the south Atlantic 
and Gulf of Mexico coastal states. They are distributed by states as fol lows: North Carolina, 23; 
South Carolina, 2; Georgia, 13; Florida, 40; Alabama, 39; Mississippi, 20; Louisiana, 25; and Texas, 
22. Not al I of the members of these clubs are salt water anglers. Based on the preliminary results 
of a recent survey of sport fishing organizations, the estimated total club membership in the two 
regions Is 14,720. Of these an estimated 10,300 are salt water recreational fishermen (Stroud, pars. 
canm.). 

10.3 Labor Organizations 

There are no known labor organizations In the harvesting or processing sectors that are involved in 
the fishery. 

10.4 Foreign Investment 

There ls no significant foreign Investment In the danestlc sectors of the fishery. 
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110 0 SOCIAL AND CULTURAL FRAMEWORK OF DOMESTIC FISHERMEN

11.1 Ethnic Character, Family Structure, and Community Organization 

Commercial fishermen who fish for coastal pe_laglc species, In general, have an ethnic and social 
character similar to the cross section of people In the states and counties In which they reside. The 
major exception to this Is the hook and line fishery for king mackerel operating out of the Florida 
Keys (Monroe County), which contains a concentration of fishermen of Cuban-American heritage, although 
specific numbers are not available at this time. 

The boat captains In the fisheries for the species In the management unit are predominantly 
owner/operator entrepreneurs although there are a few cases of company-owned boats or vessels or a 
captain owning more than one boat or vessel, In which case captains may work on an employee basis. 

The hook and line king mackerel fishery and smal I scale Spanish mackerel net fishery typically consist 
of an owner/operator who may fish alone or who may have one or possibly more crew members for at least 
part of the year. In these cases the crew member frequently Is a rel_atlve:.such as a son. The larger 
net boats operating In the king and Spanish mackerel net fisheries usual ly.::-conslst of an owner/captain 
and three to five paid crew members. Many of the captains try to work with the same crew year after 
year. In other cases boats may be operated with one or more Itinerant crew members. 

There Is a considerable number of Instances where fishermen In this fishery have come fran faml lies 
where the father_was a fisherman operating In the same or other local fisheries. Currently, a number 
of father/son combinations are canmerclal ly fishing for species In the management unit. Many of these 
fishermen appear to express a desire that their sons may be able to continue with a family tradition 
of canmerclal fishing. 

The predominant portion of the fishermen reside In those coastal canmunltles surrounding the ports 
from which they operate. Certain of the canmunltles In which the commercial fishermen live such as 
Monroe County (Florida Keys), Salerno, Ft. Pierce, Sebastian, (Florida east coast), and Naples 
(Florida west coast) have a large proportion of the total population Involved in the fishing can­
murilty. 

11.2 Age, Education, and Experience of Commercial Fishermen 

Sp<3clflc da-ta on age and years of fishing experience for king and Spanish mackerel fishermen are 
available only from surveys conducted of Florida Atlantic coast king mackerel hook and line fishermen 
(Morris, Prochaska, Cato, 1977) and Florida east coast large and smal I boat Spanish mackerel fishermen 
cc~to, Morris, Prochaska, 1978). 

The king _and Spanish mackerel fishermen In the surveys are about the same age as Florida fishermen as 
a whole, but they have considerably more years of fishing experience than Florida fishermen. In 1974, 
the average age of Florida commercial fishermen was 48 years with a range of 16 to 85 years. Florida 
Atlantic coast hook and line king mackerel fishermen had an average age of 49 years In 1976 (Morris, 
Prochaska, Cato, 1977). Similarly, Spanish mackerel fishermen on the Atlantic coast averaged 45.6 
years of age for smal I boats and 45.6 years of age for large fishing boats. 

With respect to years of experience In commercial fishing, Florida fishermen as a whole, averaged 16.5 
years In 1974. In contrast, hook and line king mackerel fishermen In the survey had 20.9 years of 
experience, smal I boat Spanish mackerel fishermen had 27.3 years of experience and large boat Spanish 
mackerel fishermen had 33.7 years. 
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It should be noted that the fishermen In the survey were boat captains and may be skewed toward the 
more experienced persons In the fishery. However, contact with people In the fishery Indicates that 
Florida king and Spanish mackerel fishermen have demographic characteristics similar to those of 
Florida fishermen as a whole. The majority (52 percent) of al I Florida fishermen were between 41 and 
60 years of age with only eleven percent less than 31 years old and 19 percent aver 61 years of age, 
(Prochaska and Cato, 1977). The average Florida fisherman has .fished for approximately 16 years and 
most have fished between seven and 30 years. Educational attainment averaged 11.3 years for Florida 
fishermen surveyed In 1974. Years of schooling declined with the age of the fishermen. Data on edu­
cational attainment specific to mackerel fishermen are not available. 

11.3 Employment Opportunities and Unemployment Rates 

Unemployment has risen sharply In the Florida counties (Martin, Indian River, St. Lucie, Palm.Beach, 
1Monroe, Col lier) where most canmerclal fishing of king and Spanish mackerel occurs. Despite rela­

tively high rates of unemployment In the local econanles, overal I employment opportunities In canmerclal 
fishing appear to have remained favorable as have opportunities In the mackerel fisheries. 

In al I six counties the 1977 unemployment rate was more than double the 1973 ·rate. With the exception 
of Martin County, al I areas had rates wel I above the 7.7 percent rate for a1f·of Florida In 1977. In 
Martin and Monroe Counties the unemployment rate dropped between 1975 and 1977 while In Indian River 
and St. Lucie Counties the rate contlned to climb during that period. Thus opportunities for 
employment In the local econanfes have generally declined since the early part of the decade. 

No directly canparable unemployment data are available speciflcal ly for fishermen, but estimates of 
the number of fishermen In al I types of fishing activity by county between 1970 and 1975 do provide an 
Indication of the employment opportunities In fishlng.2 The total number of fishermen In the six 
counties Increased fran nearly 3,150 In 1970 to Just over 3,900 in 1975, Indicating that ooiployment 
opportunities In fishing Increased during the time when unemployment rates for the. local econanies 
also Increased. Not al I counties gained In fishing employment, however. The number of fishermen In 
Monroe County Increased by more than 50 percent fran 1970 to 1975. During that period the county 
unemployment rate tripled. On the east coast of Florida a similar pattern occurred in St. Lucie and 
Indian River Counties although the percent increase in the number of fishermen was not as large. In 
contrast the total number of fishermen in Martin, Palm Beach and Col Iler Counties decreased between 
1970 and 1975. There Is no clear reason for the declining trend there. The statistics on number of 
fishermen are gathered at the location where fish are landed. The temporary migration of fishermen to 
other fishing areas (e.g., Monroe County) may partly explain the decline. 

Employment opportunities In the mackerel fisheries have lnc,eased as demonstrated by the Increase In 
number of boats participating In the fishery. For example, the estimated number of hook and line 
boats on the east coast of Florida Involved In the king mackerel fishery Increased fran approximately 
50 in 1970 to over 200 In 1975. During that period the number of fishermen In the area rooiained rela­
tively constant. In 1970 the total number of fishermen In St. Lucie, Martin, and Indian River was 
384, and in 1975 the total was 391. It Is likely that much of the Increase In boats Is due to fisher­
men temporarily entering the fishery when fish were readily available, or are drawn In by rising pri­
ces for king mackerel relative to other fish (see Section 9.1). 

Source of al I unemployment estimates: Florida Department of Commerce; Division of Employment 
Security. 

2 Source of number of fishermen employed: National Marine Fisheries Service, unpublished data. 
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.Ike hook and line boats, the number of net boats In the fishery has also Increased. In 1970 there 
were an estimated 15 boats. By 1975 the number of boats had nearly doubled and In 1977, 33 gll I-net 
beats participated In the king mackerel fishery. At present, the total ts near 80. Overal I then, 
opportunities for employment In fishing and In the fishery have been favorable despite the rather poor 
overal I employment situation In the local areas of concern. 

On the southern Florida Atlantic coast (I.e., Indian River, St. Lucie, Martin and Palm Beach 
Counties) employment In the king mackerel fishery Is a very major canponent of total fishery 
employment. An estimated 70 to 80 percent of fishermen In that area are major participants In the 
king mackerel fishery. These are predanlnantly the hook and line fishermen. The Spanish mackerel 
fishery Is also of great Importance to total fishing In the area. Whtie total anployment In that area 
Is high because of the large populatlon, the amount of total unemployment Is several times higher than 
the total employment in the fishery. 

In Monroe County fishing Is an extremely Important Industry to the local econany. The number of 
fishermen reported for the county Is nearly 15 percent of total county employment. Major participants 
In both the king and Spanish mackerel fisheries canprlse about eight percent of total fishermen. 
Unemployment Is high In the area.being nearly ten times the number of major.::-partlclpants In either the 
king or Spanish mackerel fisheries. 

On the southern Florida west coast (Col lier and Lee Counties), employment In the king mackerel fishery 
Is relatively smal I. However, major participants In the Spanish mackerel fishery are about 15 percent 
of total fishermen. Again, the total county unemployment rate Is several times the employment In the 
f lshery. 

Stil I many fishermen are not employed ful I time In fishing (see Section 11.5). A recent survey of 
Florida fishermen showed that those with lncane fran nonflshlng activities had wldely varied 
employment. Based on those who speclflcal ly reported type of employment, 28 percent were In residen­
tial or canmerclal cdnstructlon. Seventeen percent were employed in marine related Jobs such as tug 
b~,t cpatalns, marina operators and boat bullders. Ten percent were Involved In agrlculture, nine 
percent were employed In security type jobs, and seven percent held Jobs as mechanics and repairmen. 
Twenty-two percent held other occupations such as teachers, chemists, optometrists, broadcasters and 
f Ii ght Inspectors. On I y 21 percent of the respondents sa Id that the Ir nonf I sh Ing emp I oyment was 
season a I (Prochaska and Cato, 1977, pp. 20-21). 

King and Spanish mackerel fishing In the major canmerclal areas In south Florida takes place prlmarlly 
In the months of December through February. However, the king mackerel hook and line fleet in the 
Atlantic coast and the large boat gll I-net fleet depends heavily on the king mackerel season to 
justify Its Investment. In Monroe County participants in the king and Spanish mackerel fishery gain 
additional Income fran the spiny lobster fishery. Spiny lobster fishing takes place predaninanty fran 
August through November; thus the two fisheries are seasonal canplements to one another. Mackerel 
fishermen also fish for other species such as snapper, grouper, stone crab, mullet, spiny lobster, and 
pompano. 

11.4 Recreational Fishing 

The motivations and cultural characteristics of anglers seeking species In the management unit are 
diverse. Many seek the excitement of the sport, the chance to relax and socialize with their friends, 
or the opportunity to be In a natural environment. A discussion of the demographic characteristics of 
marine recreational fishermen and their values In participation Is presented below. 
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11.4.1 Demographic Chi:lracter(stlcs of Recreatlonc1l Fishermen 

Basic demographic characteristics of marine recreational fishermen In the south Atlantic and Gulf 
of Mexico were determined by the u.s. Department of Interior (1972, 1977a, 1977b). Over 51 percent of 

part icl parits were between the ages of 25 and 54 In 1975. Ang I ers under 25 accounted for 32.4 percent 

of the participants; and anglers 55_ years old or older accounted for 16.3 percent of the fishermen. 

Salt water anglers are predctnlhantly male. Nearly one third of the participants were female In 1975. 

Forty-three parcenf Of the recreational fishermen had lncanes between $10,000 and $25,000 (U.S. 

Department of Interior; 1977b). A 1971 study bf southeastern wildlife recreation suggests that of the 

anglers surveyed, there was rio heavy concentration of participation fran any particular occupational 

group, although prOfesslonals, management; and ski I led crafts persons tend to participate more often 

than members of other occupational groups (Horvath, 1974). 

These characteristics apply to anglers In general frdn the southeast. Data specific to anglers that 
seek or catch the coastal pelagic species are not avallable. With the exception of bluefish, these 

species are caught predominantly by private or charter boats (see Section 8.2). Because of the 

widespread and growing popularity of smaller boats In the 18-22 foot category capable of fishing for 

kirig mackerel as well as other species In the management unit, these speclesi:--tend to be highly sought 

by middle lncdnle fishermen as Wei I as fishermen ownlng the larger sportflshlng craft. 

Recent research on charter boat fishing In the Gulf of Mexico, the other Important component of the 
coastal pelagic recreatlona·I fishery, suggests that charter fishermen are of higher socloeconanlc sta­

tus than anglers as an entire group. Mfsslsslppl charter fishermen tend to have higher lncanes 1-han 

a ng Lars over a I I. El ghty percent of the charter 'f I shermen had I ncanes over $15,000 and 36 percent had 

Incomes CNer $25,000. Occupationally, charter fishermen In Mississippi were much more often anployed 

In professional and managerial positions than the general population bf southeastern anglers (Etzold, 

et al., 1977>. A study of Texas charter fishermen yielded similar results. There., 78 percent bf 

charter fishermen surveyed had incdnes over $20,000 and 34 percent had lncanes over $40,000 <Ditton, 

et al., 1977). 

1 i.4.2 Social Benefits of Recreational Fishing 

Recreational fishing yields significant ·benefits CNer and above those llleasured by the value of expen­
ditures presented In Section 9.0. Researchers have found that participants pursue angHng oppor­

tunities for multiple reasons. Among the benefits are the fulfll lment of a desire for solitude; to be 

outdoors In a natural environment; to have canpanlonshlp; to explore and have an adventurous 

experience; for the scenery; to get away frdn It al I and reduce tension; 'to experience achlevanent- In 

catching fish or obtaining a trophy; or for the opportunity to "think thTngs through." These, of 

course, are In addition to the satisfaction gained from the feeling of sporting accanpllshment in suc­

cessfully catching fish (Bryan, 1976, p. 85) .• For example, a study of sport fishermen In Rhode Island 

showed that "catching the fish" ranked second behind "experiencing tension and/or relaxation" among 

the six categorl es of va I ues of recreational f I sh Ing expressed (Spaulding, ·1970).. There Is genera I 

agreement that the great majority of persons go fishing with at least the expectation that fish wl 11 

be caught. 

In efforts ·to estimate hOw fishermen value these benefits of recreational fishing, researchers have 
devised methodologies for expressing ·them In monetary terms. For example, a 1971 study .of the 

southeast Indicated that saltwater fishermen received benefits valued at $59.80 for each day of 

f lsh Ing (Horvath, 1974, p. F-48). In contrast, a 1970 national study S'howed that saltwater anglers 

spent an average of only $10.77 per day CU.S. Department of I nterlor, 1972, p. 10). ·Although the 

valuation procedure used by Horvath Is not necessarily ·precise because of Its subjective nature, the 

results of such a methodology provide a benchma·rk of the value of 'the social benefits associated with 
recreational fishing. 
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11.5 Economic Dependence on Commerclai or Marine Recreational Fishing and Related Activities 

In many Instances persons employed In both canmerclal and recreational fishing activities are not 
wholly dependent on fishing for their entire lncane. Often the seasonality of fishing activity makes 
It necessary to find other employment. For example, In North Carol Ina the charter fishing season 
generally begins In April and runs through part of November, but the heavy season Includes only the 
summer months. Most charter boat operators there must find alternate sources of lncane to support 
themselves during the off-season. There are also a significant number of "casual" fishermen, persons 
who fish to supplement the lncane of their essentially ful I-time Jobs. A survey of Florida canmerclal 
fishermen found that a number of respondents were employed In occupations such as chemistry, 
optometry, education, or broadcasting (Prochaska and Cato, 1977). Recent research on canmerclal 
fishermen In Florida and charter fishermen In Texas and Florida provides a picture of the Importance 
of fishing as a source of lncane. 

In 1974, 48 percent of Florida canmerclal fishermen surveyed fished ful I time. Fifty-two percent of 
the fishermen reported that some of their Income was earned fran employment outside of fishing. 
Approximately 30 percent of the fishermen earn over 50 percent of thel-r lncQTie from nonflshlng 
employment. On average al I fishermen (excluding shrimping operations) earned about 38 percent of 
their lncane from outside sources (Prochaska and Cato, 1977). 

Spanish and king mackerel fishermen are more dependent than the average Florida canmerclal fishermen 
on fishing for a llvellhood. A 1976 study of hook and line king mackerel fishermen revealed that 67.7 
percent of their lncane was earned fran fishing (Morris, et al., 1977). Similarly, smal I boat Spanish 
mackerel gll I-net fishermen earned 71.2 percent of their Income In 1976 fran fishing. Large boat 
Spanish mackerel gll I-net fishermen differed somewhat, earning 91.7 percent of their lncane fran 
fishing (Cato, et al., 1978). The latter statistic Is probably typical of the proportion of Income 
earned fran fishing of large boat king mackerel fishermen. 

Two studies of charter fishing, one In Texas (Ditton, 1976) and one In Florida <Browder, et al., 1978) 
also Include Information on the operator's dependence on the canmerclal sport fishing business as a 
source of lncane. Of those operators surveyed In Texas, 66 percent responded that charter fishing was 
not their only source of lncane. On average 61.5 percent of an operator's working time was devoted to 
charter fishing. When asked what percent of their lncane canes fran charter fishing, 59 percent said 
that less than 50 percent of their earnings came from charter fishing (Ditton, 1976). In Florida the 
situation differs somewhat. Preliminary results of a study of charter fishermen on Florida's west 
coast reveal that 60 percent of the operators surveyed had other lncane, but less than 28 percent of 
the operators had a second job; I.e., retirement lncane. Additionally, 90.4 percent of the operators 
fished ful I time In season. 

In short, while fishing Is often not a ful I-time occupation, It Is a substantial source of lncane for 
those who are directly employed In canmerclal harvesting and canmerclal sportflshlng. 

Very little Is known about the economic dependence of those employed In the processing, distribution, 
and retail sale of fishery products and of those Involved In producing and sel llng· recreational 
fishing goods and services. It Is reasonable to assume though that where fishing activity Is seasonal 
(e.g., In North Carol Ina), some employment Is also affected. For example, this would likely be true 
for employment In processing canmerclal ly harvested fish, and tor recreational fishing, those employed 
In activities such as selling bait would also be affected. It Is unclear though to what extent these 
persons are dependent on king and Spanish mackerel or other coastal pelagic fish In the management 
unit. With respect to the production of recreational fishing gear (e.g. tackle, boats, etc.) most 
gear Is not made speclflcal ly for use In one fishery. Boats and boat related items are used for 
activities other than fishing, and most fishing tackle can be used to catch many kinds of fish. 
However, there are approximately tour or five smal I firms that manufacture fishing tackle produced 
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speclflcal ly for catching king mackerel. According to a southeastern distributor of fishing tackle 
products, these f I rms are more dependent on the kl ng mackerel sport f I shery than most other 

manufacturers. Sales of these products have reportedly declined In the iast two seasons, possibly 

because of the decline of king mackerel fishing In the eastern Gulf of Mexico CG. Foti, Miami, pers. 

canrn. >. The pr eel se extant of econ cmI c dependence on the kl rig mackerel f I shery of these f I rms Is 

unknown presently. 

li.6 Dlstrlbut.lon.of .Income Within f.lshlng.Communltl.es 

Specific data on lncane distribution frdn this fishery are not available. 

On Florlda's east coast In st. Lucie, Indian River, Martin and PaI·111Beach Counties, the private 
Industry sectors that contribute the most to total personal lncctne are wholesale-retail trade, 

services, contract construction and inanufacturlng. Palm Beach County has the largest population of 

these counties, 460,100 In 1975, and the highest per capita lncane, $6,940 lh 1n5. St. Lucie County 
Is the next most populous area, but it Is much smaller, only 66,300 persons. l'ts per capita lhc:ane 

was the lowest of four counties In 1975, $4,814. Fisheries, forestry, and agriculti:re account for 

about two percent of the personal lncdile In each of the counties except Palm l;l~aCh, where less than 
one percent Is derived frail those sources. It Is not posslble to subdivide the avaHable data Into 

1f lshery derived personal lncdne. 

Monroe County, the southernmost county of Florida, has a somewhat d-lfferent econdnlc 'base., Personal 
Income derived frdn government Is significant In al I six counties, but In Monroe County It Is the 

lead Ing lncdne source. This Is largely because of the federal government lnstal latlons In Key West, 
wh lch can be quite cycl I cal. Reta I I and wholesale trade and services are the next largest sectors 

contributing to personal lncane. In 1975 Monroe County had a population of 51,400 and the per capita 
I ncane was $5,478. The county has Virtually no agriculture or forestry, so that the personal lnccme 
estimates for i•other Industries" represents the contribution 6f fisheries to local personal lncane. 
It amounts t6 about five percent, or $5 rill I lion, of the lncane derived frcm private Industry. Note 

that this does not lnCIUde Income related to processing and retail sale of fishery products which are 

Included In the wholesale and retail trade sector.I 

In the southwestern portion of Florida, Colller County Is Important to the king and Spanish mackerel 
canmerclal fishery. In 1975 the population there was 62,400 and the per capita lncane was relatively 
high, $6,647. As ·with the counties on the east coast, services, wholesale and retall trade, and 

construction were the private Industries contributing th·e most to personal lncdne In 1975. "Other 

Industries" (Including fisheries) accounted for just over three percent of the total. 

Thus the fisheries (harvesting) sector constitutes a slgnlflcaht element of the local econanles where 
k·ihg and Spanish mackerel are landed. Whtie contributions of two or three percent of total personal 
lncdite may not seem large at first glahce, In terms of dollars of lncane each percentage point repre­

sents a substantial amount of money earned. Unfortunately available data do not show al I fishery­

related (processlhg, retall sale) personal lncane. Such data would II lustrate m6re ·clearly the even 
I arger con tr I but I on that f I sher I 'es make to the I oca I economI es. 

Recreational fishing also makes an lmportaht contribution to the local ecooc)liles of caninanrtles 
throughout the south Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico. there ar'e numerous cctnmun ltles In both regions fran 

whl'ch anglers embark to catch coastal pelagic species, and the avallable data Is too llmlted to show 
precisely the variations lh lhc:ane contribution that sport fishing makes. But several studies of 

Data source: U.s. Departmeht of C011marce, Bureau of Econanl c Anal ys Is. 

11-6 

http:Dlstrlbut.lon.of


economic Impacts of marine recreational fishing show that salt water angling adds substantially to the 
local economies. A 1971 study of Morehead City (Carteret County), North Carolina, estimated that 
marine recreational fishing there by nonresidents yielded $1,046 mil lion In direct net lncane to the 
local area. Charterboat fishing activity which is heavily dependent on king and Spanish mackerel and 
bluefish yielded over $310,000 In direct net Income (Coastal Zone Resources Corporation, 1972). In a 
study of Texas charter fishing, It was estimated that charter fishermen spent over $4.2 mil lion In 
five Texas coastal communities In 1976 for charter fees, food, lodging, travel and mlscel laneous 
expenses (Ditton, et al., 1977). And In Dade County, Florida, charter fishermen spent an estimated 
$4 0 1 ml I I Ion (Gentle, 1977). While the last two studies did not estimate personal Income derived from 
fishermen expenditures, It Is easily seen that the Income portion of these services Is quite sizeable. 
Furthermore, as Ditton notes, because charter fishing Is so much a tourist activity, the Income 
derived Is a nonlocal addition to the coastal economies. Thus recreational fishing In general and 
charter fishing In particular (because It Is so Important to the coastal migratory pelagic resources 
management unit) also are Important contributors to local economies where the activity occurs. 
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12.0 DETERMINATION OF OPTIMUM YIELD

Optimum yleld COY) from a fishery Is the am:,unt of fish which wll I provide the greatest overal I bene­
fit to the nation with particular reference to food production and recreatlonal opportunities, and 
which Is prescribed as such on the basis of the maximum sustalnable yield from that fishery as 
modified by any relevant economic, social, or ecologlcal factor (P.L. 94-265). This section contains 
a discussion of the Important factors which affect the select Ion of OY and the management measures to 
achieve OY In the coastal migratory pelaglc fishery. 

The definition of the fishery Is as follows: 

The coastal migratory pelaglc resources (mackerels) are those species In the waters 
of the Gulf of Mexico and In the coastal waters and fishery conservation zone (FCZ) 
off the south Atlantlc coast as specified below. The fishery year Is to commence 
July 1 and terminate June 30. 

Area for management: Federal regulation pursuant to this plan wl 11 apply to. the FCZ within the Juris­
diction of the Gulf and South Atlantic Counclls. 1-bwever, maximum sustalnaele yleld and optimum yield 
are based on the stocks In the FCZ, the terrltorlal sea, and Internal waters of the various states. 
Consequently the al locatlons to various gear types Include catches both from the FCZ and waters land­
ward thereof. The states bordering the areas of Jurisdiction of the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic 
Fishery Management Councils are urged to adopt regulations which are compatlble with those applylng In 
the FCZ. Regulatlons are not applled In the area of Jurisdiction of the Mld-Atlantlc Councll because 
the catches there and the quantities of regulated species occurring there are so smal I that regulation 
would not be cost effective and Is not necessary to accompllsh the objectives of the plan. Slmllarly, 
catches there are not Included In OY or In catch al locatlons. Should a fishery develop which slgnlfl­
cantly affects the stocks and Is In the FCZ beyond the area for management, the management area may be 
extended by plan amendment. 

Management unit: king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, and cobla. 

Other species In the fishery: dolphln, little tunny, cero mackerel and other species caught lnclden­
tal to the directed fishing effort are minor species In the fishery. In the Gulf of Mexico, bluefish 
Is Included as a minor species In the fishery. No management measures other than data collection are 
proposed tor those species at present. Blueflsh In the south Atlantlc region are not Included because 
a separate Bluefish Management Plan for the entire Atlantlc coast Is being prepared. 

The scientific names of the above species are as follows: 

KI ng mackerel (Scomberom:,rus cava 11 a) 
Spanish mackerel (Scomberorrorus maculatus) 
Cero mackerel (Scombero110rus raga 11 s) 
Little tunny (Euthynnus al letteratus) 
Bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrlx) 
Cobia (Rachycentron canadum) 
Dolphin CCoryphaena hlppurus) 

Problems In th.e F lsher-y 

1. Current and accurate blologlcal and economic data needed as a basis for management decisions 
are not avallable. 
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2. Intense conflicts exist between recreational and commarclal users of the mackerel stocks, 
and between commercial users employing different gears. 

3. Rapidly Increasing fishing effort for king mackerel could soon result In overfishing If 
no action ts taken. 

4. Cobia are presently harvested at a size below that necessary for maximumyteld and may be 
overfished In. some areas beyond the area for management. 

12,;l Specific Managerilent Objectives 

In consideration of the relevant biological, economic, social and ecological factors, the following 
Specific Management Objectives have been specified for the coastal migratory pelagic resources manage­

ment unit. 

King Mackerel 

1. Institute management measures necessary to prevent exceeding MSY. 

2. Establlsh a mandatory statistical reporting system for rionltorlng catch. 

3. Minimize gear and user group confllcts. 

Spanish Mackerel 

1. Institute management measures necessary to prevent exceeding MSY. 

2. Establlsh a mandatory statistical reporting system for IIDhltorlng catch. 

3. MI n I ml ze gear and user group oonf II cts 1 n the event they art se. 

4. Pronote the maximum use of the resource up to the OY estimate. 

Cobia 

1. Institute management measures necessary to Increase yield per recruit and average size 
and to prevent overfishing. 

12.2 Description of Altern.atlve Optimum Yields 

12.2.1 King Mackerel 

Optimum yield COY> was determined to be 37 mll llon pounds per year for king tnackerel. Detennlnatton 
of optimum yield was hampered by the lack of precise blologtcal and catch data. The lack of defini­
tive data has resulted In an l~reclse estimate of MSY. The Counct Is real lze that the estimate of MSY 

used to determine OY and user .group catch al locatlons was, to a great degree, based on the best 
aval labia estimate of present catch. If better landing statistics become available and Indicate that 
the present landing statistics and associated estimate of MSY are In error, then the Councl Is wt 11 re­
evaluate MSY, OY and user group al locations before actions to severely restrict any part of the 
migratory pelaglcs fishery are taken. 

Six specific optimum yleld options were oonsldered. They cover the 11Dst probable range within which 
the true value of MSY Is found. These are llsted and discussed below. 
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A1ternatlve 1. Optimum yleld equal to 27 ml Ilion pounds per year. 

This optimum yleld Is equal to the likely lower bound estimate of MSY. It Is a very conservative 
approach to protecting future yield from the fishery and requires a reduction In present catch. The 
r I sk of growth or recru I tment overt I sh Ing Is reduced to a ml n I mum. Converse I y, the chance of OY be Ing 
less than the real value of MSY Is considerable. 

If this OY were adopted and the present catch reduced, there Is a high probability of a small Increase 
In standing stock, avallablllty, average size and catch per unit effort. Reducing the present catch 
would require very restrictive management measures. These would probably Include_ size limits, qU)tas 
and/or effort restrictions for the commercial fishery, bag llmlts for the recreational fishery, and 
posslbly time and area closures on a routine basis. 

This value for OY was rejected as too conservative. The posslblllty that this would result In less 
than optimal use of the resource, negative Impacts of regulation on the users, and high rost of 
restrictive management were considered nore adverse than the sllght risk that a higher OY Is above the 
true level of MSY. ,;;:-

Having to restrict the fishery to this OY alternatlve would result In lesser supply to consumers and a 
corresponding higher consumer price, reduced employment and economic returns to the commercial 
fishery. The recreational for hire fishery and businesses selling goods and services to recreational 
fishermen would reduce recreational opportunities to the recreational fishermen. 

In recent years unemployment rates have been high In several activity centers of the fishery (see 
Section 11.3). 

Alternative 2. Optimum yield equal to 30 mllllon pounds per year. 

This option lies between the llkely lower bound estimate for MSY and the nost llkely point estimate. 
It Is a noderately conservative approach to establlshlng OY. The risk of overfishing the stock Is 
stlll minimal, whlle the chance of having set OY below the true value of MSY Is less than In 
Alternative 1. This option Is approximately equal to the estimated catch In 1975, the last year for 
which data was available. Because effort In the fishery has continued to Increase, this OY would 
probably require some reduction In the present catch. 

Harvesting at this OY would cause little or no change In abundance, average size, or catch per unit 
effort. If the actual present catch Is much above the 1975 estimate, some Increase In these para­
meters might occur as the actual catch Is reduced. Limiting the present catch to the 1975 level wll I 
require restrictive management, although It would be less severe than that required under OY 
Alternative 1. These management measures would probably Include minimum size llmlts, commercial 
quotas, and recreatlonal bag llmlts. 

This measure was not accepted because there was not adequate Justification for restricting the fishery 
to an OY less than the best point estimate of MSY, and adverse economic and soclal -effects would ocaJr 
to users and consumers. 

Alternatlve 3. Optimum yleld equal to 37 mllllon pounds per year. 

This optimum yleld Is equal to the best estimate of MSY. The risk of overfishing Is evenly balanced 
agal nst the chance of fa 111ng to maxi mlze ut 111zat Ion of the resource. Adoption of th Is OY permits 
some Increase In the present catch and may result In sllght declines In abundance, average size, and 
catch per un It effort. The magn I tude of changes· In these parameters depends on how I arge the present 
catch Is. If the total catch has Increased since 1975 and Is now approaching MSY, as Is probable, 
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then I lttle change wl 11 occur. Management measures requlred to obtain thh OY are much less restrk­

tlve than the two lower OYs. The primary measure needed to maximize the blologtcal yield Is a total 

catch I lmlt. 

This option was selected as optimal yield. It was considered to be equal to the best estimate of MSY 
and offered the rrost favorable trade-off between the risks lnvo lved In either overt I sh Ing or under-
f lshlng the stock. Management restrictions associated with the negative Impacts needed to obtain this 
OY are minimal and are greatly outweighed by the positive Impacts. This OY al lows for the optimiza­

tion of economic and social benefits to current and future users of the resource, Including commarclal 

f lshermen, recreational for hire fl shermen, private recreatlonal fishermen-. consumers, processors, 
businessmen selling goods and services to recreatlonal fishermen and other affected users. 

Alternatlve 4~ Optimum yleld egual to 45 ml I I Ion pounds per year. 

This optlmal yleld Is larger than the best point estimate for MSY but stll I within the llkely range of 
the true value. The risk of overfishing 15 considerably greater than the lower OY option, whlle the 

posslblllty of underutlllzlng the stock Is minimized. This option should be considered a high risk, 

high benefit approach to OY. 

If this OY were adopted, abundance, avallablllty, average size, and catch per unit effort would 
decllne even If the OY estimate were equal to or less than MSY. The management measures required to 
achieve this OY are mlnlmal. lie> restrictive measures would be necessary ln the first years of the 

plan. 

This option was rejected. The possible benefits of an Increased total catch If the true value of MSY 
was equal to or greater than 45 mll llon pounds were not considered to be worth the risk of overfishing 
the stock, and the expected decllnes In catch per unit effort which v«>uld be expected whatever the 

true value of MSY. 

Achievement of thl-s optimal yleld would llkely require specific measures to encourage Increased yields 
from the fishery. This OY would have the risk of adverse soclal and economic 1mpacts In the future, 

If the stock were overfished and aval lab! I lty were reduced for future needs. 

AlternaNve 5. Optimum yield egual to 53 mllllon pounds per year. 

This optimum yleld Is equal to the upper bound of the nest llkely range In which the true value of MSY 
Iles. Of all the options considered, It has the highest risk of overfishing the stock and offers the 
greatest potential If the true value of MSY Is as large as OY. The effect of harvesting at th-ls OY Is 

similar to the 45 mllllon pound option, but has a more extreme effect on the blologlcal par1111eters of 
the stock. This measure was rejected for the same reasons given for rejecting the 45 ml I Hon pound 

opt Ion. 

Alternatlve 6. Optimum yield egual to a range from 30 to 37 mllllon pounds per year. 

The concept of OY as a range of values was discussed. It was rejected because It was felt that It was 
better to have a point estimate of OY. Sufficient data to Justify a variable OY were not avallable 
nor was any system avallable which could be used to calculate an annual OY within the g:lven range. 

12.2.2 Spanish Mackerel 

Optimum yield was determ'lned to be 27 mll llon pounds for Spanish mackerel. Four specific optimum 
yield options were considered covering the probable range of the true value of MSY. 
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Alternative 1. Optimum yield equal to 13 mllllon pounds per year. 

This Is a very conservative approach to protecting the stock. It would require severe curtailment of 
the fishery with severe adverse economic and soclal Impacts on users. 

Alternative 2. Optimum yield equal to 20 mll llon pounds per year. 

This Is a moderately conservative approach to protecting the stock. The OY Is equal to the estimated 
1975 catch. Given expanding effort It would require restrictions on allowable catch In the fishery 
by the time of plan lmplementatlon. This OY was not accepted because there was not adequate Justifi­
cation for restricting the fishery to an OY less than the best point estimate of MSY given the adverse 
economic and social Impacts on users of curtailing the fishery. 

Alternative 3. Optimum yleld equal to 27 mllllon pounds per year. 

This optimum yleld Is equal to the best avallable estimate of MSY. The risk of overfishing Is evenly 
balanced against the chance of falling to maximize utilization of the resoutce. This OY permits some 
Increase In the present catch. Management restrictions to attain It are mlnlmal, and It al lows opti­
mization of economic and soclal benefits to al I users. 

Alternative 4. Optimum yleld equal to 49 mllllon pounds per year. 

This optimum yield In the upper llkely bound on the range of the true value of MSY. It has the 
highest risk of overfishing the stock. It was rejected because the possible benefits of Increased 
catch were not worth the risk of adverse soclal and economic Impacts In the future If the stock became 
depleted. 

12.2.3 Cobia 

Optimum yield for cobla was determined to be the available amount of cobla at a size equal to or 
greater than 33 Inches fork length, as measured from the tip of the head to the center of the tall. 
This amount Is estimated as 1,000,000 In 1981 and Is expected to Increase If the proposed management 
measures are Implemented. 

Two alternatives for optimum yleld were considered: 

Alternatlve 1. Optimum yleld egual to the best estimate of MSY, 1,os1,ooopounds. 

This alternative was rejected. The estimate of MSY Is extremely crude, due to Incomplete and Inac­
curate estimates of catch and lack of any estimates of fishing effort or recruitment. Harvest at any 
numerical estimate based on such poor data may slgnlflcantly overfish or underflsh the stock(s). 
Neither possibility ls In the best Interest of the nation. Enforcement and data collectlon costs 
required to limit the harvest to a fixed amount would be prohibitive. 

Alternatlve 2. Optimum yield equal to the amount of cobla of a size equal to or greater than 33 Inches 
fork length, which Is harvested by U.S. fishermen given prevailing economic conditions 
and fishing techniques. 

This optimum yleld wll I greatly reduce the possibility of recruitment overfishing, stabilize catch at 
or near MSY, and Increase present yleld, average size, and avallablllty of large, trophy-size fish. 

The proposed limit protects the cobla until the age at first maturity. This greatly reduces the 
possibility of recruitment overfishing. Under the estimated levels of fishing rrortallty In the early 
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1960s cthe latest available data> this nieasu-e would increase yield between 23 percent and 58 
percent. If the cobla stock In the Atlantic Is presently oved !shed, this QY wl 11 restore the stock 

and pi-event overfishing In the future. See Section 5.4.3.i for a more detailed analysis of yield per 

recruit~ 

Estimated Limits Y/R(g) Y/R(g) for Y/R(g) for 

of M &F for present s I ze 3311 size at Optimum SJ ze at 

.where z = .41 at Recr u I tn\ent Reci-uttinent Re¢r uJtrne11t . 

M F 

;, 12 .29 5,314 8,416 9,503 
.22 .19 3,064 3,761 3,761 

As fishing mortal tty Increases, the ga In 111 'y'lei a from rncreaslng the mlh'N'tium 'size also 1n·oreases,. 
Because fishing effort and mortal lty have undoubtedly Increased since the early 1960s., the expected 
Increase in ylel d frcin th Is measure rs greater than estimated above. Reducl ng the mortartty of 

smaller fish wl1 I Increase the average size and number of larger fish •ava-1 labJE!• 'rh1s benefits the 

recreational user who prefers a trophy fish~ 

It Is expected that there WIii be a small mortality of undersized fish which are caught and released,. 
it ·was felt that this mortality would be far outweighed by the ·l:ialh lh y!Erld which would result from 
th Is OY. 

This size llmlt was adopted rather than some other size because It prov Hies a large gain In yleld and 
protects the sped es fran recruitment overfishing, while reducing any posslble loss 'from mortality of 
released fish to a minimum. According to the best avallable data, a 33-lnch llmlt would provide •be­

tween 89 per·cent and 100 percent of the theoretical maximum Y/R at given values of fishing mortallty 
(see Section 5.1.4). While a larger llmlt would theoretlcal ly result In 'f-urthei" Increases ln y'l'.eld, 

inortallty of released fish would Increase. The small addltlonal gain fran ·a larger size llmltwas not 
considered ·worth the risk of slgnlflcantly larger mortallty of t:ihdei-'slzed fish or the ·added 'l'mposPtlon 

on the fishermen. 

12.2.4 Other Species In. the Fishery 

Optimum yield was not specified for the other species because of l'ack of data to estlma'te·MSY. When 
sufficient dafa becdne avallable to estimate MSY and/or OY for other species In the flshary, and ·the 
need 'arises for management me·asures, the Councl I""' I I :develop such estlina'tes. 'At·th"at time, these 
'species wl 11 'be added to the management iin It by plan amendment. 

12.3 Analysrs of Beneflclal and Adverse Impacts of Potentlal Mana9ement .. Qptlo11s 

12.3.1 King Mackerel 

12.3. 1. 1 Propdsed Measures 

A. The Secretary of Commerce may Implement llieas'ures designed 'to provide I Hriltaflons, •where 
ap'proprlate, on any gear or device used In the king mackerel Hshery to r'educe gear arid user g-oop 

conflicts. The.Secretary, after consultation with the affected Councils, may·take the followlng 
action by regula'tory amendment based on the following criteria: 
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(1) When a confllct arises through expansion of a hlstorlcal fishery In a tradltlonal fishing 
area or region, the Secretary shall Investigate the causes and extent of the confllct, the 
economic and soclologlcal Impacts of any vlable !Imitations on the expanded fishery or other 
users, other solutlons to the confllct and other relevant factors. The Secretary, after con­
sultatlon with the affected Counclls and states, may resolve the confllct as falrly as 
posslble by taking one or more of the fol lowlng actions: 

( a) Separate the use·rs or gear by area (fishing zone). 

( b) Separate the users or gear by time ( day of week). 

(c) Assign local quotas to each gear or user group based on the hlstorlcal catches of each 
for that local area. 

(d) A I low un 11 ml ted usage of the gear or device. 

(2) When the conf I lct arises through the Introduction of gear or _devlc~s Into new regions where 
they have not been hlstorlcal ly fished, the Secretary shal I lnvest~rgate the harvesting capa­
city and efficiency of the new gear or device In the local area, the economic and soclologl­
cal Impacts on users of hlstorlcal gear, the hlstorlcal level of stock abundance In the area 
and the other relevant factors. The Secretary may, after consultatlon with the affected 
Councl Is and states, take one or more of the to I lowl ng act Ions: 

(a) Prohibit use of the gear or device In that geographlcal area. 

(b) Allow only llmlted use of the gear or device to more fully evaluate Its Impacts and 
potent I a Is. 

Cc) Limit the number of units of the gear or device which can be utlllzed In that area. 

( d) A I low un 11 ml tad usage of the gear or devl ce. 

(3) When a conflict arises as a result of circumstances In the fishery, other than as described 
In (1) or (2) above, the Secretary may Implement measures designed to obviate such confllcts 
by measures provided for In (1) and (2) above, or take such other action as may be 
appropriate and necessary to resolve such confllcts In a manner consistent with the goals and 
objectives of the plan, the Natlonal Standards, the MFCMA and other appllcable law.

Background: Gear and user group confllcts occur within many fisheries In the southeast. These 
confllcts are the result of competition for the resource. They may take the form of competition for a 
I lmlted avallable yleld or competition for fishing space. In some cases the area where fish are 
avallable may be quite smal I and/or the operation of one gear may be lncompatlble with other gears In 
the same area. 

These confllcts can become very serious, resultlng In property damage, vlolence, even death. 
Confllcts between shrimp fishermen In Texas recently lead to the death of one fisherman. In Florlda, 
confllcts between shrimp and stone crab fishermen caused tens of thousands of dollars In property loss 
to stone crab fl sherrnen and resulted In gun battles with automatic weapons. These cont I lcts usua I ly 
occur when a new or technlcal ly Improved gear Is Introduced or a tradltlonal gear Is expanded Into new 
areas. Confllcts often arise suddenly with llttle advance warning. 

Gear and user group confllcts may endanger proper blologlcal management because of the hlghly erro­
tlonal atmosphere which develops. In some cases, there may be legltlmate blologlcal grounds for gear 
regulatlon. 1-bwever, In an emotlonal ly polarlzed fishery, where al I groups are making poorly docu-
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rnented claims and counter clalms, It ls often lmposslble to determine whether or not a blologlcal 
problem exists. Decisions made In such an atrrosphere may either Inadequately protect the stock or, 

conversely, overregulate the fishermen. 

In the mackerel f I shery there Is a long h l story of cont 11 ct between users of net gear and of hook and 
1 lne gear. Because of the seasonal nature of the fishery, direct confllcts are usually of srort dura­
tion, one to elght weeks per year, and may reoccur ln the same area each year. (See Section 8.2.6.) 

Because of the rroblllty of the glll-net fleet and the migratory habits of the flsh, these confllcts may 
arise suddenly, wlth llttle warning. The present confllct ln the Fort Pierce area Is an example (see 

king mackerel Measure B). As effort by all groups Increases and commerclal gear technology continues 

to Improve, expanding the flshable area avallable to net gears, the potential tor confllcts Increases. 

It Is expected that such conflicts wlll further Intensify In the future and spread to areas where no 

direct confllct exists today. 

Ratlonale: Measure A Is designed to enable the Councll to address gear and user group confllcts as 
qulckly as possible through the use of the regulatory amendment process. lt supports Management 
Objective 3, and to a lessor degree, Objective 1. It fol lows the framework plan concept which Is 

Intended to greatly Increase the flexlbl I lty of management under the MFCMA. J_t delegates autrorl ty 
from the Councll to the Secretary of Commerce to address such confllcts. The delegatlon of authority 

Is llmlted by certain flxed guldellnes. In practice, the Reglonal Director of the Southeast Region of 

the Natlonal Marine Flsherles Service acts as deslgnee tor the Secretary ln lmplementlng thls measure. 

Any confllct which arises wll I come to the attention of the Councll before the Secretary or the 
Reglonal Director Is aware of It. The problem and potent I al so lutlon wl 11 be conveyed to the Reglonal 
Director by the Councl I. It Is Intended that any action taken by the Reglonal Director wl 11 be based 

on consultatlon with and recommendation by the Councl Is. Should the action (or nonactlon) of the 
Reglonal Director be unacceptable to the Councl I, the plan amendment process can be started. 

If actlon Is needed, the Reglonal Director, after consultatlon with the Councils, wll I Issue proposed 
regulatlons. If slgnltlcant, an Envlronmental Impact Statement and Regulatory Analysls wlll be pre­

pared. Publlc hearings wl 11 be held to al low tul I public review before Hnal regulatlons are Issued. 
The entire process requires a minimum of 90 days but ls. expected to require rrore time under normal 

circumstances. Because mackerel flsherles are hlghly seasonal, It Is llkely that a regulatory amend­
ment could not be Implemented untll the fishing season one year after a contllct develops. In some 
cases, where contllcts are partlcularly Intense, regulatlons wl 11 be needed very qulckly. At such 

t Imes the Councl Is expect that emergency Jmplernentatlon of a regulatory amendment wl 11 be necessary. 
This wll I reduce the required lmplementatlon time to less than 30 days. 

This measure can be used to address almost any gear or user confllct which may arise. 1-t has two 
major benefits. First, It can qulckly prevent vlolence and property damage. Second., It can al low 
time for a scientific study to obtain rel lab le Information on which to base long-term management 

measures. As an example of the type of problem which may arise and a solutlon designed to obtain t-he 

first type of benefit, see king mackerel Measure B. As an -example of the second, see the measures 

proposed tor purse seine use. Specific positive benefits wlll result, but cannot be quantified untll 

a specific cont I Jct Is addressed. Specific positive and/or negative Impacts of this measure wl 11 .var_y 

greatly with the circumstances surrounding any partlcular contllct. 

Impacts of future confllcts cannot be analyzed In advance because It Is lmposslble to predict the cir­
cumstances before the fact. The regulatory amendment process requires such analysls at ·the time a 

specific confllct Is addressed. Publlc review of the proposed regulatlon ls also required. 

Numerous alternatlves to this measure were considered by the Councl Is,. These alternatlves tel I l·n1o 
three categories, no action, plan amendment, and fleld order. None of these alternatlves ottered an 
accept.3b le combination of speed and f lexlbl I lty. 
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If neither the Councl Is nor the Reglonal Director takes action on gear confllcts, It Is expected that 
these conflicts wll I grow lncreaslngly more severe and more costly. The potentlal for vlolence and 
physical Injury wll I steadily Increase. The Increasingly emotional nature of thls fishery wll I make 
lt more and more dlfflcult to make correct management decisions. This would not be conducive to the 
economic, blologlcal, or soclal wel I being of the fishery and would Interfere with achieving optimum 
yleld. The Counclls do not consider this option to be consistent with Its responslblllty under the 
Act. 

Gear confllcts could, In theory, be dealt with through plan amendments. 1-bwever, the process of 
review and approval of FMPs and plan amendments Is very long. A confllct arising In one year could 
not be dealt with until the followlng season, at the earl lest. Past experience Indicates then that an 
amendment would not be Implemented untll the beginning of the third fishing season. Two seasons of 
conflict would pass before action could be taken. A further consideration arises from the fact that 
such conflicts often change rapidly In character and extent. Potential solutlons that can only be 
Implemented two years after the fact may never catch up with changing conditions In the fishery. The 
Councl I does not consider the plan amendment process to be a vi able or tlmel_y process to use In 
addressing most gear and user group conflicts. 

The Counclls considered ways to use a field order to address future conflicts. A field order Is, In 
effect, a specific regulation which has already been approved but which Is not enforced untll certain 
specified conditions occur. The advantage of a fleld order ls very fast response tlme, a field order 
can be Implemented ln five days or less. 1-bwever, a fleld order must be very specific In Its action. 
Thls ls a serious disadvantage where future action cannot be predicted accurately, as ln this case. 

A measure was developed which Incorporated the provlslons of the preferred alternatlve Into a field 
order and set up guidelines for Implementation which were very similar to those In king mackerel 
Measure B. Thls alternatlve was rejected because lts lack of specific actions was legally 
questionable. Addltlonal ly the regulatory analysts required at the time a specific field order was 
proposed would greatly decrease the speed of lmplementatlon, removing nost If not al I of the advan­
tages of the fleld order approach. 

The fol lowlng management measure addresses a specific gear and user group conflict which has 
already developed In the FCZ off the coast of Florida between 27° 501 north latitude and 27° 0.6 1 

north I at l tude. 

B. When the Regional Director, Southeast Region, tf.lFS, determines, based on rel I able Information, 
that a conflict, as described In FMP Section 8.2.6, exists or ls about to exist, he wll I take one 
of the fol lowing actions by field order. The tlme period during which such restrictions shal I be 
enforced wlll be determined by length of time a direct confllct exists or Is expected to exist. 

(1) Establish a fishing window within the following points: 

(a) Bethel Shoal light (27° 44.3 1N, 80° 10.4 1W). 

(b) A wreck 15 mlles southeast of Fort Pierce Inlet (27° 23.5 1N, 80° 3.7 1W). 

(c) Marker WR 16, five miles northeast of Jupiter Inlet (27° 0.6 1N, 80° 2.0 1WJ. 

(d) 100 fm depth due east of point c (27° 0.6 1N, 79° 55.0 1W). 

(el 100 fm depth due east of point b (27° 23.5 1N, 79° 54.0 1W). 

(f) 100 fm depth due east of point a (27° 44.3 1N, 79° 53.5 1W). 

12-9 



The Regional Director may prohibit use of glll-net gear to take king mackerel within the area 
a-b-e-f, b-c-d-e or a-c-d-f. If additional action Is needed, prohibit use of hook and line gear 

to take king mackerel within a window landward of a line between the points a-b, b-c or a-c. 

{2) Establish two fishing zones seaward (east) of state Jurisdiction. These zones shalt be the 
waters of the FCZ between 27° 10 1 north latitude and 27° 50 1 north latitude dfvlded Into 

two areas along the line of 27° 30 1 north latitude. 

(al In the first year In which a confl.Jct arises, the use of gll I nets for taking of king 
mackerel shal I be prohibited In the area south of 27° 30 1 north latitude and use of 

hook and line gear for taking of king mackerel shal I be prohibited In the area north 
of 27° 30 1 north latitude. In any succeeding year when a conflict develops, the 

area In which each gear Is prohibited may be changed. 

(b) When a conflict arises, use of each gear within the zone between 27° 10 1N and 27° 5O1N 
may be alternated dally. 

{ I) On even days o.f the nonth, use of gl I I-net gear to take ~lig mackerel may be 
proh lblted. 

( II) On odd days of the 1TOnth, use of hook and llne gear to take king mackerel may 
be proh lblted. 

(cl Close the fishery tor king mackerel to all users within the zone between 27° 101N and 
27° 50 1N. This measure shall only be Imposed If the conflict results In: 

CI) Death or serious bod! ly Injury. 

(11) Significant gear loss. 

Procedures for evaluating the existence of a conflict: 

(1.) The fol lowing procedures must be employed by the Regional Director In his decision process 
regarding the existence of a conflict tor which a field order Is appropriate and prior to the 

Implementation of such a field order. 

Ca) At such time as the Regional Director Is advised by any party that a confl let exists, he 
must confirm the existence of such a conflict through Information supplfed him by JINFS, 
u.s. Coast Guard or other appropriate law• enforcement agencies. 

Cb) In the event that such I nformat Ion Is not ascertal nab le from those law enforcement per­
sonnel as provided In (a) above, such confirmation may be made through Information 

supplied by personnel of the state agency with marine fishery management responsibility. 

(c) Confer with the Chairmen of the affected Councl Is, the office of the state agency Cs) 
with the marine fishery management responslblllty, and such o'ther persons as the 
Regional Director deems appropriate, If any. 

(2) Restrictions on field orders 

Cal No field order may be Implemented which results In the exclusive access of any user 
group or gear type to the f I shery dur Ing the t lme the f I el d order Is In ex Is tence. 
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(b) A fleld order may be rescinded by the Regional Director If he finds through application 
of the same procedures set forth In (1) above that the conflict no longer exists. 

(cl No fleld order may be Implemented for a time period greater than five (5) days except 
under the conditions set forth In Section (e) above. 

Cd) At such time as the Regional Director submits to the Federal Register a fleld order for 
Implementation under these provisions, he shal I Immediately arrange for a fact-finding 
meeting In the area of the conflict to be convened no later than 72 hours from the time 
of Implementation of the field order. The following shal I be advised of such fact-
f Ind Ing meeting: 

(1) The Chairmen of the affected Councl Is; 

(2) The office of the state agency with fishery management resinnslblllty; 

(3) Local media; 

(4) Such user group representatives or organizations as may be appropriate and 
pr act I cab I e; 

'(5) Others as deemed appropriate by the Regional Director or as requested by Chairmen 
of the affected Councils or the state agency. 

This fact-finding meeting shal I be for the purpose of evaluating the fo I lowing: 

(1) The existence of a conflict needing reso lutlon by the field order; 

(2) The appropriate term of the field order, I.e., either greater or less than five 
( 5) days; 

(3) Other possible solutions to the conflict other than federal Intervention; 

(4) Other relevant matters. 

(el In the event It Is determined as a result of the fact-finding meeting that the tenn of 
the field order sl-ould exceed five (5) days, the Regional Director may, after con­
sultation with the Chairmen of the affected Councl Is and the Involved state agency, 
extend such fleld order for a period not to exceed 30 days from the date of Initial 
Implementation. In the event the Regional Director determines that It Is necessary or 
appropriate for the term of such field order to extend beyond 30 days, such extension 
may be made after consultation with the Chairmen of the affected Councl Is and for such 
period of time as necessary and appropriate to resolve the conflict. 

Rationale: This measure addresses an existing conflict (see Section 8.2.6) by separating groups of 
fishermen who use different gears. This will reduce the severe social and economic conflicts which 
have occurred In this fishery In recent years. 

The measure offers considerable flexlbl llty In response to this gear confl let. If, after the ·plan Is 
Implemented, little or no active conflict exists, no action need be taken. If an active conflict 
again develops, several options are available. The nost approprl<1te can be Implemented by fleld order 
within a very short time period. The procedures for evaluating the existence of a conflict (see king 
mackerel Measure A) ensure that no unnecessary action wll I be taken. Rapid public review, through 
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the required fact-fl .ding meeting, wl 11 ensure that the nost appropriate action had been taken. This 
Is partlcularly Important If the fishery Is totally closed. In that case the fact-finding meeting can 
then be used as the basis to choose a less restrictive solution to the conflict. 

Option (1) would establish an Inshore, offshore division of the users. Several alternatives for 
closed areas are provided to ensure that a viable solution Is avallable which affects the least 
possible area. The division corresponds to a natural and traditional separation of fishing grounds. 
Hook and llne fishermen normally fish over rocky reef areas, rrost of which are enclosed within points 
a-c-d-f. Net fishermen rrore often fish over srrooth bottom, nost of which ls located lnsl'Ore of a line 
between points a-b-c. Nets can only be used over rocky areas when wind and currents are unusually calm. 

Options (2) (a) and (2) Cb) would establish a north/south division of fishing grounds. Within a 
designated zone, fish schooling at any depth or over any type of bot1om would be avallable 1o the 
designated gear. This measure Is equally restrictive 1o both user groups. Neither group Is per­
manently restricted from any area. The average avallablllty and catch of each user group Is not 
expected to be affected, although short-term fluctuations may be Intensified. King mackerel are pres­
ent ln both areas every year, but the area of greatest concentration and ~st catch per un It effort 
may shift from year to year. Shifting avallablllty may be advantageous or disadvantageous to either 
group In the short term, but each group shares an equal risk. 

Option (2)(c) provides for total closure of the fishery In cases of extreme conflict. This measure 
can be used as a cooling-off period. Rapid public review through the required fact-finding meeting 
can result In a less restrictive field order within a very short period of time. 

The area affected Is a major fishing zone. It lies off the coast of two counties, St. Lucie and 
lndlan River. For the period 1972-1977, an average of 17 percent of the total annual U.S. commerclal 
harvest was landed In those counties during the affected time period. 

Approximately 200 of the estimated 300 hook and line vessels In the fishery are based In these two 
counties and fish primarily In the affected area. A significant, but unknown number of vessels from 
other areas also fish In the area. The number of commercial hook and line fishermen affected ls esti­
mated at 320 or rrore. 

The number of large power roller gll I-net vessels based In the area Is unknown. Because of the high 
mobility of the gll I-net fleet, al I of the vessels In Florida could be expected to fish this area at 
some time. In nost years, approximately 30 vessels or less are present. The number of fishermen 
affected Is estimated at 120. 

The number of private recreational or charterboat fishermen who might be affected by this measure Is 
unknown. 

Efficiency of both gears wl 11 be Increased by separation. At present the setting of gl 11 nets Is 
sometimes delayed or prevented by the presence of hook and line fishermen over schools of king 
mackerel. Conversely, many fishermen allege that the setting of gll I nets on a school of fish which 
have congregated over a given spot disperses that school and makes the fish less avallable to hook and 
11 ne f I shermen. 

This measure If Implemented, wll I probably result In Increased fuel and maintenance costs In some 
years; this Is expected to be minor. Participants In the present fishery follow the largest con­
centrations of fish up and down the coast. This often Involves distances In excess of twenty mlles, 
the length of the proposed area of restriction. Because the present pattern of travel to the fishing 
grounds varies greatly from year to year, It ls not possible to calculate the anount of Increased 
costs, If any, from the proposed regulations. 
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This measure replaces one very similar to Option (2)(a). It offers several additional advantages 
through Increased flexlblllty of action. l'b restrictions wit I be Implemented unless they are 

necessary. Additional options allow flexlblllty to choose the best possible solution In a rapidly 
changing situation. The Councils have determined that the decrease In soclal and economic conflict 

and Increases In efficiency of both gears are of greater value to the nation than the smal I Increases 
In costs and year-to-year fluctuations In catch by each gear. 

c. A total at lowab le catch shat I be estab 11 shed at 37 ml I I Ion pounds per year. 

(1) Annual stock al locations shall be made as follows: 28 mll llon pounds tor the recreatlonal 
f lshery and nine ml I llon pounds for the commercial fishery. 

(2) The commercial al location shat I be divided between hook and ltne gears and net gears 
as fol lows: 

1-bok and 11 ne: 3,877,200 pounds 
Nets 5, 122,800 pounds 

~-.··· 

(3) If the catch of any user group exceeds Its allocatlon, the Secretary shat I close the 
fishery to that group for the remainder of the fishing year. 

(4) Commerclal and recreational fishermen defined as follows: 

- A commercial fisherman Is a person who sells his catch. 

- A recreational fisherman Is a person who does not sell his catch. 

Rationale: These measures support Management Objectives 1 and 3. Setting a total catch limit equal to 
MSY Is Intended to prevent overexploitation caused by Increasing effort. Such overexploitation would 

cause a long-term decline In yhld from the fishery. 

Dividing the total catch Into al locations between the three major user groups wl 11 prevent one or nore 
groups from taking such a large fraction of the total allowable catch that other .users are unable to 
engage In thelr traditional fishing activity. Fish produced by each group has a different price 

structure, distribution system and eventual consumer. Al location by user groups prev.ents the disrup­
tion of the present, orderly systems and helps assure the supply of Hsh to the traditional consumers. 

The arrounts al located to hook and 11 ne gears and net gears, was based on the Ir average percent contr 1-
but Ion to the total commercial landings during the period 1971 through 1975. 

Placing a limit on total catch may potentially result In closure of the fishery before the nonnal end 
of the fishing year. This may cause short-term economic Impact on the fishermen and those who provide 
support facl I I ties and suppl Jes. In the case of the commercial for hire Industry, businesses serving 

tourists who come to an area to fish wlll be affected. It wlll cilso result In disruption of the price 

structure, dl·strlbutlon system and consumption of the product by consumers. 

The severity of these Impacts would depend on when, where and on which .gro.ups a closure was lmpo.sed. 
Because of the present structure of the fishery and Its timing In relatl.on to the Hshlng year, It Is 
unllkely that such closures would last very long or have a large Impact In relation to the total value 
of the fishery. 1-bwever, the fleet using net gears may be significantly Impacted In some years. 

Hypothetical catches In excess of the al location should be regarded as opportunity costs, I.e., fore­

gone revenue In an alternative enterprise which cannot be engaged In, In this case. The opix>rtunlty 
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cost concept can b applied to the gll I-net segment In which the proposed allotment was exceeded ln 
1974 and possibly in 1977. The estimate for the difference In catch In 1974 (1.63 ml I lion pounds) 

wou Id be $1.24 ml I I lon usl ng the $0. 76/pound kl ng mackerel pr Ice for 1980. 

It Is poss lb le that a closure cou Id be app 11 ed to one or rrore groups In a year when the total catch 
dld not reach 37 mil lion pounds. Thls measure could, therefore, prevent attaining OY In some years. 

It Is probable that OY wl 11 be exceeded In some years wltt-out a I Imitation on the total catch. Effort 
by al I user groups Is Increasing. The capacity of the fleet Is now wel I above OY and the expected 

annual catch Is very close to MSY and OY. The economic Impacts of closing the fishery for a st-ort 
period near the end of some years are smal I In rel at Ion to the total economic value of the f I shery and 

the potential for depletion of the resource through exceeding OY. 

This simple al location system balances the benefits of al location against the rlsk that the system 
wl 11 cause the fishery to be unnecessarl ly restricted. A great deal of effort was expended In 

attempts to design a complex system which would have divided the catch be area, time, and user group 
In order to guarantee that no user group would be unfairly restricted or denied access to the 

resource. This proved exceedl_ngly dlfflcult; Increasing the complexlty q!·_the system merely Increased 

the risk of unnecessary restrictions, and made the system administratively unwieldy. 

Management Measure C(3) replaces a measure which 1«:>uld have al lowed fishing sllghtly In excess of the 
al locations If the negative economic Impacts of a closure were greater than the biological benefits. 

The old measure was considered unworkable. The new measure gives rrore protection to the stock. 

Measure 'C(4) provides deflnltlons of commerclal and recreational fishermen which are necessary to 
Implement the al locations In Measures C(l) and C(2). This measure Is Intended to establish a basis 
for the al location between user groups using the avallable commercial landlng statistics. These sta­
tistics Inherently contain the assumption that when a fisherman sel Is hls catch, he Is a commercial 

fisherman. In order to use the avallable statistics for al location purposes, this assumption must be 

maintained. 

One potential negative Impact of the accepted definitions along with Measure C(l) Is that recreational 
fishermen who do not depend on the fishery for a living can contribute to the al location of the com­
mercial fishery. Once the quota was fll led, the recreational fishermen could continue to flsh 

recreationally, but the commercial fishermen depending on the flshery for a source of living would 

have to become unemployed. Another potential problem ls the fact that the usual means of obtaining 

"recreational" landing statistics Cl.a., some form of asking the fishermen what his or her catch was) 
may double count fish which are subsequently sold. 

No adverse Impacts are expected If the al location Is not exceeded or If the percentage of fish so Id by 
those who are In reallty recreational fishermen does not change. 1-bwever, If the hook and fine 

al locatlon was exceeded and a larger than normal fraction of the catch had been so Id by recreational 
fishermen, then the tradltlonal commercial fisherman would be unable to harvest his normal share of 

the resource. 

In the first year or two of the plan, It ls unllkely that the percentage of fish sold by different 
user groups fishing with hook and line wlll change enough to cause a restriction to sales by other 

user groups. Therefore, no negative Impact Is expected within that time frame. In the long term, 
better statistical data wll I al low the development of better definitions to use ln al locating the 
resource. This data wll I be avallable as the result of other recommendations contained In this manage­

ment plan. 
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D. The minimum mesh size In the FCZ for al I king mackerel gll I nets shal I be 4-3/4 Inches stretched 
mesh ln the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantlc Reglonal Counclls' areas of Jurisdiction • 

.Rationale: This measure wlll sllghtly Increase blologlcal and economic ylelds of king mackerel, pre­
vent recurrence of wasteful fishing practices, help reduce user group confllcts and Increase the 

effectiveness of regulatlon by the State of Florlda. 

This measure wl 11 el lmlnate the recurrence of a wasteful fishing practice, the use of smal I mesh gl 11 
nets to take king mackerel. At times, partlcularly along the southeast Florlda coast, gl I I-net 
fishermen have used small mesh glll nets designed to catch Spanish mackerel, In trying to catch king 

mackerel. During 1978 and 1979, an extremely Intense confllct developed along the southeast coast 

between gll I-net fishermen and hook and llne fishermen. Much of this confllct concerned alleged loss 
or i•drop-out" of king mackerel from gll I nets. Subsequent testimony at several publlc hearings and 

r·esearch Into the drop-out problem lndlcated that dropout from 4-3/4 Inch stretch mesh nets was pro­
bably mlnlmal but that significant waste had occurred when smal I mesh nets were used. To the degree 

that waste occurs with use of smal I mesh nets, this measure wl 11 Increase the potentlal yleld from the 

f I Shery. 

Use of large mesh nets resu·lts In harvest of larger, rrore va I uab le f I sh. Freezer processors are the 
major market for gll 1-net catches. These processors report that smaller fish are less deslrable and 

that large catches of smal I fish wo·uld result In lower exvessel prices. The size distribution of 
catches made wlth 4-3/4 Inch stretch mesh results In the optima! marketable product. 

Trlal and error experimentation by commerclal fishermen lndkates that the 4-3/4 Inch mesh slze Is the 
opt-lmal mesh size for maximum average catches out of the average size distribution In fish schools on 
which the net's are normally set. Cxily when set on schools of fish which are prlmarlly smaller than 25 
Inches fork length wt 11 thls mesh size be Inefficient. During the normal fishery, schools of such 

sinal I f I sh are uncoinrron. 

This measure wl 11 aid the State of Florlda's enforcement of their ldentlcal regulatlon, roouclng 
·enforcement costs to the :state and Improving effectiveness of that enforcement. 

This measure wH I help defuse some of the Intense user confllcts ln the fishery, contrlb.utlng to klng 
mackerel plan Objective 3. the use of gll I nets Is and has been a very contentious lssue.. Sport and 

commercl al hook and 11 ne fishermen perceive this measure as one badly needed as one form of contro I 
over net fishing. State regulation on mesh sizes has helped reduce perceived confHct between these 
user groups. Federal regulatlon wl 11 maintain this benefit. Conversely, fallure to adopt this 
measure wt 1 I Increase user ·cont IIcts. 

Th Is measure wt 11 have ml n lmal adverse Impacts. Because of FI or Ida law and norma·I f I shl ng pr act Ices., 
mos.t vessels which could fish for king mackerel have 4-3/4 Inch mesh nets. Cxily a smal I percent of 

the gl I I-net fleet does ·not normally fish for king mackerel and, therefore, does not have a sultab le 
net. Th Is measure does not pi"oh lbl t any f I sherman from enter! ng the kl ng ·mackerel t·1 shery. The cost 

of a net Is relatlvely smal I In relatlon to the overal 1 cost of gll I-net fishing and -the potentlal 

benefits which could be real I-zed from the net. ~st gtll-net operators o.wn three to _five dHferent 
nets. 

Additional enforcement costs wl II be minima!. The primary Impact of this measure wlll be In the State 
of Florlda. It will have llttle, If any, Impact 1·n other states. In areas other than the Flor Ida 
coast, ·king mackerel do not honnal·ly school In densities high enough for effect-Ive gt I !·netting. No 

significant gll 1--net fishery for king mackerel exists In other states, ncir Is any llkely to develop. 
No fishermen from states other than Florlda are Involved In the gll 1-net fishery of:f Florlda. In 

Florlda, existing state enforcement agents are cross-deputized for MF(}IIA enforcement and can enforce 
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this mE·asure with no addltional federal expendlture. Any Increase In federal expenditure to enforce 
this measure wl 11 be balanced by reduced state expenditures result Ing from uniform regulatlon In the 
FCZ and state waters. 

Benefits and costs of this measure cannot be stated numerlcal ly due to lack of data. The above 
discussion describes the types and relatlve magnitudes of the costs and benefits. Alttough they can­
not be accurately quantified, It Is clear that the benefits substantlal ly exceed the costs and that 
this measure Is necessary and appropriate for management of the fishery. 

Alternatlve mesh sizes were considered and rejected because (1) there was no reason to belleve that 
any mesh sizes, either sllghtly larger or sllghtly smaller than 4-3/4 Inches would be J1Dre beneflclal 
than the proposed mesh; (2) a mesh size smaller than 4-3/4 Inches would confllct with Florlda law 
causing difficulties In enforcement for both state and federal agencies; (3) the proposed mesh size Is 
consistent with advice of the Advisory Panel, review by the Scientific and Statistical Committee, and 
present fishing practices In the Industry; (4) an Increase In the minimum mesh size would adversely 
affect the Industry by forcing many operators to purchase new nets. 

;;:_-. 

It may be argued that no regulatlon ls needed, that the fishery wlll pol Ice Itself. This argument Is 
patently false In open access fisheries such as this one. Competition and economic pressure often 
force fishermen Into Inefficient fishing practices or practices which are detrlmental to the stock 
even though many fishermen may realize the long-term negative aspects of their activities. The use of 
smal I mesh nets to catch king mackerel on the east coast of Florida Is a prime example. It has been 
well established by trial and error of other fishermen since the early 1960s that large mesh nets 
(approximately 4-3/4 Inches) result In the best and J1Dst efficient harvest of king mackerel. On the 
southeast coast of Florida smal I mesh nets were used by fishermen who did not yet have large mesh 
nets, many fishermen knowing that small mesh nets were less efficient. Less than optimum catches and 
waste through drop-out were the result. 

The wholesaler and processor face slmllar problems. A process,r may not wish to buy or process small 
king mackerel. 1-bwever, In a competitive atmosphere, he must often buy a less deslrable product In 
order to guarantee his future supply of more deslrable fish. 

This measure may be misinterpreted to be an unfair restriction of one user group when no restrictions 
are proposed which would control waste of fish by other gear types. This Interpretation Is Incorrect 
because (1) this measure benef Its rather than penal lzes users of gl 11 nets; (2) there does not appear 
to be any feaslble way to reduce losses from hook and llne gears; (3) there Is no economic advantage 
to restricting catches of smal I fish by recreational fishermen;- and (4) there Is less economic advan­
tage for commerclal hook and llne fishermen to harvest larger fish than there Is for gll 1-net fisher­
men. Most hook and llne catches enter different marketing channels, going either to local, fresh 
markets or to the New York market. Smaller fish are relatlvely more desirable In these markets than 
In the freezer processor market. 

This measure Is a clear case of the Industry asking for a regulatlon to help pol Ice their Industry. for 
the benefit of fish, fishermen, process::>rs, and consumers. 

E. ( 1) The Regional Director, Southeast Region, tf.1FS, may Institute a bag llmlt for king mackerel 
taken by recreatlonal or recreatlonal for hire users and/or a trip llmlt for commerclal 
users by the regulatory amendment process when supporting data becomes avallable and after 
consultatlon with the affected Councils. 

(2) The Regional Director, Southeast Region, l'NFS, may Institute a size llmlt by the regulatory 
amendment process when supporting data becomes avallable and after consultation with the 
affected Councl Is. 
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Ratlonale: This measure contributes to Natlona 1I Standard land Plan Objective l, provldlng an addl­
tfonal mechanism to prevent the catch from exceeding optimum yleld. This measure ls an alternatlve to 

the total closure of the fishery, offering several advantages to fl.sh, flshennen and consumers. 

Total closure of the fishery ls a necessary part of thls_ FMP, but lt Is a drastic measure and requires 
accurate and tlmely catch data to be effective. At present, delays ln col lectlon of recreatlonal 
catch statistics make It lmposslble to enforce a closure on the recreatlonal U$er group within a given 

year. Catch estimates are not avall'ab le untll the fo llowlng year. Predict Ing when to clos·e the 

fishery In the followlng year on the basis of one year old data wl 11 be dlfflcult at best and could 

result In either blologlcal damage to the stocks o·r unnecessary regu1a·t1on o·n the fishermen. 

Commerclal catch statistics suffer de·lays slinllar, If less severe, than for recreatlonal data. 

Comnierclal al locatlon closures are posslble within a given year but may not be Implemented untll 

rronths after fhe al locatlon Is reached. Such delays may result In substant lal overharvest. 

Closures of the flshery(s) wll I have substaritlal adverse effects on fishermen and consumers, par­
tlcularly some recreatlonal fishermen. Closure wt 11 lnevlt'ebly result In some fishermen being rTOre 

serlously affected than others because of their locatlon or avallablllty o·f H~h. This Js par­

tlcularly true for recreatlonal fishermen and charter boat operators who flsh..;:;l,n the summer In the 
northern Gulf and along the Carollna coast. A closure late In the fishing year could deny those users 

an opportunity to fish during fhe first two nonths In whlch king mackerel are avallable to them. 

Closures ·w111 disrupt the present marketing structure, especlal ty those channels which handle fish 
caught by commerclal hook and llne flstrermen. This wll I adversely affect employment In those 

marketing cha'nnels. It wlll ellmlnate the supply of fresh fish to the consumer during the closed 

period, adversely affecting consumers, restaurants and retall fish markets. 

These negative aspects of closure are acceptable only If the alternatlve Is overharves.t and even rrore 
severe long-term Impacts On al I concerned. The Intent of Measure E Is to prevent overfishing at a lower 

economic and soclal cost than a closure and to spread the burden o-f contro I I Ing the catch anong many 

users. A number of optlons are avallable to provide a flexlble approach to future regula1ory needs. 

If catch data Indicates that recreatlonal harvest has exceeded the al locatlon In a previous year or 
'(Jars, a bag llmlt could be Imposed. Data on catch rates and total effort avallable at the time would 

be used to calculate a bag I lmlt whlch would reduce the catch to the al locatlon anoun-t. This bag 
llmlt i«>lild remain In force untll the followlng year, when new data become avallable. At that time, 

the n'ewer data \'K>uld be analyzed to determine If the bag llmlt was effective and If rrodlfl'catlons are 

needed. 

So. long as a bag llmlt al lows a reasonable opportun lty to retain some fish, It appears un I lkely that 
It ·v.ould result In any significant economic costs to charter or private recreattonal fisherman. Much 

of the recrea+ tonal va I ue to the f I sh Is In the ex per I ence of catch Ing rather than In I and Ing many 

pounds. A bag llmlt wl 11 spread the burden of control !Ing the total recreattonal catch arrong al I 
recreatlonal fishermen. High economic and soclal costs on local areas whlch could result from the 

c losur'es wt 11 be el lmlnated. 

Trip llmlts on commerclal fishermen could be used to spread the total catch over a longer period of 

the fishing 'year. This could Increase the economic value of the catch by maximizing -the am:,unt going 
Info fresh fish mar'~etlng chains where It has a higher value per pound. This would benefit the con­
sumers by maintaining a high avallabll lty of high quallty fresh fish. Costs to the fishermen would 

Increase as rrore trips would be made for the same total catch. 

lrlp llmlts could also be useful to slow down the catch rate as OY or an al locatlon Is approached. 

c
This ·would reduce or prevent overharvest resultlng from slow data reporting and subsequen-t delays In 

los Ing the f I shery. 
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, f trip llmlts are proposed under this measure, the specific proposal wl 11 be analyzed to detennlne If 
the Increased value of the catch, reduction of socioeconomic costs for local areas and blologlcal 
protection of the stock outweigh any negative aspects, such as Increased operating costs Imposed on 
the fisherman and Increased cost of government regulatlon. 

Size I lmlt restrictions could be appl led to al I users as another method to keep the total catch within 
optimum yleld. If the total catch must be llmlted, It Is economlcal ly advantageous from the commer­
clal standpoint to place the greatest restriction on smaller, less valuable fish In order to maximize 
the catch of larger, more valuable fish. Likewise, recreatlonal flshennen generally desire larger 
f Ish. 

The Impact of size llmlts would dlffer between areas and user groups because fish size varies with 
area and selectlvlty of the gear. For Instance, at certain times recreatlonal catches of king 
mackerel In the northeastern Gulf of Mexico are almost entlrely composed of fish less than 25 lnches 
fork length. If a size llmlt ls proposed under this measure, size distribution by area wlll be com­
pared with potentlal size llmlts to determine Impacts on al I users and estimate effectiveness of the 
measure In control I Ing the total catch. The Councl Is have requested researdl to non I tor size dl strl­
butlon by area (see Section 14.4). Selection of a specific size llmlt wllTdepend on the tradeoff 
between effectiveness ln controlllng the catch, Increased economic value of the total catch, and dif­
ferential Impacts on dlfferent groups of fishermen. 

Actions under Measure E wl 11 reduce the danger of overfishing contributing to Plan Objective 1. If 
closures were the only measure control I Ing total catch, problems with data reporting delays could 
easlly result In repeated catches In excess of optimum yleld and lead to overfishing and stock 
decllne. The flexlble, framework approach under this measure can reduce the degree and fraiuency of 
such excess catches, protect Ing the stocks and long-term benef Its to the nation. Th Is measure wl 11 
spread the total catch over a larger time and area. Th Is may also be advantageous to the stock. 
Recent tagging data lndlcates that king mackerel aggregate In local populatlons to a significant 
degree. Thls tendency Is not accounted for In the MSY analysts. Spreading out the catch would reduce 
the fishing effort on heavlly fished populatlons and Increase fishing pressure on llghtly fished popu­
latlons. To a degree that these populatlons exist, such action under this measure would Increase and 
protect the total yleld from the stock. 

As an'alternatlve approach within this measure, strict guidelines and parameters for lmplementatlon 
which 1«:>uld be written Into the measure were considered. Such parameters for lmplementatlon would 
clarlfy the Intent and better Inform the publlc of when the measure was llkely to be Implemented and 
what effect It would have. This approach was rejected In favor of broad wording of the measure 
because the Councll did not feel that they could adequately anticipate al I posslble situations that 
might arise In the future. To specify parameters for lmplementatlon In advance would severely llmlt 
the flexlblllty of the measure, leavlng the probablllty that loopholes would exist and that adverse 
situations would develop which could not be addressed other than through plan amendment -- a very slow 
process. The Intent and posslble use of the measure are clearly described In the ratlonale and do not 
need to be speclflcal ly Included In the wording of the measure. 

The Interest of the publlc Is protected by the process Involved In regulatory amendment. When data 
become avallable whlch Indicate a need for actlon, appropriate regulatlon wll I be proposed, Its posi­
tive and negative Impacts analyzed, and publlc comment requested. Thus, flexlblllty to respond to a 
wide variety of problems Is retained and, at the same time, an adequate analysls of regulatory Impacts 
Is stlll required. 

12.3.t.2 Measures Rejected for King Mackerel 

The fo I lowIng management measures were rejected for kl ng mackerel : 
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F. A four (4) pound size llmlt for al I fishermen both commerclal and recreational. 

Rat Iona le: The four pound size I lmlt corresponds. to a 25-lnch I lmlt. Th Is measure would prevent har­
vest of king mackerel below the size of a maximum economic yield (see dlscusslo.n of Manag~ent Measure 
S). It was rejec:;ted because survival rate of released king. mackerel by the average. recreat'lonal 1st 

would:be low and because r10st recreational fishermen are nonselectlve In.the. size of fish they catch. 
In addition, the measure would have had a severe economic. and social Impact on the recreational s.ector 

In some. areas since In some years In specific locations as much as 79.5 percent of the, catch Is less 

than 25 Inches In fork length (northwest Florida In 1978., based on data supplied to Councl.l by NMFS, 
Panama City Laboratory) this measure would be to vlrtually eltmlnate a very valuable fishery In that 

and other areas. The potential gain In total yleld was not considered. of great enou.gh value·at this 

time. to offset the adverse Impact on the recreatlo.nal fishery. 

G. Bag limit of five (5) fish per person per day for recreational fishermen. 

RaNonale: This measure would temporarily decrease the total catch by recreat'lonaf. fishermen by an 
amount which cannot be calculated with avallable data. As effort Increases the total catch would 

rise. It would probably make king mackerel r10reavallableto. the lessexpe£l_~nced fishermen by. 
limiting the catch of ther10re experienced In the same area. 

The avallable data does not Indicate that a reduction In recreational harvest Is need.ad at th.ls time. 

H. Minimum mesh size of five Inches and 5-1/2 Inches for glll nets. 

Rationale: This measure would Increase the me.sh size used In gl 11 nets, Increasing th.a minimum size at 
capture. t-b data are aval fable to estimate what the minimum size would be for thes.e two mesh sizes. 

There would be no benef.lclal Impact on total production and might sllghtly reduceto.tal productJon. 
Fur.therrrore, avallable blologlcal Information suggests this mesh slze.wo.uld res.ult Ina minimum size: 

at capture greater than the optimum for harvesting fish. Management Measur&D whlc.h·req.ulres a 4--3/4 
Inch mesh was proposed as a substitute measure. 

I. The plan shal I Incorporate machinery designed to provide length and height llmltatlonson .. net's. 
used In the king mackerel fishery, or other gear restrictions where appropriate, sh:i.uld an 

expanding net fishery develop In areas not historically fished, and when such a llmlt'lhg measure 

Is dictated by deveJoplng conditions adversely affecting the stocks. 

Rat Iona le: Measure I was rejected and Measure A(l) was proposed In Its p.lace s.lnce Measure A(.1) was 
rrorecompletely defined and would provide for a r10re expedient approach. 

J. Require permits for all vessels fishing In the FCZ. 

Rationale: This measure was discus.sad as a possible metrod to facilitate data collect-Ion and al location 
between us.er groups. The statistical reporting system discussed In Section 12.3.5 was proposed as 

substitute measures to accomplish the same results at less cost and burden to. the publJc. 

K. Prohibit the use of purse glll nets and that this Issue be discussed atpubllchearlngs ... 

Rationale: The concept of a gll I net which could be pursed was discussed by the.management committee. 
Llttle,was.known about the feasibility of this type of gear and there was llttlelndlcatlon that It 
would be Introduced Into the fishery at this time. It> action was deemed necessary. This measure.was 

rejected because a study Is currently underway which wlll assess the Impact of this fishing meth:>d. 
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L. That a 25-lnch ,nlnlmum size limit be established for the commercial fishery and that no size 
llmlt be set for the recreational fishery. 

Rationale: This measure Is very close to Measure S proposed by the Council and would have the same 
beneficial Impacts. It was rejected, In favor of Measure S because It Imposed less burden on the 
f lshermen. The reasons for wh lch Measure S was later rejected also apply to this measure. 

M. Restrict the use of spotter aircraft In the king mackerel fishery. 

Rationale: This measure would.reduce the efficiency of fishing effort of a particular user group. 
Spotter aircraft are used predominantly by large boat gll lnetters and by a smal I percentage of hook 
and line boats. These actions may make 11Dre fish avallable for other user groups. 

Th Is measure was rejected because It would reduce economic efficiency, and Increase the varlabl 11 ty of 
the catch. This would adversely affect the economic returns of the user groups being restricted, and 
cause Interruptions In the supplies of fish to consumers. Since catch limits (Measure C) are provided 
to prevent exceeding MSY, the use of spotter planes wl 11 not lead to overf!:51.llng. 

N. Restrict the number of I Ines and rooks used In the king mackerel fishery. 

Rationale: This measure would also reduce the efflclency of flshtng effort for a particular group. 
It was rejected because of the adverse economic affect on the user group being restricted and possibly 
reduced supply to traditional consumers. It was not considered to be necessary because of catch limi­
tations to prevent exceeding MSY. 

o. When a confllct results In repeated acts of violence, the Secretary shal I aid In the prosecution 
of the perpetrators of the vlo lance, and shal I Implement as a temporary emergency measure one or 
more of the options under A(l). Said temporary emergency measure shal I remain In effect no 11Dre 
than 45 days (or 90 days). 

Rationale: Th Is measure was orglnal ly part of the recommended measures for reso lvlng gear and user 
group confllcts. It was felt to be unnecessary. 

P. Cl) Annual stock allocatlons wlll be made as follows: 8.0 mllllon pounds for the commercial 
fishery and 25.0 million pounds for the recreational fishery with the remaining 4.0 mll llon 
pounds held In reserve. Furthermore, If time/catch and effort data Indicate that either or 
both al locations might be exceeded, one or 11Dre of the management measures In (5) wl 11 be 

Instituted, after consultation with the affected Counclls, to prevent closure of the fishery. 

(2) Annual al locations of the stock wl 11 be made for commercial hook and llne and for net 
fishermen In accordance with their percentage contribution to the total catch'for the years 
1971-75 and thereafter for the latest five-year period for which statlstlcs are avallable. 

(3) No area qootas will be established, except In an emergency. 

(4) Commerclal fisherman defined: A commercial flsherman Is a person who sel Is his fish. 

(5) A time/catch and effort by area table Sh!lll be utilized by the Secretary both for allocatlon 
of a port Ion of the reserve to either commercl al and recreatlonal segments and for Imp lamen­
tation of the management measures to prevent closure of the fishery under (1). These 
measures are as to I lows: 
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(a) Recreatlonal Fishery 

- A dally, per person llm-ltatlon of king mackerel landed shal I be three fish. 

If projected landlngs at periodic Intervals of the fishing season lndlcate that one 
geographic area (state or zone) shal I exceed an average proportion of the tandlngs 

In relatlon to the annual avallable resource, the Secretary shal I Institute 11Dre 

restrictive "bag" llmlts for the remainder of the fishing season In rrore "favored" 

zones after consultation with affected Councl Is. 

(b) Commerclal Flshery 

- Commarclal landlngs/catch shat I be limited to no 1TOre than 10,000 pounds per day per 
git I-net boat, 400 pounds per day per hook and llne commerclal boat throughout the 

range. 

- If the projected commercial landings In any geographlcal .area (state or zone) lndl­
cate that proportionally higher landlngs wt 11 occur over;that of hlstorlcal landlngs 

In proportion to the expected annual resource, the Secretary, after consultatlon 

with the affected Councl Is, shall either (1) adjust the allocatlon of the reserve so 

that It wll I be equally avallable to commarclal fisherman In the "less favored" 
geographlcal areas on a proportion relatlve to their hlstorlcal catches or 
(2) reduce the per boat allocatlon In the 1TOre "favored" zones whlle not restricting 

those boats In other zones untll the total qoota Is reached. 

- The Secretary, after consultatlon with affected Counclls, shal I have the latitude to 
al located part of the reserve for newly developing fisheries. 

Ratl.onale: This al locatlon system was designed to provide the same benefits as Management Meast.re c. 
It Inc I uded a much 1TOre soph I st teated system of contro Is to res tr let the f I shery once the reserve was 
reached and to provide the flexlblllty needed to allow for fluctuatlons In abundance and avallablllty. 
These were Intended to provide maximum protection against an unnecessary closure of the fishery. 

This measure would have been administratively complex. The complex al locatlon system was considered 
to be too unwleldly because of lnsufftclent data and the time lag needed to compl le the required catch 

statistics. It was to be based on a "time/catch and effort table"· which effectively al located the 
catch by area, time and gear. The avallable statistics were Inadequate to construct this table, par­

ticularly for th.a recreational catch. In the commercial fishery, annual fluctuations In avallabl llty 

by month and area make It dlfflcult to establlsh guidelines for predicting whether or not restrictive 
measures would be necessary. Guldellnes which al lowed sufficient time to complle the needed statistics 

and stll I effectlvely restrict the catch before the reserve was exceeded would frequently result In 

unnecessary restr I ct Ions on the user groups. 

Q. In the areas of Brevard, lndlan River, St. Lucie, Martin and Palm Beach Counties of Florlda, 
dense concentrations of lncompatlble gears, partlcularly commercial hook and llne gear and gll I­

net gear, cause Inefficiency In the use of both of these gears. Therefore, optimum use of the 
resource Is not achieved. In order to achieve optimum use, the followlng gear restrictions are 

proposed. The fo I I owl ng Is to be In effect from Apr 11 1 to Apr 11 15, In the FCZ off of Brevard, 
lndlan River, St. Lucie, Martin and Palm Beach Counties of Florlda: 

o That commercial net boats be prohibited from fishing for king mackerel In a water depth of 
more than 60 feet, but less than 110 feet. 
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o That commercial hook and llne boats be prohlblted from fishing for king mackerel In a water 
depth of less than 50 feet. Charter and recreational fishermen are speclflcal ly excluded from 
this restriction. 

o That In the overlapping zone where both groups are al lowed equal fishing rights, commercial 
hook and llne, charter or recreatlonal ·boats are required to maintain a reasonable and proper 
distance from gll I-net boats In the process of fishing and that gll I-net boats maintain a 
reasonable and proper distance from commerclal hook and llne, charter or recreatlonal boats 
engaged In trolllng over a body of king mackerel so as not to dlsrupt the fishing activities 
of the hook and llne boats by setting nets In the area where troll boats are engaged In 
f lshlng. 

Rationale: This measure would separate two groups of commercial mackerel fishermen to avoid gear 
conflicts. The separation Is by depth and time. This measure was not proposed because (1) there are 
overlapplng zones ln which fishing can take place by both gear types; and (2) the length of the 
separation In time, although at the peak of the season, Is not long enough _to al low for different 
avallabllltles of mackerel year_to year. Because of these factors enforc91!aht would be difficult, 
conflicts may stll I occur, and efficient use of both gear may be Inhibited. Measure B was adopted as 
a rrore flexlble alternatlve. The positive aspects of this measure were Incorporated Into Section 1 of 
Measure B. 

R. It wlll be Illegal to buy, sell, or process for commercial use, king mackerel under 25 Inches 
fork I ength. 

Rationale: This measure would have sllghtly Increased the abundance of larger fish, sllghtly 
decreased commerclal catch, and sllghtly Increased the average price per pound. When proposed, this 
measure did not appear to have any significant negative Impacts. Its major benefit was to prevent 
development of a large commercial effort directed at smal I fish. 

Objections to this measure were raised at publlc hearings and during a Natlonal Marine Fisheries 
Service review of the plan. Publlc comment Indicated that a bycatch of smal I king mackerel occurred 
In gll I-net catches of Spanish mackerel and that this measure would cause unavoidable and at times 
substantlal waste. This measure was rejected by NMFS because It discriminates against commerclal 
fishermen when no similar restriction Is placed on recreational fishermen who also have a large catch 
of smal I king mackerel. 

The Councl Is rejected the measure for the above reasons. Further, they reasoned that If the c.Jtch of 
smal I flsh needed to be reduced In the future, the plan could be amended at that time. 

s. Several measures concernlng use of purse seines were considered and rejected, these are found In 
Sect Ion 12. 3. 5. 2. 

12.3.2 Spanish Mackerel 

12.3.2.1 Proposed Measures 

A. The Secretary of Commerce may Implement measures designed to provide I Imitations, where 
appropriate, on any gear or device used In the Spanish mackerel fishery to reduce gear and user 
group conflicts. The Secretary, after consultation with the affected Counclls, may take the 
fol !owing action by regulatory amendment based on the fol !owing criteria: 

(1) When a confllct arises through expansion of a hlstorlcal fishery In a tradltlonal fishing 
area or region, the Secretary shal I Investigate the causes and extent of the confllct, the 
economic and soclologlcal Impacts of any viable limitations on the expanded fishery or other 
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users, other solutions to the conflict and other relevant factors. The Secretary, after con­
sultation with the affected Councils and states, may resolve the conflict as falrly as 
posslble by taking one or more of the followlng actions: 

<1>Separate the users or gear by area (fishing zone). 

( bl, Separate the users or gear by t lme ( day of week). 

(c) Assign local qootas to each gear or user group based on the hlstorlcal catches of each 
for that local area. 

Cd) A I low un I lmlted usage of the gear or device. 

(2) When the conflict arises through the Introduction of gear or devices Into new regions where 
they have not been hlstorlcal ly fished, the Secretary shal I Investigate the harvesting capa­
city and efficiency of the new gear or device In the local area, the economic and s:>clo logl­
cal Impacts on users of hlstorlcal gear, the historical level of stoc_k abundance In the area 
and the other relevant factors. The Secretary may, after consultatlQfl~wlth the affected 
Councl Is and states, take one or rrore of the fol lowlng actions: 

(al Prohibit use of the gear or device In that geographical area. 

(b) Al low only I lmlted use of the gear or device to JTOre fully evaluate Its Impacts and 
potentials. 

(c) Limit the number of units of the gear or device which can be utilized In that area. 

(d) Al low un I lmlted usage of the gear or device. 

(3) When a conflict arises as a result of circumstances In the fishery, other than as described 
In (1) or (2) above, the Secretary may Implement measures designed to obviate such conflicts 
by measures provided for In (I) and (2) above, or take such other action as may be 
appropriate and necessary to resolve such conflicts In a manner consistent with the goals and 
objectives of the plan, the Natlonal Standards, the MFCMAand other applicable law. 

Ratlonale: These measures support Management Object Ive 3 and, to a lesser degree, Object Ive I. These 
measures give the Reglonal Director and, lndlrectly the Counclls, the ability to provide I Imitations 
through regulatory amendments to reduce conflicts where appropriate on any gear or device used In the 
Spanish mackerel fishery. These measures are Identical to those designated for the king mackerel 
f lshery and are discussed under king mackerel Measure A In Section 12.3. 1. 1. No adverse Impacts are 
anticipated untl I a specific confl let Is addressed. The benefits of havlng a framework In the plan to 
deal with gear confllcts which could occur suddenly and require rapid action are clear. Because the 
Spanish mackerel fishery Is much less controversial than king mackerel, this measure Is llkely to be 
employed less often than king mackerel Measure A. 

B. Size Limit 

(I) A 12-lnch fork length minimum size llmlt shall be set on Spanish mackerel In both the com­
mercial and recreational fisheries. 

(2) A catch allowance for underlzed fish wl 11 be al lowed equal to five percent of the total catch 
by weight of Spanish mackerel on board a vessel In the Spanish mackerel fishery or any other 
f lshery. 
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~atlonale: This m1asure supports Managerrent Objectives 1 and 4. It would prevent the harvest of 
Spanish mackerel below the size required for optimum blologlcal yleld. A 12-lnch Spanish mackerel Is 
o.5 years old and weighs approxlmately 0.5 pounds. Maximum yleld per recruit Is obtained with an 
average age at recruitment of 1.0 years, when fishing at F • • Because age at recruitment Is an 0 1
average and not al I fish In a year class become vulnerable at exactly the same age or size, fishing 
mortallty must begin at a sllghtly younger and smaller size to obtain the required average. 

Under the present conditions In the fishery, both the beneflclal and negative Impacts of this measure 
are relatlvely minor because the catch Is smal I. The major benefit of this measure Is to prevent the 
development of a large fishery for smal I fish. Such a development would have a negative Impact on the 
total yleld of the fishery and on the avallablllty of the rrore desirable, larger fish. The State of 
Florlda already Imposes a 12-lnch minimum size llmlt. Ninety-eight percent of the commerclal catch 
and a large proportion of the recreatlonal catch Is currently caught In Florlda. South Carollna also 
Imposes a 12-lnch minimum size. 

There appears to be I lttle or no negative economic or socl al Impact of these management measures. The 
deslrabl I lty of fish smaller than 12 Inches Is much less. Sport flshennen:_general ly prefer a larger 
fish. Such small fish are too small to fillet or cut Into steaks, llmltlng--thelr marketablllty. The 
meat yleld Is low llmltlng Its food value to sport fishermen and other consumers. Fish this smal I are 
currently not caught to a significant extent In the commerclal fishery. Measure 8(2) also prevents 
waste through the variance al lowed since glll nets are not perfectly select Ive. Fish that are caught 
and which would not survive release may be retained within the five percent variance. 

A lternatlve percentages for Meastre B (2) were rejected because f Ive percent was cons ldered large 
enough to provide for any .Jncldental harvest and small enough to discourage marketing of small fish. 

There wl 11 be a sl lght negative Impact on some recreational fishermen who wl 11 be prevented from 
catching smaller fish. This catch Is not thought to be large; rrost occurs within state waters. 
Release rrortallty Is not expected to be high since lt Is fairly easy to release Spanish mackerel In 
the recreatlonal fishery. These fish would soon enter the fishery at legal size. 

c. The Reglonal Director, Southeast Region, t-l>!FS, may Institute a bag llmlt for Spanish mackerel 
taken by recreational or recreatlonal for hire users and/or a trip llmlt for commercial users by 
the regulatory amendment process when supporting data become available and after consultation 
with the affected Councils. 

Rationale: This measure contributes to National Standard 1 and Plan Objective 1, providing an addl­
tlonal mechanism to prevent the catch from exceeding optimum yleld. This measure Is an alternatlve to 
the total closure of the fishery, offering several advantages to fish, fishermen and consumers. 

Total closure of the fishery Is a necessary part of this FMP, but It Is a drastic measure and requires 
accurate and tlmely catch data to be affective. At present, delays In col lectlon of recreational 
catch statistics make It lmposslble to enforce a closure on the Spanish mackerel fishery within a 
given year. Catch estimates are not available untll the following year. Predicting when to close the 
fishery In the followlng year on the basis of one year old data wlll be dlfflcult at best. Under such 
condttlons, closures Imposed too late could result In btologlcal damage to the stocks, whlle closures 
too early 1«>uld be unnecessary regulatlon on the fishermen. 

Closures of the fishery wlll have substantial adverse effects on fishermen and consumers, particularly 
some recreational fishermen. Closure wl 11 lnevltably result In some fishermen being 1TOre serlously 
affected than others because of their locatlon or avallablllty of fish. This Is partlcularly true for 
recreatlonal fishermen and charter boat operators who fish In the summer In the northern Gulf and 
along the Carollna coast. A closure late In the fishing year could deny those users an opportunity to 
fish during the first three 110nths In which Spanish mackerel are avallable to them. 
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These negative aspects of closure are acceptable only If the alternatlve Is overharvest and even nore 
severe long-term Impacts on al I concerned. The Intent of Measure E Is to prevent overfishing at a 
lower economic and soclal cost than a closure and to spread the burden of controlllng the catch among 
many users. 

Within this measure a number of options are avallable 1o provide a flexlble approach to future regula­
tory needs. 

If catch data Indicate that optimum yleld has been exceeded In a previous year or years, a bag llmlt 
could be Imposed on recreational fishermen. Data on catch rates and 1otal effort avallable at the 
time t«>uld be used to calculate a bag llmlt which would reduce the catch to below OY. This bag llmlt 
would remain In force untll the followlng year, when new data became avallable. At that time, the newer 
data would be analyzed to determine If the bag llmlt was effective and If rrodlflcatlons were needed. 

So long as a bag llmlt al lows a reasonable opportunity to retain some fish, It appears unllkely that 
It would result In any significant economic costs to charter or private recreatlonal fisherman. Much 
of the r.ecreatlonal value to the fish Is In the experience of catching rather than In landing many 
pounds. A bag llmlt wl 11 spread the burden of control llng the total recreatlonal catch among al I 
recreatlonal fishermen. High economic and soclal costs on local areas which .co·uld result from the 
closures wll I be ellmlnated. 

Trip llmlts on commerclal fishermen could be used to spread the total catch over a longer period of 
the fishing year, posslbly el lmlnatlng any need for a closure. This wl 11 reduce any adverse socio­
economic effects on local areas which would have mackerel avallable to them during potentlal closure 
periods. This would benefit the consumers by maintaining a high avallablllty of quality fresh fish. 
Costs to the fishermen l'K>Uld Increase as more trips would be made for the same 1otal catch. 

Trip llmlts could also be useful to slow down the catch rate as OY Is approached In order to assure 
that the catch does not slgnlflcantly exceed OY. This would protect the stock and long-tenn·beneflts 
from the fishery. 

If trip llmlts are proposed under this measure, the specific proposal wll I be analyzed to determine If 
maintaining the flow of fresh fish to consumers, reduction of socioeconomic costs for local areas and 
blologlcal protection of the stock outweigh any negative aspects, such as Increased operating costs 
Imposed on the fisherman and Increased cost of g::>vernment regulatlon. 

Actions under Measure C wll I reduce the danger of overfishing contributing 1o Plan Objective 1. If 
closures were the only measure control I Ing 1otal catch, problems with data reporting delays could 
easlly result In repeated catches In excess of optimum yleld and lead 1o overfishing and stock 
decllne. The flexible, framework approach under this measure can reduce the degree and frequency of 
such excess catches, protecting the stocks and long-term benefits to the nation. 

As an alternatlve approach within this measure, strict guldellnes and parameters for Implementation 
were considered. These guldellnes would have been written Into the management measure and regula­
tlons. Such parameters for lmplementatlon l'K>Uld clarlfy the Intent and better Inform the public of 
when the measure was llkely to be Implemented and what effect It would have. This approach was 
rejected In favor of broad wording of the measure because the Councll did not feel that they could 
adequately anticipate al I posslble situations that might arise In the future. To specify parameters 
for lmplementatlon In advance would severely llmlt the flexlblllty of the measure, leaving the prob­
ability that loopholes would exist and that adverse situations would develop which could not be 
addressed other than through plan amendment -- a very slow process. 
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The Interest of the public Is protected by the process Involved In regulatory amendment. When data 
becane ava 11 ab le wh I ch Ind I cate a need for act I on, appr opr I ate regu I at Ion w I I I be proposed, I ts pos I­

t Ive and negative Impacts analyzed, and public canment requested. Thus, flexlblllty to respond to a 

wide variety of problems Is retained and, at the same time, an adequate analysis of regulatory Impacts 

Is stll I required. 

D. If OY Is taken, the fishery for Spanish mackerel wll I be closed for the remainder of that 
1fishing year. 

Rationale: This measure could result In a short-term closure of the fishery. The associated short­
term economic and social costs were considered to be smal I In relation to protection of the stock and 

must be accepted If long-term economic blologlcal and social yields are to be maximized. 

Adverse Impacts of this measure could be avoided through application of bag llmlts or trip llmlts 
under Span lsh mackerel Measure E. 

12.3.2.2 Measures Rejected for Spanish Mackerel 

The following management measure was not adopted for Spanish mackerel: 

E. When the conflict results In repeated acts of violence, the Secretary shal I aid In the prosecu­
tion of the perpetrators of the violence, and shal I Implement as a temporary emergency meastre 
one or more of the options under Measure A(l). Said temporary emergency measire shal I remain In 

effect no more than 45 days (or 90 days). 

Rationale: This measure was rejected since Its designed use was more adequately outl lned and 
d I scussed In Measure A wh I ch was proposed to accanp 11 sh the same purpose. 

Other measures were not deemed necessary because there are no Indications that the Span lsh mackerel 
fishery Is In danger of being fished beyond the best estimate of MSY. 

12.3.3 Cobia 

12.3.3.1 Proposed Measures 

The fol lowing measure Is proposed for cobla by the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Councils: 

A. Possession of cobla less than 33 Inches fork length shal I be prohibited In the FCZ. 

Rationale: This measure supports and Implements the chosen OY alternative. It protects the stock fr011 
recruitment overfishing, should stabl I lze the fishery at or near MSY and wl 11 Increase the present total 

yield, average size and avallablllty of large, trophy-class fish. For a detailed analysis of these 

Impacts and supporting data, see Sections 12.2.3 and 5.4.3.1. 

Although the majority of the stock(s) and total catch occur In the management area, there Is some evi­
dence that the extens Ion of this measure Into the waters off the mid-Atlantic states may have a bene­

f lclal effect on some populations of cobla. The Gulf and South Atlantic Fishery Management Councl Is 

wll I provide the Mid-Atlantic Council and the Secretary with the available data In order that the 

Mid-Atlantic Council can determine the sultablllty of this measure for their area of j1.rlsdlctlon. 

No action taken on this measure by the South Atlantic Council. 
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Thls measure would Interfere with the current fishing activity of those now taking fish smaller than 
33 Inches. Because the cobla ls prlmarlly a sport fish and IIOSt sport fishermen desire a large fish 
when seeking cobla, the negative Impacts on user groups of this measure are small. It appears that 
much of the small cobla are caught lncldental ly whlle seeking other species. 

There wll I be some short-term loss of production 1o the commerclal fishery, but potantlal yleld wt I I 
Increase ln the long term. This long-term Increase In yleld ls estimated at between 13,000 and 41,600 
pounds worth $8,150 over the next flve (present value with ten percent discount factors}. 

This fishery ls of the nature of a supplemental catch. The total value of commerclal cobla landlngs 
has been less than $60,000 per year In the United States and IIOSt are belleved to be larger than 33 
Inches. The landlngs are wldely distributed between Texas and Virginia. 

12.3.3.2 Measures Rejected for Cobia 

The fo I low! ng management measures were rejected for cob! a: 

B. A bag llmlt of one cobla per person per day be Implemented ln the South ~tlantlc Councll area 
where data support the need for the measure. ;;:.,7

· 

Ratlonale: This measure would have reduced recreatlonal enjoyment of the fishery on·those occasions 
when nore than one per day Is caught. It would have also had a significant Impact on cobla tour­
naments which are held throughout parts of the regions. The potentlal benefits In reducing harvest 
were felt to be unnecessary at this time. 

c. Prohibit the sale of cobla. 

Ratlonale: The commerclal fishery for cobla ls not a major directed fishery and the total commerclal 
catch Is smal I compared to the recreatlonal catch. Thus, thls measure would have llttle beneflclal 
blologlcal Impact. It would, however, Interfere with the operations of a certain number of fishermen. 

12 • .3.4 Other Species 

No management measures were deemed to be necessary for the other species In the fishery. This Is 
because there are no Indications that they are being overfished or In need of specific protection. 
There are no significant problems In the fisheries for these species which warrant regulatlon at this 
t Ima. 

12.3.5 Purse Seine Regulatlons 

Background: lmplementatlon of a management plan for mackerels wll I r8110ve hlstorlcal legal barriers 
to the use of purse seines. Harvesting king or Spanish mackerel with purse seines has always been 
legal In the FCZ. 1-bwever, state regulatlons, lncludlng possession and !anding laws, have effectlvely 
prohibited use of this gear In the mackerel fishery, both In state waters and In the FCZ. With lmple­
mentatlon of a management plan, Federal authority wt 11 supercede that of the states and de facto state 
regulatlon In the FCZ wll I no longer be posslble. Purse seine harvest of mackerels In the FCZ Is 
expected to begin and Increase rapidly after rem:>Val of !Imitations Imposed by the states. Therefore, 
the Counclls have considered the need for regulatlon of thls gear. 

During development of this plan, the two Counclls have differed In their approach to this Issue. The 
Gulf Councll elected to al low limited purse seine operations to study Its effect and llmlt any nega­
tive Impacts should problems develop. The South Atlantlc Councl I orlglnal ly considered the use of 
purse seines as lnadvlsable In this fishery. Consequently, the Council proposed a re$earch progran to 
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determine the Impacts of purse seines. Commerclal use was to be prohibited untll better Information 
was available. 1-bwaver, the Councll was unable to establish an acceptable rationale for total prohi­
bition of commerclal use of the gear and subsequently adopted the approach of the Gulf Councll. 

Vessels most likely to use purse seines for mackerels are presently part of the large boat, mackerel 
glll-net fleet (see Section a.2.1.1.) Several of these vessels presently use purse seines to harvest 
species other than mackerel. These Include several species of herrings, sardines, and Jacks. Other 
types of purse seine vessels may attempt to enter this fishery, but are not expected to be successful. 
These Include some of the smaller menhaden purse seiners, or the smal I scale bluefln tuna purse 
seiners. It Is unlikely that these vessels could compete successfully with glll-net vessel conver­
sions. This Is prlmarlly due to lack of speed. In the present fishery, competition Is Intense and 
speed ls a major factor In productivity. Many glll-net vessels are capable of speeds between 20 and 
30 knots. Purse seine vessels from other fisheries seldom exceed 12 knots. 

A study of the economic and social characteristics of potential purse seiners (Centaur, 1981) Indica­
tes that the same type of vessel presently used In the large scale, gll I-net fleet can harvest 
mackerels at a lower cost with a purse seine than with a gll I net. The stuqy also Indicates that 
purse seine operations are substantlally more efficient than glll net or ~k and llne. It can be 
concluded that, Introduction of purse seine. gear offers economic advantages to the commercial fishery 
but, will Increase fishing pressure on the resource and Intensify competition between different user 
groups. 

12.3.5.1 Proposed Purse Seine Measures 

A. (1) Harvest of king mackerel by purse seine gear wll I be al lowed up to a maximum of 400,000 
pounds per year In the area of Jurisdiction of the Gulf Council, and 400,000 pounds per year 
In the area of Jurisdiction of the South Atlantic Councll. Any purse seine harvest wll I be 
counted within the commercl al al locatlon for al I net gears. 

(2) Harvest of Spanish mackerel by purse seine gear wl 11 be al lowed up to a maximum of 300,000 
pounds per year In the area of Jurisdiction of the Gulf Councl I, and 300,000 pounds In the 
area of jurisdiction of the South Atlantic Councll. 

Rationale: Regulation of the use of purse seines to harvest mackerels Is needed. Implementation of a 
FMP wll I remove legal barriers Imposed by state laws and result In almost unllmlted purse seining If 
no action Is taken. Both Councils and virtually al I users of the resource, Including purse seine 
operators, bel lave that unrestricted purse seining wl 11 result ln overfishing and serious socio­
economic Impacts on al I users of the mackerel stocks. A recent study (Centaur, 1981), research by 
F lorlda D~ (Moe, 1967; Ingle, 1967) and experience of purse seine operators, are al I consistent with 
the conclusion that control of this gear Is necessary If Its potential economic benefits are to be 
reallzed without overfishing the stock or adverse economic Impacts on other user groups. At the same 
time, the Counclls are ln a poor position to specify a long-term management strategy for purse seines 
because there ls no history or experience In purse seining for these species. For this reason, the 
proposed purse seine regulatlons are considered temporary and wlll be modified as soon as sufficient 
Information ls avallable. 

The purse seine al locatlons chosen by the Councl Is are large enough to al low several vessels to 
operate. Thls wl 11 al low the Councl Is to observe mackerel purse seining under normal conditions and 
develop a long-term management approach to this gear. At the same time the amounts are smal I enough 
to have little adverse effect on other user groups. If any unexpected adverse Impacts develop, the 
allocation wl II llrrilt them to a minimum until appropriate amendments In the FMP can be made. 
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The number of purse seine vessels ls not expected to exceed four or five In the first year and Is not 
expected to exceed ten In subequent years. Estimates of purse seine costs and returns (Centaur, 
1981), Indicate that the al locatlons for king and Spanish mackerel could be harvested by eight purse 
seine vessels, and that participation of rrore than ten vessels would reduce profltablllty below that 
of an equlvalent gll I-net operation. Less than eight vessels are expected In the first year due to 
conversion costs and the llmlted number of operators with the necessary combination of capltal, 
experience with the gear, and wll llngness to take the risk of losses If purse seines do not prove suc­
cessful. 

Purse seine al locatlons are a smal I fraction of the present catch and are not expected to have signif­
icant adverse Impacts on other users. The king mackerel al location Is approxlmately one-quarter of 
the average net landlngs (1975-1977) In the south Atlantlc area, and one-seventh of the average Gulf 
landlngs. The total Is approxlmately one-tenth of the total commerclal harvest. The Spanish mackerel 
al locatlon Is approxlmately four percent of the average south Atlantlc commerclal landlngs of Spanish 
mackerel and five percent of Gulf commerclal landlngs. 

The al locatlons are divided between the Gulf and south Atlantlc to reduce or ellmlnate any local 
effects of purse seine operations. If they were not divided by area, It Is pr9_bable that the entire 
al locatlons would be taken In a short time In the first place where the fish 68-come avallable. In the 
case of king mackerel, this would probably occur along the southeast Florlda coast. That Is the area 
of most Intense fishing effort and greatest confllct between user groups. Harvest of the entire king 
mackerel al locatlon In that area would probably decrease the catch rate of other fishermen, and Inten­
sify user confllcts, contrary to king mackerel Objective 3. 

In the case of Spanish mackerel, the major problem Is short-term overloading of processing capacltye 
The maximum processing capacity Is approximately 500,000 pounds per day (Centaur, 1981). When fishing 
conditions are very good, large catches are made, often In two or three days, temporarlly absorbing 
the avallable processing capacity. At those times, which normally occur once or twice a year, I lmlts 
are placed on the arrount of fish a vessel can sel I. 

It Is expected that the use of purse seines wll I Increase this tendency to overload processing capa­
city because of the gear's ablllty to harvest large arrounts of fish In a shorter time period than gl I I 
nets. The specific amount proposed Is considered too smal I to cause significant overloadlng of pre­
sent processing facllltles. 

An alternatlve Spanish mackerel al locatlon of 750,000 pounds In the south Atlantlc area was considered 
and rejected by the South Atlantlc Councll. This would have Increased the total Spanish mackerel 
allocatlon to approxlmately one mllllon pounds. The larger amount could cause a significant Increase 
In frequency and degree to which processing capacity was overloaded, adversely effecting other users. 
It was considered larger than necessary to al low study of the Impact of this gear. 

The larger amount Spanish mackerel was considered to confllct with National Standard 4. In the first 
year or two of the plan very few operators are llkely to enter the fishery because there are few 
operators with the necessary combination of experience, gear, and risk capita! to do so. In effect, a 
large al locatlon would grant these operators the opportunity to harvest an excessive -share of the 
resource. This excessive share would not be fair and equltable to other users because competition 
from purse seiners would reduce their catch rates and because Increased or overloadlng of processing 
capacity wl 11 result In longer and more frequent trip llmlts on them. 

The Counclls considered less restrictive alternatives which would have llmlted the number of years 
during which the allocatlon would apply. These were rejected for two reasons. First, the Counclls 
could not predict how long a period would be needed to obtain the necessary Information for long-term 
management. Second, unpredlctable delays In the approval process for management plan amendments ~ake 
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It Impossible to assur'e that an amendment could be Implemented before any specified time llmlt 
expired. This could result In unllmlted purse seining with negative Impacts on the stocks and other 

users. 

B. Observers, under the direction of the National Marine Fisheries Service, must be required on al I 
purse seine vessels while fishing for king or Spanish mackerel during the first three fishing 
years after this plan Is In effect. 

Rationale: The Councils consider observers to be the only effective method to rronltor purse seine 
activity In this fishery. There are two major reasons why observers are necessary: (1) to accurately 
count the total harvest and (2) to obtain an accurate and unbiased repol"'.t on purse seine act I vi-ties. 

Rapid accounting of purse seine catch Is absolutely required to assure that the purse seine al location 
Is not exceeded. Purse seines have the capability of making very large catches in a very short period 
of time. It may be poss Ible to harvest the al locations In a few days. The present data col lec-tlon 
system cannot provide catch data In less than two weeks and normal reporting delays are on the order 
of one to two months. Substantial overharvest could result. Observers would be able to provide Imme-

;;;-,...· 
di ate catch reporting with no delay. 

Reliable accounting of the total catch can only be accomplished by observers. Land-based accounting 
alone wil I not give acceptable reliability. Because of the characteristics of the gear and the 
fishery, It wll I be very easy to transfer the catch from purse seiners to other vessels for transport 
ashore. In addition, It is probable that purse seine vessels can catch more fish than the carrying 
capacity of the vessel, requiring other vessels to participate In transporting the catch. Given these 
factors, accounting for purse seine catches at dockside wll I be dlfflcult, at best. Because of the 
controversy surrounding purse seines, there would be serious doubt arrong other users about the 
accuracy of purse seine landing statistics taken at dockside. 

Bei:ause the gear has not been used In this fishery, there may be real problems with Its use which can­
no~ be predicted at this time. For example, observations by Florida Department of Natural Resources 
of experimental purse seining showed that purse seines may become snagged on rocky bottom. Re-trleval 
of the net may cause local lzed damage to hard bottom communities (Ingle, 1967). This finding was not 
expected prior to the study. Such Information can only be gathered by observers. Other Information 
ne0ds of the Councils In develop Ing a long-term regulatory approach to purse seines are the abl I lty of 
fishermen to determine species Identity and size of fish prior to setting the net, and their abl llty 
to release smal I fish or undesirable species without harm. This can only be determined through on 
s I te observat Ion. 

Because the gear Is so extremely controversial, there wll I Inevitably be many rurrors and allega-tlons 
concerning purse seine operations. An unbiased observer Is needed to provide rel fable Information. 
This point Is more Important than It may appear to someone unfamlllar with the fishery. Many fisher­
men are convinced that any use of purse seines Is bad and they are hlghly suspicious of the rrotlves of 
purse seine ad\Ocates (see FEIS Comments). Conversely, fishermen In fa110r of purse seines are equally 
suspicious of the rrotlves of those opposing their use. In this highly emotional atmosphere, 
exaggerated claims and counter-claims by both sides are expected. Without an unbiased observer aboard 
It wll I be lmposslble to confirm or deny such claims and the Councils would be In no better position 
to plan long-term management than at present. 

The Councils considered and rejected the alternative of requiring observers on a sample of purse seine 
vessels. From a purely scientific point of view, one hundred percent coverage Is not necessary. 
Statlstlcal analysis of a smal I sample Is, In theory, sufficient for most scientific purposes. 
However, the Councl Is must consider more than purely scientific questions. In this case, the Councl Is 
considered the hlghly controversial nature of the gear and concluded that a sample sufficient for 
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scientific validity was not sufficient for management purposes. A controversial act occurring on even 
one -.essel which did not have an observer would seriously damage, probably destroy, the credlbi I lty of 
the Information produced by observers and of any actions of the Councils which are based on that 

Information. 

The three-year time limit Is Intended to limit the burden on the fishermen while stll I providing suf­
f fclent time to gather enough data for development of long term management me;1sures. There was, and 
stl 11 Is, some concern by the Councl Is that observers may be needed for a lon(;er period. This 
measure, as originally proposed, did not specify a time limit (see Rejected Purse Seine Measure E). 
However, legal advice from General Counsel (D.O.C.> Indicated that It was not legally defensible In 
this case to require observers for an uni lmlted period of time. Therefore, the Councl Is, after 
receiving advice from o.o.c. lawyers and scientists from the National Marine Fisheries Service, pro­
pose the three-year limit. This Is expected to be sufficient to provide the necessary scientific 
Information. If so, long-term management measures for purse seine use can be Incorporated into the 
plan. If not, the plan may be amended to lengthen the time during which observers wll I be required. 

The Councl Is expect that observer costs wll I be shared by National Marine Fisheries Service, Fishery 
Management Councils, and Interested states. NMFS Is expected to direct and c00rdlnate observer actl­

vlties. Observer personnel wll I be provided by the Southeast FI sher I es Centtr:-~; Southeast Reg Iona I 
Office, and cooperating state agencies. Several states, Including Florida, Alabama, and South 
Carolina, have already Indicated Interest In supplying some observers. Cooperation Is expected from 
the other states which might be affected. 

Cost of the program wl 11 be smal I and wel I within the existing combined resources of NMFS, Councl Is 
and Interested states. If no Increase In funding ls available, a slight decrease In ,-esources devoted 
to other projects must be expected. This Is a high priority effort. 

The effort which wll I be required for this measure can be estimated within a reasonable range. A high 
estimate of 520 observer days ls estimated using data from Centaur (1981). The data Indicates that 
eight vessels would be required for an entire season, consisting of 65 fishing days. This Isbel laved 
to be an overestimate. Purse seine operators and the Councl Is believe that the Centaur study substan­
tially underestimates the efficiency of purse seines. A lower and more reasonable estimate of 47 
observer days can be estimated based on an average catch of 30,000 pounds per 1/essel for each possible 
f I sh Ing day and assuml ng the ant I re a I I ocat I on for both spec I es Is harvested. A sma I I arrount of 
additional effort will be required to coordinate the program and analyze the resulting data. 

12.3.5.2 Purse Seine Measures Rejected 

c. Use of purse seines to harvest king or Spanish mackerel In the area of Jurisdiction of the South 
Atlantic Council shal I be prohibited except for specified research (see purse seine Measure D). 

Rationale: The South Atlantic Council proposed this measure because of their belief that use of purse 
seines would be detrimental to the fishery and that Its use should be prohibited until research showed 
that It could be used safely. 

The measure was disapproved by the Secretary of Commerce for the following reasons. There was not 
enough Information In the plan to demonstrate that purse seines would be harmful to the fishery and 
that total prohibition was necessary and appropriate. The measure appears to violate National 
Standard 2, which specifies that regulations be based on the best scientific Information available. 
The measure restricts purse seines rrore severely In the south Atlantic than fn the Gulf, without devel­
oping a reason for the difference. This violates National Standard 3. The total prohibition of 
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purse seines was considered an al location of fishing privilege to users of other gear. With no con­
servation or other rationale given, this violates National Standard 4. Finally, a total prohibition 
without clear reasons violates National Standard 5 which requires efficient utilization where prac­
ticable. 

The South Atlantic Counci I was unable to develop sufficient reasons to answer the objections of the 
Secretary of Commerce, and rejected the measure In favor of measures a I lowing Ii mi ted use. 

D. The lack of documentai evidence on the possible positive and/or negative impacts of purse seines 
has left the Councils In a poor position to evaluate the proper use of this gear. There is pres­
ently considerable disagreement between the two Councils on the conclusion to be drawn from the 
available evidence. Because of this, the Councils wish to obtain additional data in order to 
resolve this disagreement. 

(1) That, because of the question of the effect of purse seining on the wise conservation of the 
resources, the Secretary is requested to develop a research program to be carried out in the 
first generation oft.he plan to determine the effect of purse se_}ning on the king and 
Spanish mackerel fisheries to be presented to the Counci Is for Co~-nci I concurrence. 
Further, it is recommended that the research program be limited to a maximum of 400,000 
pounds of king mackerel and 400,000 lbs. of Spanish mackerel. The results of this program 
s ha I I be presented on or before March 31, 1981. 

(2) During the time required for commercial harvest of 400,000 pounds of king mackerel by purse 
seine, a scientific observer under the direction of the National Marine Fisheries Service 
shall be assigned to each purse seine vessel In the Gulf of Mexico. This shall be for the 
purpose of supplying scientific data. 

(3) That, because of the question of the effect of purse seining on the wise conservation of 
the resource, the Secretary is requested to assess the existing purse seining effort for 
Spanish mackerel in the FCZ of the Gulf of Mexico for the purpose of determining the effect 
of purse seining on the Spanish mackerel fishery. A report of the assessment shal I be 
presented to the Gulf Council within one year after Implementation of the FMP. Until that 
time, the purse seine fishery Is al located 225,000 pounds per year in the FCZ of the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

(4) Until such time as the research program Is completed, purse seining for Spanish mackerel 
wl 11 be al lowed only under the conditions in D(l) and 0(3). 

Rationale: This measure requires research by NMFS, and requires observers on commercial purse seine 
vessels fishing tor king mackerel in the Gulf until the first 400,000 pounds has been harvested. 
Presumably this would be In the first season. The measure also limits commercial purse seining of 
Spanish mackerel In the Gulf to 225,000 pounds In the first year of the FMP. 

The measure was rejected on the basis of comment by the Secretary of Commerce and because a rrore 
effective measure was developed to control purse seine use. The Secretary objected to the measure 
because much of it was research and should not have been included as a management measure. The 
Counci is agreed and placed the research portion of the measure in Section 14.4, Research Requested. 
Further, the Councils concluded that the one-year limitation on observers and Spanish mackerel catch 
in the Gulf was insufficient. More stringent requirements for both are included In Purse Seine 
Measures A and B. 
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E. Observers, under the direction of the National Marine Fisheries Service, wl I I ·be required on al I 
purse seine vessels fishing for king or Spanish mackerel. Cost of the observers may be borne by 
the user. 

Rationale: This measure Is very similar to proposed purse seine measure B, with the exceptions that 
vessel operators may pay part of the observer costs and that there Is no specified time limit on the 
observer requirement. 

When this measure was proposed, the Councils originally concluded that it was reasonable to expect 
vessel operators to pay part of the observer costs because they would be benefiting fran the Increased 
efficiency and profltabi lity of purse seine gear. No time limit was established because the Councl Is 
were uncertain how many seasons of observer coverage would be required before enough data was 
available to establish long-term purse seine regulations. 

A legal review of this measure by the D.O.C. General Counsel 1s office indicated that there was Insuf­
ficient Information to legally defend an open-ended requirement of observer coverage due to the unique 
and extreme nature of an observer being required upon a domestic fishing vessel. The legal review 
further determined that it was probably not possible within MFCMAto charge fhe vessel operators for 
observer cos ts. 

The Counci Is concurred with the legal review and adopted Purse Seine Measure B, which sets a three­
year time I imit and deletes the option for operators to pay observer costs. 

12.3.6 Statistical Reporting Measures 

12.3.6.1 Statistical Reporting Measures Adopted 

A. The Councl Is conceptually accept a vessel enumeration system and creel census data syst8111 that 
would provide sufficient information tor fishery management. Mechanics of the system are to be 
developed by National Marine Fisheries Service and the Regulatory Measures Committee. 

B. Require a reporting system for al I user groups and processors based on statistical sampling 
whereby It would be mandatory for a selected respondent to provide answers to the sampling 
questionnaire on a recurring basis that Is not of great frequency. 

Rationale and Impacts: One of the major problems In this fishery Is lack of data needed to estimate 
MSY and monitor the proposed user group al locations. This greatly Increases the risk of overfishing. 
The present data col lectlon system Is Inadequate to provide the Information required for this FMP. 
The above measures have been carefully considered In order to minimize costs and burdens on 
respondents, while obtaining the necessary Information. This is achieved using a statistical 
sampling, rather than a canplete census approach. Also, the statistical reporting system specified In 
this plan wl 11 be Integrated with those for al I plans In the respective Councl I areas In order to 
achieve efficiency and standardization. 

Reporting Measure A provides a method of Identifying both canmerclal and recreational users and an 
estimate of recreational catch and effort. It Is Included In al I plans now In development by the Gulf 
of Mexico and South Atlantic Councl Is. "Vessel enumeration" refers to a system using Coast Guard and 
state boat and vessel registration lists to Identity, locate, and classify recreational and commercial 
users. Statistical surveys by mall and/or telephone wll I further delineate the statistical universe 
of users and gather data on participation rate and econanlc characteristics. Creel census samples 
wll I be used to obtain data on recreational catch rate combined with data fran the vessel enumeration 
study to estimate total catch and effort. 
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This m,,asure Is required to provide the data needed to Implement the proposed al locatlon system for 
the re, reatlonal sector and to develop catch and effort data needed for MSY detenninatlon. This 
system is considered to be the most cost effective way to provide that data with the least Imposition 
and cost to the users of the resource. Impacts on the users would be llmited to the amount of time 
required to answer the required questions and would be imposed on only a smal I sample of the users. 

The system Is stil I in the pro~ess of development and there is little Information available on 
required sample sizes or survey costs. Costs to the government cannot be accurately estimated at this 
time, although they are expected to be substantial. Costs are tentatively estimated at approximately 
$80,825 to $81,859 for al I coastal pelagic species. Because this system Is used for al I plans in the 
Gulf and south Atlantic, the costs per management plan are expected to be smal I In relation to the 
value of the fishery. 

The proposed measure has cost advantages over other systems. Relying entirely on a creel census 
system would be accurate but would be prohibitively expensive. Statistical surveys by phone or mail 
of the entire population of the southeast is expensive and has proven to be highly inaccurate. The 
vessel enumeration system wi 11 greatly reduce costs and the number of samp~es needed from a statisti­
cal survey by reducing the stat.lstical universe of users by two to three o;r-ders of magnitude. 
Combining statistical surveys with a creel census wit I reduce the required creel census sample. 
Therefore, the costs of obtaining catch per unit effort and total catch data wil I be greatly reduced. 

Reporting Measure B supports Measure A by requiring a reply from those persons selected for the 
survey. It also includes processors in the mandatory reporting requirement for that info1111ation 
deemed necessary by NMFS. This information Is already being collected on a voluntary basis, but- some 
processors do not report at present. Costs of this measure are included in Measure A. 

12.3.6.2 Statistical Reporting Measures Reject-ad 

c. Permit-s for al I users for statistical purposes only. 

This measure was considered and rejected because It was unnecessary. Existing boat- and vessel 
registration records can be used to obtain the same information at less cost. 

D. For Spanish mackerel - A mandatory trip ticket system for al I charter and headboat operators. 

This measure was considered and rejected as not- cost effective. Sufficient information can be 
obtained from a sample of operators. 

E. Require commercial fishermen to report cat-ch and effort using trip tickets. 

Rationale: This measure would provide greatly Improved measures of total catch and fishing effort 
needed to monitor the fishery. It was rejected because funding required to Implement the system is 
not available. The National Marine Fisheries Service is developing a unified approach to data col lec­
tion in the Southeast Region which wl 11 attempt to collect the required data at a lower cost. 
Approved Measures A and Bare consistent with this approach. 

F. ( 1) Require logbook reporting of king mackerel for al I charter and headboat operators. 

(2) Require logbook reporting of Spanish mackerel for a statistical sample of charter and head­
boat operators. The sample shat I be limited to the minimum necessary for management needs. 

Rationale: This measure would provide precise measure of catch and effort and catch per unit effort 
for a significant portion of the recreational fishery. it was rejected because (I) funding may not- be 
available and (2) It is discriminatory to one user group. 
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12.4 Trade-offs Between the Beneficial and Adverse Impacts of the Preferred or Optimal Management 
Options 

Optimum yield was selected by trading off the risk of overfishing against the failure to maxinize full 
uti I ization of the resource. The selected management regime al lows exploitation up to the be,t esti­
mate of MSY based on ava i I able data. The preferred management options represent the trade-offs 
involved in minimizing the adverse impacts on any one user group. Specific discussion of the trade­
offs between the beneficial and adverse impacts of specific management options is presented i,1 

Section 12.3. 

12.5 Specification of Optimum Yield 

The optimum yield which wil I provide the greatest overal I benefit to the nation has been detennlned to 
be the maximum yield which can be produced on a sustained basis. Optimum yield is specified as 
fol lows: 

King mackerel - 37 million pounds annually. 

This is equal to the current best ·estimate of MSY for king mackerel based onithe adjusted recreational 
catch estimate for 1975 {see Section 5.4.1.1). 

Spanish mackerel - 27 ml 11 ion pounds. 

This is equal to the current best estimate of MSY for Spanish mackerel based on the adjusted 
recreational catch estimate for 1975 {see Section 5.4.2.1). 

Cobia - Optimum yield equal to the available amount of cobia of a size equal to or greater than 
33 inches fork length. 

This amount is estimated to be approximately 1,000,000 pounds for 1981. 

The Counci Is realize that the estimates of MSY used to determine OY and user group catch al locations 
were to a great degree, based on the best available estimate of present catch. If better landing 
statistics become available and indicate that the present landing statistics and associated estimates 
of MSY are in error, then the Counci Is wil I reevaluate MSY, OY and user group al locations before 
actions to severely restrict any part of the coastal migratory pelagic fishery are taken. 

12.6 Recommendations by the Counci Is 

12.6.1 Special Recommendations to the Secretary of Commerce 

The Counci Is recommend several areas where special research is needed. These are listed in priority 
order In FMP Section 14.4. 

12.6.2 Special Recommendations to the States 

A. In the future, effective and equitable management wil I require a workable means of differen­
tiating true commercial from true recreational fishermen. This is particularly important in 
implementing al locations to user groups. Therefore: 
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The Councils formally recanmend to each state In their area that consideration 
be given to requiring al I persons who sel I fish to have a canmercial license, 
that the canmercial license be of significant dollar value and that severe 
penalties be levled against any canmerclal operator purchasing fish fran an 
Ind I vi dua I not possessing a canmercl al I lcense. 

B. The Councils recanmend that the states implement the management measures proposed in this plan 
within their territorial jurisdiction, where appl I cable. The Councl Is further encourage the 
states to assist the Secretary In addressing and supporting the research and other special 
recanmendatlons. 
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13.0 MEASURES, REQUIREMENTS, CONDITIONS OR RESTRICTIONS SPECIFIED TO ATTAIN MANAGEMENTOBJECTIVES 

The followlng summarizes the management measures which were specified for the coastal migratory pelaglc 
fishery. Specific detalls and Impacts of specified management measures are presented In Sectl6n 12.3. 

13.1 Permits and Fees 

No permits or fees wll I be required for vessels fishing In the coastal migratory pelaglc fishery. 
However, a statlstlcal reporting system Incorporating mandatory reporting of catch by user g-oups and 
a vessel enumeration system to determine the vessels fishing the FCZ wll I be Implemented. 

13.2 Time and Area Restrictions 

Potentlal time and area restrictions are specified as a contingency measure for resolving gear and 
user group conflicts In the king and Spanish mackerel fisheries. These are described under Management 
Measure A In Section 12.3.1.1 (king mackerel) and A In Section 12.3.2.1 (Spanish mackerel). Time and 
area restrictions are potential. tools to be Implemented, If appropriate, b_y-the Secretary after con­
sultation with the affected Councl Is to resolve a specific conflict. 

Management Measure B for king mackerel In Section 12.3.1.1, If Implemented, will separate hook and 
line and net vessels In the FCZ off the counties of lndlan River and St. Lucie, on the Florlda 
Atlantic coast. This Is to resolve an existing gear conflict. 

13.3 Catch Limitations 

A. Total Allowable Level of Foreign Fishing 

The total allowable level of foreign fishing (TALFF) Is specified as zero for both the king and 
Spanish mackerel fisheries. U.S. fishing vessels have the capacity, Intent, and are expected to har­
vest the optimum yield In both these fisheries In 1982 (See Sections 8.2.7, 8.2.8 and 8.5). 

B. Types of Catch Limitations 

Management Measure C In Section 12.3.1.1 establlshes a total annual allowable catch of 37 mll llon 
pounds In the king mackerel fishery. There Is a 28 mll llon pound al location for the recreatlonal 
fishery and a nine mllllon pound allocatlon for the canmerclal fishery. The canmerclal allocat_lon ls 
divided Into hook and llne gears - 3,877,200 pounds, net gears - 5,122.800 pounds. If any of the 
al locations are exceeded, the fishery wll I be closed for the remainder of the fishing year. 

Management Measure D In Section 12.3.2.1 specifies that the fishery for Spanish mackerel wll I cease 
when the OY of 27 mll llon pounds Is harvested. 

Management Measure E In Section 12.3.1.1 and C In Section 12.3.2.1 establlsh framework measires for 
lmf' lementlng recreatlonal bag I Im Its and canmercl al tr Ip I Im Its for kl ng and Spanish mackerel, If the 
need arises. Measure E also provides for a size llmlt for king mackerel. 

Management Measure B In Section 12.3.2.1 sets a 12-lnch minimum fork length size limit for Spanish 
mackerel In both the canmerclal and recreatlonal fisheries. A catch allowance for undersized fish of 
five percent of total catch by weight of Spanish mackerel on board a vessel wll I be allowed. 

Management Measure A for cobla In Section 12.3.3.1 sets a minimum size llmlt of 33 Inches fork length. 

Limits on pirse seine harvest of king and Spanish mackerel are establlshed by Measure A In Section 
12.3.4.1. 
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13.4 Types of Vessels, Gear and Enforcement Devices 

12.3.1.1 sets a minimum mesh size of 4-3/4 Inches stretch mesh for Management Measure D In Section 
king mackerel gll I nets. 

13.5 State, Local and Other Laws and Pollcles 

Spanish mackerel Managment Measure B sets a 12-rnch minimum size 1rmrt Ccommerclal and recreatronar J 
which Is the same as llmlts Imposed by the states of Florlda and South Carol Ina. 

King mackerel Management Measure E sets a minimum gll I-net mesh size of 4-3/4 Inches for directed king 
mackerel fisheries. This rs the same as Florlda law. 

13.6 Limited Access System 

A system of llmlted access to the coastal migratory pelaglc fishery was found not to be appropriate at 

this time. 

13.7 Habitat Preservation, Protection and Restoration 

Whlle there are certain areas of habitat Important to the coastal migratory pelaglc tl_shery, no 
specific preservation or restoration measures were found to be necessary In this plan at this time. 

13.8 Development of Fishery Resources 

There Is a specific objective In the plan tor Spanish mackerel (number tour In Section 12.1) to pro­
mote the maximum use of the resource up to the OY estimate. 

13.9 Management Costs and Revenues 

No sources of revenue, other than tines from vlolators, have been Identified In this plan. Permits 
are not required from any user group. 

The mechanics of enforcement of the measures In this plan have not been flnal lzed at this point. On­
site enforcement under the Fishery Management and Conservation Act Is the responslbll lty of the u.s. 
Coast Guard. rt Is poss Ible, also that enforcement agreements would be entered Into with various 
states. 

Prel lmlnary estimated costs to government tor data col lectlon and enforcement of the proposed regula­
t Ions Is $376,303. This estimate Includes: 

Monitoring and data collectlon $ 81,859 

Enforcement 
Coast Guard 
NMFS 
Total 

$184,444 
$110,000 

$294,444 

Tota I An nua I Costs $376,303 
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14.0 SPECIFICATIONAND SOURCE OF PERTINENT FISHERY DATA 

1 4. 1 Genera I 

Certain key data are vital to effective fishery management. Better statistics on catch and effort are 
needed to provide riore precise management Information for the coastal pelagic fishery. The type of 
data specified In this plan to be required from the public has been carefully considered to minimize 
the burden on respondents whI le obtaining the necessary Information. Th Is wl 11 be ach laved by using 
statistical sampling where practical, rather than a complete census approach. Also, the statistical 
reporting system specified In this plan will be Integrated with those for al I plans In the respective 
Councl I areas In order to achieve efficiency and standardization. The required data elements have 
been carefully considered so as to require only those for which there Is a critical need. In addition 
to statlstlcal data collection, areas of needed research have been specified In order to encourage 
appropriate groups to undertake efforts to Improve the Information base for effectively managing the 
fishery. 

14.2 Domestic and Foreign Harvesters 
~---· 

Reporting requirements for domestic fishermen are discussed In Section 12.3.5. 

In addition to the above data reporting provisions, the Councils have recommended that the National 
Marine Fisheries Service provide the Councils with a draft logbook for distribution to the coastal 
migratory pelagic recreational fishermen that could be fl led on a voluntary basis. 

There are currently no foreign fishermen participating In the fishery except for an lnoonsequentlal 
Incidental catch. l'-b TALFF (total allowable level of foreign fishing) wl 11 be available under this 
plan. However, foreign fishermen taking species In the managment unit as a bycatch must cooperate In 
reporting the ariount of such catch. 

1 4. 3 Processors 

Processors are required to report under the provisions In Sect Ion 12.3. 5. Such report Ing wl 11 Include 
the duty to cooperate In gathering commercial catch and trip ticket data for those who purchase 
directly from fishermen. 

14.4 Areas of Research Needed to Improve the Management Information Base 

Effective management of the coastal migratory pelagic resources wl 11 be fostered as Improved research 
Information becomes available. The Councils have recommended: 

A. That the research needs as they apply to king mackerel be Instituted according to the following 
pr lorl ty order: 

1. Provide better estimates of recruitment, natural rrortallty, fishing 11Drtallty and standing 
stock for king mackerel. Information Is needed on rrortallty resulting from the bycatch of 
king mackerel In the Spanish mackerel fishery. Specific Information should Include an esti­
mate of total arrount caught and distribution of catch by area, season and type of gear. 
Determining the catch In gll I-net gear soould be given first priority. 

2. Determine the number of separate stocks of king mackerel, their seasonal distribution and 
migration patterns and the distribution of fishing effort between stocks. 

3. Determine size distribution of the catch by area. 
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4. Determine the effect of purse seine use on king mackerel stocks. Research soould Include size 
distribution of the catch, bycatch of other species, catch per unit effort, ability of fisher­

men to determine the size and species composition of the catch prior to pursing the net, and 

ablllty to release a school unharmed. If this research results In any harvest of king 
mackerel, other than normal commercial catches, that harvest should be limited to no rrore than 

400,000 pounds. 

5. O:>nduct migration studies to determine normal king mackerel migration routes, variations In 
these routes, and the climatic or other factors responsible for these variations. 

6. Determine the relation between mlgratlo.n of prey species (I.e., herring), and the migrations 

of kl ng mackerel. 

7. Assess the extent and effect of gl I I-net fallout. 

B. That the research needs as they apply to the Spanish mackerel stock be Instituted accord Ing to the 
fol lowing priority order: 

1. Provide better estimates ot recruitment, natural mortality rates, flst.Jliig 11Drtallty rates, and 
stand Ing stock. 

2. Determine the number of separate stocks, their seasonal distribution, migration patterns and 
the distribution of fishing effort between stocks. 

3. Determine the effect of purse seine use on Spanish mackerel stocks. Research soould Include 
size distribution of the catch, bycatch of other species, catch per unit effort, ablllty of 
fishermen to determine the size and species composition of the catch prior to pursing the net, 

and ability to release a school unharmed. If this research results In any harvest of Spanish 
mackerel, other than normal commercial catches, that harvest should be limited to no nore than 

400,000 pounds. 

4. Conduct migration studies to determine normal and changes In coastal migratory pelagic migra­
tion routes and the cllmatlc or other factors responsible for changes In the environmental and 

habitat conditions which may affect the habitat and avallablllty of stocks .• 

5. Assess the extent and effect of gl I I-net fallout. 

6. Determine the relation between migration of prey species (I.e., herring), and the migration 
pattern of the stock. 

Better estimates of recruitment, natural mortal lty, fishing mortal lty, and size of standing stocks are 
Important to provide more precise eslmates of MSY. Knowledge of king mackerel bycatch In the Spanish 
mackerel fishery Is needed because of the posslblllty that this bycatch may be large enough to adver­

sely affect the directed king mackerel fishery. Determining the number and characteristics of 

separate stocks C If any) of king and Spanish mackerel Is Important because of the poss lb I I tty that 
separate stocks exist and that some stocks may be fished 11Dre heavily than others. Size distribution 
of the catch and any differences by area wlll be very Important If the Councils consider size llmlts 

on king mackerel as a method to llmlt total harvest. This may require a tong-term, on-going sampllng 
program. Migration studies are needed because questions have arisen as to the reasons for king and 

Spanish mackerel not being as abundant In certain areas during certain years. In particular, fisher­
men have pointed out that king mackerel became less and less abundant during 1976, 1977, and 1978 In 

areas of the northern Gulf of Mexico. A better understanding of the cyclic nature of king and Spanish 
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ma•:karel migrations and the possible relatlonshlp to migration of prey species \liOuld greatly contri­
bute to their effect Ive management. Research on the extent and effect of gt I I-net fallout Is needed 

to resolve questions which have been raised as to the number of fish kll led but not harvested during 
gl I !netting operations and the effect that this has on the status of the stocks. A research project 
on this topic has been Initiated for king mackerel. 

~·.-. 
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15,0 RELATIONSHIP OF THE RECOMMENDED MEASURES TO EXISTING APPLICABLE LAWSAND POLICIES 

15.1 Fishery Management Plans 

Existing or anticipated fishery management plans have llttle effect on the Coastal Pelaglc Management 
Plan. Implemented plans which affect the management area are the Shrimp and Stone Crab Plans In the 
Gulf and the Surf Clam Plan on the Atlantic Coast. Fishing for, or regulatlon of stone crabs have no 
significant Impact on coastal pelaglcs. The Shrimp Plan may effect coastal pelaglcs through predltor­
prey relatlons. The Shrimp Plan wll I prorrota long-term reduction In bycatch of groundflsh, a signifi­
cant food source for mackerels. This may have some beneflclal effect on mackerel populations. Plans 
I lkely to be Implemented In the near future Include spiny lobster, Gu If reef fish, and coral. l\bne of 
these plans ls expected to have significant Impact on coastal pelaglc resources. 

lmplementatlon of this FMP wlll have little Impact on other management plans. Harvest of coastal 
pelaglcs has little If any Impact on species regulated by other FMPs. There ls substantlal overlap of 
fishermen and vassals between coastal pelaglcs and spiny lo~ster, stone crab, and reef fish. f-bwever, 
this FMP Is not expected to result In any dlsplacement of user groups or maJor changes In abundance of 
coastal pelaglcs. Therefore, It. Is not I lkely that the FMP wl 11 substantlal-ly affect fishing act lvlty 
for other spec I es. 

The statlstlcal reporting system proposed In this plan wll I be Implemented as part of the total data 
collectlon effort for all plans In the Gulf and south Atlantlc regions. This wlll achieve coordination, 
minimize costs and keep to a minimum the burden on respondents. 

15.2 Treaties or lnternatlonal Agreements 

There Is no significant foreign participation In the Gulf and south Atlantlc coastal pelaglc fishery. 
There are no specific treaties or International agreements appllcabla to this management unit other 
than the general governing· International fishery agreements. These are general bl lateral agreements 
In which the participating nations agree to abide by the fishing regulatlons of the other nation when 
fishing In their waters. Currently there have been no appllcatlons for foreign fishing permits for 
any species In the mangement unit In the Gulf and south Atlantic regions. There Is reportedly an 
occaslonal but Insignificant Incidental catch of king mackerel by Japanese longllne vessels. 

15.3 Federal Laws and Pollcles 

Many federal laws and pollcles relate to this management unit In a perlpheral way. f-bwever, there are 
no appllcable federal laws or pollcles which wlll slgnlflcantly constrain any of the measures of this 
plan. The Intent of all data collectlon efforts under this plan Is to maintain the confldentlallty of 
lndlvldual responses as specified by the Privacy Act. Porpoises which are protected under the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act occaslonal ly Interfere with catching species In the management unit, and cause 
certain problems for fishermen; however, the provisions for this plan do not threaten the existence of 
the porpoise. Section 7 consultatlons have been conducted to determine 1f meastres In this plan have 
adverse Impacts on any threatened or endangered species as llsted under the Endangered Species Act. A 
Section 7 consultatlon with the Natlonal Marl_ne Fisheries Service concerning sea turtles and marine 
mammals resulted In a blologlcal opinion that the plan was not llkely to Jeopardize these species. 
Consultatlon with the u.s. Fish and Wlldllfe Service resulted In a concluslon that the FMP wll I have 
no affect on the brown pellcan or the West lndlan manatee. The plan Is In keeping with the Coastal 
Zone Management Act {see Section 7.3). other federal laws such as the Marine Protection, Research and 
Sanctuaries Act may constrain fishing for the species In the management unit to a llmlted extent; 
however, there are no adverse affects to management under this plan. 
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15.4 State and Local Laws and Pollcles 

Florida, and some other states In the absence of federal law, have claimed Jurisdiction over the 
"operations of al I fishermen and vessels of this state engaged In the taking of such fishery resources 
within or without the boundaries of state waters." (Florida State Code, Section 370.02 (1) (a)). 

Such extended state Jurisdiction has been upheld In the courts prior to the federal government's 
Initiation of a management program under the FCMA. The FCMA Is assumed to supercede the state code In 
al I waters beyond the state territorial sea to the 200 mite limit coming under federal Jurisdiction. 
In 110st cases, those state laws and policies not In agreement with this FMP wit I not adversely Impact 
proposed management measures for the FCZ, nor wl 11 they Impact overal I management of the fishery. 

There are two cases where conflicting state laws may Impact measures In this plan. Texas prohibits 
possession of Spanish mackerel smal tar than 14 Inches fork length. This Is not expected to be a 
severe problem. The State of Florida prohibits possession of foodflsh (except tuna) taken with a 
purse seine both Inside and outside state waters. This law wit I conflict with activity legal under 
the plan. Florida also prohibits possession of gl 11 nets used for taking of king mackerel which have 
a hanging depth of rore than 200 meshes, 4-3/4 Inch stretch mesh In any county along the Atlantic 
coast, with the exception of M:rnroe County. This may Interfere with gl I I-net .operators fishing In the 
FCZ. If tested In court, It Is likely that the portions of these laws which apply to fishing In the 
FCZ wl 11 be struck down. It this happens, It wl 11 become rore difficult for the state to enforce 
these regulations as they apply to state waters. 

In the future, effective and equitable management will require a workable means of differentiating 
true commercial from true recreational fishermen. This Is particularly Important In Implementing 
al locations to user groups. Therefore, the Councl Is have recommended that each state give con-
s lderatlon to requiring al I persons who sel I fish to have a commercial license, that the commercial 
I lcense be of significant dollar value and that severe penalties be levied against any commercial 
operator purchasing fish from an Individual not possessing a commercial license. 
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16.0 COUNCIL REVIEW AND MONITORING OF THE PLAN 

16.1 General Approach 

The Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Fishery Management OJunclls wll I, after approval and Implemen­
tation of this plan by the Secretary, maintain a continuing review of the fishery managed under this 
p I an by the fo I low Ing methods: 

A. Maintain close liaison with the management and enforcement agencies Involved to assess the con­
dition of the stocks and the effectiveness of the management measures and regulations and 
compliance by the fishermen with the regulations. The state resource agencies, National Marine 
Fisheries Service CNMFS), and the U.S. OJast Guard are the primary agencies with which especially 
close liaison wil I be established for plan nonltorlng. 

s. Maintain close liaison with the members of the OJastal Migratory Pelaglc Subpanel of the Council's 
Fishery Advisory Panel to assess the effectiveness of the management measures (and regulations) 
and the need for Implementation of other measures or revisions of exl~tlng measures. 

c. Prorrote research to Increase the knowledge of the fishery and resources by the followlng methods: 

a. Identity the research required for better management of the fishery and resource. 

b. Request the National Marine Fisheries Service CNMFS)to consider these research needs and 
Identity those which they can Immediately address and those which wlll require efforts by 
other agencl es or groups. 

c. Request state and university participation In research under their own programs to fll I these 
data needs. 

d. Provide OJuncll funding for research that cannot be addressed by NMFS, state and university 
ant It las. 

e. Assess the effectiveness of the statlstlcal reporting system and recommend changes to NMFSor 
fund specific one-time surveys for data collection where data gaps exist. 

o. OJnduct public hearings at appropriate times and locations In the areas where the fishing effort 
Is concentrated to hear testlrrony on the effectiveness of al I aspects of the plan and the changes 
needed In the plan. 

E. OJnslder by OJuncl I and Its advisory groups al I Information gained from the first four activities 
1 lsted above, and If necessary, prepare amendments to the plan. Ho Id public hearings on the 
amendments prior to sending them to the Secretary. 

16.2 Specific Monitoring Considerations 

A. Status or cond It ton of the stocks. 

Maximum sustainable yield wll I be determined based on best available data. The condition of the 
stocks wl 11 be perlodlcal ly reviewed to determine If overfishing Is occurring. As the statlstlcal 
reporting system Is Improved and other research Is completed, these addltlonal data wll I be care­
fully reviewed to determine If changes In management measures are needed. 
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B. Catch Limits. 

If the catch appears as If It wl 11 exceed or has exceeded any of the catch al locations In the 
plan, the Councils wlll review the data as of that time 1o determine whether the excess catch Is a 
result of high abundance of fish, Increased local avallabll I lty, Increased effort, or Inaccuracies 

In the historical landings datao If appropriate, recommendations for bag limits or size llmlts 

wl 11 be forwarded to the Regional Director, 1'#>1FS. 

If the updated MSY so Indicates, the al locations wll I be changed accordingly by plan amendment. 

c. Gear or User Group Conflicts. 

If gear or user group conflicts arise, the appropriate Council wll I Investigate the causes and 
extent of the conflict, potential s:>lutlons to the conflict, the economic and social Impacts of 

any proposed I Imitations on any user group, and other factors as appropriate. Recommendations for 
appropriate action wll I be made 1o the Regional Director, 1'#>1FS. Public hearings wll I be held as 

appropriate 1o hear testlnony concerning significant conflicts. 

D. Harvesting Practices. 

Harvesting practices proposed under the plan wl 11 be evaluated for their effectiveness and for the 
additions, deletions or nodlflcatlons needed. In particular, the results of limited com1119rclal 

purse seining and the proposed research programs to determine the effects of purse seining of king 
and Spanish mackerel wll I be carefully reviewed. 

E. Standardization of Management Measures. 

The Councl I wl 11 continue to work with the affected states to attempt to standardize regulations 
for the fishery In the FCZ and state territorial waters, where such standardization wl 11 .serve a 
useful purpose. 
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Summary Sheet 

Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Coastal Migratory Pelagic Fishery Management Plan 

(X) FI nal Environmental Statement() Draft 

Responsible Agencies: 

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
Contact: Wayne Swing le 

. Lincoln Center, Suite 881 

5401 w.Kennedy Boulevard 

Tampa, Florida 33609 

South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
Contact: David H. G. Gould 

1 Southpark Circle 
Charleston, South Carolina 29407 

Natlonal Marine Fisheries Service 
Contact: Harold B. Al Ian 

Acting Regional Director 
9450 Koger Boulevard 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33702 

1. Name of Act Ion (x) Administrative ( ) Legislative 

2. Descrlpt Ion of Act Ion: 

,.. 
The proposed action wt 11 result In management of the coastal migratory pelagic fisheries In the Gulf 
of Mexico and south Atlantic Fishery Conservation Zone (FCZ). The species Involved are king, Spanish, 

and cero mackerel, little tunny, cobla, dolphin and bluefish. The basic objectives are tc, manage the 
fishery to obtain the optimum yleld, establish a statistical reporting system for monl1orlng catch, 

and minimize gear and user group conflicts. Management measures Include mechanisms for preventing 
gear and user group conflicts, a total allowable catch for king mackerel and Spanish mackerel, certain 

size I lmlts, and llmlts on purse seines whl le their effects are evaluated. Limited manda1ory sta­
tlstlcal reporting wll I be required by user groups. The management actions wlll be Implemented under 

the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management.Act of 1976. 

3. Summary: 

a. Impacts 

The plan wl 11 help prevent maximum sustainable yleld from being exceeded for king and Spanish mackerel 
and wl 11 contr lbute to stock abundance of cobl a. other stocks In the management un It are not In 
danger of being overfished. There are no significant adverse Impacts to the s1ocks being addressed as 

a result of the proposed action. 

No changes to other aspects of the physical environment are expected as a result of this 11ctlon. 
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Coastal Zone Management Offices: 

Texas 
Loul slana 
Alabama 
Flori de 

South Caro 11 na 
North Caro 11 na 

6. The Draft Fishery Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement were subjected to a 45-day 
period of public review beginning February 7 and ending March 24, 1980. During this period, 25 

hearings were held and a large number of written comments received by mall. Fol lowing rejection 
of the FMP by the Secretary of Commerce and revision of purse seine restrict Ions for the south 
Atlantic region, four rrore hearings on the FMP were held In June, 1981. Summaries of the com­

ments and a response to each are provided In Appendix I. 

The public hearings on the DEIS/FMP were held as fol lows: 

~.,:·· 

Date Location 

February 20, 1980 Ft. Lauderdale, Florida Broward County Court House 
February 21, 1980 Jacksonvl I le Beach, F lorlda City Council Chambers 

February 26, 1980 Ft. Pierce, Florida County Civic Center 

March 3, 1980 Brunswick, Georgia County Regional Library 
March 4, 1980 Savannah, Georgia Savannah Science Museum 

March 5, 1980 Beaufort, South Caro II na County Councl I Meeting Room 
March 6, 1980 Charleston, South Carol Ina Marine Resources Center 

March 1o, 1980 Hatteras, North Caro I 1 na Hatteras Civic Center 
March 11, 1980 Morehead City, North Carolina Carteret Technical Institute Auditorium 

March 12, 1980 Wilmington, North Caro II na HI lton Inn 

March 13, 1980 Myrtle Beach, South Carolina Swamp Fox Motel 

March 10, 1980 Marathon, Florida Marathon High School Cafeteria 
March 11, 1980 Fort Myers, Florfda Hal I of Fifty States 
March 12, 1980 St. Petersburg, Florida Bayfront Center, Neptune Room 

March 13, 1980 Destin, Florida St. Andrews Episcopal Church 

March 10, 1980 Port I sabe I, Texas Port lsebel Community Center 
March 11, 1980 Port Aransas, Texas Port Aransas Commun I ty Center 
March 12, 1980 Houston, Texas Shamrock HI I ton Hotel 

March 18, 1980 Mobl le, Alabama Davidson High School Cafeteria 

March 19, 1980 BI loxl, Ml ssl sslppl Bl loxl Cultural Center (Library) 

March 13, 1980 Lake Charles, Louisiana Downtowner Motor Inn 
March 18, 1980 New Orleans, Louisiana Chamber of Commerce Auditorium 
March 19, 1980 Baton Rouge, Louisiana Knapp Hal I, LSU Cooperative Extension Center 
March 20, 1980 Houma, Lou I slana Houma City Auditorium (Wing) 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This Final Envlronmental Impact Statement (FEIS) describes the probable Impacts of Implementing regu­
lations for the Coastal Migratory Pelaglc Resources Fishery Management Plan (FMP). This FMP has been 
prepared Jolntly by the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantlc Fishery Management Counclls. 

The Coastal Migratory Pelaglc Resources are those species In the waters of the Gulf of Mexico and In 
the ooastal and fishery conservation zone (FCZ) off the south Atlantlc coast as specified below. The 
area of proposed management Is the fishery conservation zone In the Jurisdiction of the Gulf and South 
Atlantlc Fishery Management Counclls. The management unit consists of the following species: 

King mackerel (Soomberomorus cavalla) 

Spanish mackerel (Soomberomorus maculatus) 

Cobia (Rachycentron canadum) 

Species oonsldered to be In the 'fishery but not In the management unit are:--· 

Caro mackerel (Soomberomorus regalls) 

Litt le tunny (Euthynnus al letteratus) 

Dolphin (Coryphaena hlppurus) 

B I uef I sh (Pomatomus sa It atr Ix) 

These species are closely associated with the species In the management unit and are caught In the 
fishery. Blueflsh Is only Included In the Gulf of Mexico because a separateBlueflsh Management Plan 
Is being prepared for the Atlantlc coast. 

This FMP has been prepared under the authority of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
of 1976 (MFCMA) and the FEIS has been prepared In acoordance with the Natlonal Envlronmental Polley 
Act of 1969 (NEPA). 

The fishery management plan provides the basis for the determination of regulatlons to rmst effec-
t lvely manage the fishery and harvest the optimum yleld COY) which wit I provide the greatest benefit 
to the nation. The plan considers the needs of the various user groups In the fishing Industry, 
recreatlonal groups, consumers, envlronmental organizations, and other Interested parties. 

Much of the background Information and analysis used to produce the EIS are contained In the FMP 
I tse If. Where appropr I ate, references are made to the rel avant sect Ions of the p I an. 

The ooastal migratory pelaglc management unit Is Important both to oommerclal and recreatlonal 
fishermen. Al I of the species In the management unit are sought after by recreatlonal fishermen 
lncludlng both charterboat and private boat fishermen. King mackerel, Spanish mackerel and blueflsh 
are of major commerclal Importance. Whlle the other species are caught commerclal ly to some degree, 
they are relatlvely unimportant as primary commerclal target species. 

I I. STATEMENT OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action Is to Implement a fishery management plan for coastal migratory pelagic resources 
establlshlng a management regime for the Gulf of Mexico and south Atlantic fishery conservation zones. 
This area extends from North Carol Ina to Texas. 
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are expected to harvest the optimum yleld for all three of these species. This Is explalned In detall 

In Sections s.2.s and 13.3 of the attached FMP. 

I 1.5 Management Measures and Statistical Reporting Measures Recommended 

The fol lowing measures are recommended to the Secretary of Commerce for action: 

I 1.5.1 King Mackerel 

A. The Secretary of Commerce may Implement measures designed to provide limitations, where 
appropriate, on any gear or device used In the king mackerel fishery to reduce gear and user group 

conf I lcts. The Secretary, after consultation with the affected Councl Is, may take the fo I lowing 
action by regulatory amendment based on the fo I lowing criteria: 

(1) When a conflict arises through expansion of a historical fishery In a traditional fishing 
area or region, the Secretary shal I Investigate the causes and extent of the conflict, the 
economic and sociological Impacts of any viable limitations on th~_expanded fishery or other 
users, other solutions to the conflict and other relevant factor~"- The Secretary, after con­

sultation with the affected Councils and states, may resolve the conflict as fairly as 

possible by taking one or 110reof the following actions: 

Ca) Separate the users or gear by area (fishing zone). 

Cb) Separate the users or gear by time (day of week). 

Cc) Assign local quotas to each gear or user group based on the historical catches of each 
for that loca I area. 

Cd) Al low un I lmlted usage of the gear or device. 

(2) When the conflict arises through the Introduction of gear or devices Into new regions where 
they have not been historically fished, the Secretary shall Investigate the harvesting capa­

city and efficiency of the new gear or device In the local area, the economic and sociologi­
cal Impacts on users of historical gear, the historical level of stock abundance In the area 
and the other relevant factors. The Secretary may, after consultation with the affected 
Councl Is and states, take one or 110re of the fo I lowl ng act lo-ns: 

Ca) Prohibit use of the gear or device In that geographical area. 

Cb) Al low only limited use of the gear or device to rrore fl.ii ly evaluate Its Impacts and 
potentials. 

Cc) Limit the number of units of the gear or device which can be utilized In that area. 

Cd) Allow unllmlted usage of the gear or device. 

(3) When a conflict arises as a result of circumstances In the fishery, other than as described 
In (1) or (2) above, the Secretary may Implement measures designed to obviate such conflicts 
by measures provided for In (1) and (2) above, or take such other action as may be 

appropriate and necessary to resolve such conflicts In a manner consistent with the goals and 

objectives of the plan, the National Standards, the MFQ\1A and other appl lcable law. 

FEIS-3 



l;l;;Jzz S'ØeøUlètMäaii--l'iObåeottves)',. 

I DÚèODs:lêèØa;;rlôn\IOof' tlte!'i..el:eYant.~ bloJog:tc:a:l " eo,noJc ¡, $Olal : and!1 ee..ogJ;êaJ. ¡ f aGt,~,,! mmllag~t1' 
ab¡¡,le'l vøshave,.be8&,-' sp!tol:HWt föt'rthe,:c:astal! mlgr,a1nry:, p!!agl'c' . reeucceSi IMllaglmrdr' uoil'h.; 

~Jiq('MMk--&li . 

i~" I list" tttei\maagemn*~ rruoe&o,næ8S'sarry'¡ ro,;, p..e'lenl1 e"eeecUngtm.¡drn;jSustUDIIMêi~Yfèid.." 

Z~'. ES'tábiil slll'!a1:mandator.yv ssallstieali.\ r8pI"'l 09;,! sys:tèmi!¡ fór.tiiJ;'I1n c:"ngqcatchih 

. 3¡,. M.'¡BiiriLze~)g!!n'-and;J usei7!'g~prconfil ctsii, 

S'IUiRRsbhMééekec&l,j, 

1.,. I nst" tùte$manage,enttl1asurres';.,n eoessa~y . toe preveQt' exceaU nggmll~d.RRIli'r,sustdnab::~Y4'.li~" 

z,,, Est\!billsJ:N!lc-mmdatò..yy statt stl caJ : reprt i ng,:sys.tem:" fOo!irllnHo:r, J r:g¡. cetcbio..
;;. 

3i.~ Mlinlrï~iZe';¡g~ar,r'and,.; use.."gr-Ooup.;)confll ct5:.; In'"th.; event'; theYi1ar:l 5e8', 

4¡¡" Pi"oncè~the~"liaJ,nlum';:use..'of.;: the\(!resuiice"upi-ifo' thet,OY'; est.1 rite.., 

GaU""l=...
i ;., Inst,i tu:."manag~en1:-: mesurØ$j.necessar,y; tOo:: Increase., y lèlcLpltrr;reer:ltl\,t1andiJa--ag~",slte~,a9d;) 

pr:ev.entìo.verrtt$bingi-, 

ii ;,Z2 l-l:iinSuslalóab!!e!\Xl èlid:i: 

VälìJes.,~ fc¡!iy.thef,maxllÌunnmsustälnab'lé"yiél,d..~. (MSn,: fó""specl:è9\ I tt..;the,,_ag~t'!oo;ltt:afJ'glß'em,~. 

Dët,aJ"i éQ:idtscussl.òns~;a"'e\';pl!esntedt; I !':;Sëet lòm.. 5i:i4,iOot: the.,att8Gh8d;:FMJ~., 

Kilg§)maker:elil --3T'mUI lÔfl"potlnds~:annu&:U yl 

Sp¡!I.;;h~,m8Gkeret; _." 21'/ mlc II lonr.pounds" annua:\d ý. 

Cõbti!H;--1 ¡9~i¡()OO¡'P9unds".aßnu8H y.. 

I'" 3"; SpCCl, U catlönr;of+OØitlIÌDli;Yleld,', 

Dè't,Ü'1 ëd'j anà!ysss!:orfY the."O¥' va f, ties' ,; belOlc,c'al"e,"gl:ven" I no; the,: att'--riFMfirj:, SeC'Uònn 12a~" 

Klttgz.¡mackefJe.l: :-,317rn1H lén'PÇunds.,annua:: Iy.. 

Sf"nllbHnackeret¡ -.21;mUI16nqllundsi;annua,11 ý. 

Cõbl"ë!:,,-.,AJL c:bhii"eqÌ¡Ji 1n';or' I 8rger::than".3J".1 nches':; foir-k.f, I éngthh ichhch!', wlllJ ba,hal!vestèdn b¥y 
U~S.z, t1sher.en... 

II ~.§l; Tõ~'~ A.tlòlcabbe,:cleveJi of'Föi'elQI1"Fl sbHlqi:~ 

na,ltòlel:i a,llówabìle~ level: off' fói"e~'9!V' H sh' ng.; (TALFH. IShspeclfl eEL! as,'zero" fårdher" kl-ttgJ;mokepøliL 
S~!!nlsb¡;.mak--et i andÔ c::bliedl sher I ÉI'¡,. lbJted,i St'itè!v. ff stH ng~' vessels', have,'.' t bét;,copj!cl1y';" I ntenti,¡ and,:; 

FElS;;2;, 

http:t1sher.en
http:nggmll~d.RRIli'r,sustdnab::~Y4'.li
http:slll'!a1:mandator.yv


Tff&, fò,l.1 òw.. Ì'R: manag,ment. rrasu".&, add" es.ses a', s ~cl fl c. gear" and; user, oc'oup~ conlllCt wt,l chi, has'i. 
aJ í:eadYr dé.ve.l oped;' I h the' FCZ.: off,. the,' coest. of i FIori dè; between. 27°' 50' ' nort h,. I ãll tt~" andiJ 2it~.. O';6~' ' 
n'odh la:tttodèo., 

B,¡., Wlii!ln., th&., Reglona,J ' DJ ,.,ectot.,. SoutheaST' RêgJ on, , ,,FS.~.. detennl ìiesj . based.;\ on:, r:l IsI &'1 I M'ol!1"lon'.., 

tttat"i!o:conf'll Ct" as: described I hFMP Section. 8'1Ii~6" exls;fs.o,.1 s; ab'out, to;'ei"'st~" h&,~wUI1 take,' one:, 

of.! the" foIl ow. Ì'g act I ons' by.. 'fl eJ d:' order. The" tf ri. ~r'1 ad: dùl" I ng:; wh'l Chi', 5'uch', r.~1 eN ons'! s'hal:1 j be'! 

eii,forced w.11I be de''el\ml ned by length of. tlrr;,e dl r-' conf'l J ct' 8Xs.ts" or I s"exp,!ct'Ød. to~;ex" s1".. 

(J ).' Eštalill Scn a,' fl sh'l ng wI ndow wI thl h. the. folli:l Ì'g; pol nos: 

(¡d B:th8'l; Shoid' If g~,t: (27. 44n'N, 80°'1 O,¡!lVi) Ò" 

(b:) , A, wreck' 15':mlles: southeast"of. Fòrt,PI erce,'1 hlèt~ (27°.23~5.'NÎ.. 80,~' 3¡T1W;).~.. 

(C)i Ma"iier:"WR: 16'~" f've;,ml les" nor'heas.t'.of' Jii,p;lterr, I n:l&t' (27".- O~6'1Ni; 80." ~O:'VfH,; 

(d)' 100;'fm, dépth,due' east of point' C,. (27°'.0.6j'N~, 79'" 55~O'\t)~ 

..""-.--

(e)' 10Q,:fm:' dep;thdll8'eas;f of polht.b(27°'23~5;'N, 79"504òO:.'\íH., 

(H 100.fm'dep:th:. due' east' of pol-nt; a: (27~" 44~3!N',. 79'!' 53;:HW,)." 

Tne.:, Aè9J onal DI ~ecor, may prohl bl t use.. of.' 9JI ,i -net' ~ar. to take,: kl n!!i mackerel:; wlt'M "': the~a1"ea" 
à~b~&-f;, ~c""d"'e'"or 'a,.c..d..f., If' addl.tlonal. act'lon., Is" needed.,: prdl IbIT' use.: 

ta"Tà.:c, MÌ'9~macker:el'" wJthln.'. a'. of:: hooki.and:,: II he')ggar'
wi ndow: landward: of' a:,; II n:e;,betWeeB.: the) pØ:: nts:,~b:,.. !)C"; ();"a::c,., 

(2,)) Edàb:l Ish'; two.J f l sh'l iig: zonØ$.. seaward (east): of state:. J u".1 sd,1 ctl on;;. Thes&." zones", s:haUi be:, "th:& 

wa ters of' the' FCZ. b&TWeen' 27 0. 1 0' norh I à:tt tude.. and". 21° 50" n'orh', I â:tl tude',. cti v,1 deddlllo.:.: 
two,.,el"eas~~a,1 bng. the,' I I n'e'. of. , 27°: 30'.. nOlh'. lâ--'lì:de., 

(á;) ~ I n' the.' fl rST. yeer,' lit wh I th a' conl I c1": ar,hès.:. "the' use" em 9l. J 'i ; ne:t,; fa"." takl hg;i of: kl ng:, 
mackeF',al sha,I'1 ¡ be pr 00'1 bi ted,' In.,. thai ar,e8'. south' of': 27,° 3t)'' n:OPh lat'l tUd,' aJ:d~; use.$ of, 

hoolf, and: II he" ~8ri' for' tàk' ng. of' klo!!) maekel\et' shal:I: be:' pr,ohl blitèdv I hi: 'the,;&rè8:':hoch:, 
of 27. JOt' n'orh': laNtud&ô. In:, an,y' succeedJ og" year, when" 

a": coH Ibt dêYel,bpiS,.. th8,. 
area,' I hi wh;1 chi: each. gear Is, pr:OOI bel Ted: nny.. be:" ch.enged.. 

(b:) W:hen" a' confl f c.t' arlses:,; use of each,: gear wi thl h' 'the,'. zone:' b&1"ween" 27'~:'1 O,'N') and'i 2U . 5ÐJN. 

may., bb:aJ ternated da,l I y.-

(I) On even. da'ys, of' the.. month,. use of gl;ll-net geal" to 
'take;:: kl ng;,mackereli may be,.

prOOI baed., 

(II) : On. odd: da,ys: of' the., month; use' of. hook;, ai:d :. II ne,: gEair, 
, to', take;:; klng) maeke;re" nay'.! 

tie' pl"OO'1 b:1 ted. , 

(c)' CJ 05e:, the' H Schery. for kl hg' mackerel; to. al :1 i users~' wI i'Mii., the', zonet, batwe.en", 2.7 0., 1 O! N': and;, 
27°' 50,'N.. Thls':.meas:ur:&:shall on,l y' be.. Irnp.Osed, If' the.,confl I ct,' res:uJts, Ini:. 

(I) Deaah'.ew'serlbuS'bodll'f: InJ.ury., 

(¡ H' SI gnH i è:ant. gear lOSs. 

FEfS,.4. 

http:batwe.en
http:nor'heas.t'.of


Procedures for evaluating the existence of a conflict: 

(1) The followlng procedures must be employed by the Regional Director In his decision process 
regarding the existence of a conflict for which a field order Is appropriate and prior to the 
Implementation of such a field order. 

(a) At such time as the Regional Director Is advised by any party that a conflict exists, he 
must confirm the existence of such a conflict through Information suppl led him by NMFS, 
U.S. Coast Guard or other appropriate law enforcement agencies. 

(b) In the event that such Information Is not ascertainable fran those law enforcement per­
sonnel as provided In (a) above, such confirmation may be made through Information 
supplied by personnel of the state agency with marine fishery management responsibility. 

(c) Confer with the Chairmen of the affected Councl Is, the office of the state agencyCs) 
with the marine fishery management responsibility, and such other persons as the 
Regional Director deems appropriate, If any. ~"-

C2) Restrictions on field orders 

Ca) No field order may be Implemented which results In the exclusive access of any user 
group or gear type to the fishery during the time the field order Is In existence. 

Cb) A field order may be rescinded by the Regional Director If he finds through application 
of the same procedures set forth In Cl) above that the conflict no longer exists. 

Cc) No field order may be Implemented for a time period greater than five (5) days except 
under the conditions set forth In Section Ce) above. 

Cd) At such time as the Regional Director submits to the Federal Register a field order for 
Implementation under these provisions, he shal I Immediately arrange for a fact-finding 
meeting In the area of the conf I !ct to be convened no later than 72 hours fran the time 
of Implementation of the field order. The fol lowing shal I be advised of such fact­
finding meeting: 

C1) The Cha I rment of the affected Councl Is; 

C2) The office of the state agency with f_l shery management res pons !bl 11ty; 

C3) Local media; 

C4) Such user group representatives or organizations as may be appropriate and 
practicable; 

C5) Others as deemed appropriate by the Regional Director or as requested by Chairmen 
of the affected Councils or the state agency. 

This fact-finding meeting shal I be for .the purpose of evaluating the fol I owing: 

Cl) The existence of a confllct needing resolution by the field order; 

C2) The appropriate term of the field order, I.e., either greater or less than five 
( 5) days; 
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~7-

(2) rhhÇ9miirçl 0'1 al,Iocot J9JI shaH ~ d I vJdaa bbtWfJ\'O ho9k ar:d II n4i;;ge1iS áØØ: n,,l; ~¡¡tS. 

ii S. fol ilows; 

tQK 8!'d IJ nll; $ien..2øø'pQi.~ds
Net , i In, ßOO . P('l;i:tts 

(;5'1 f ttw, cot",b ,9f any.l;sergI'Ol;j), aiççe!!sl ts lHQ.i:tJp,n, t.h.e $ec.r~t.ry. sl:.n ç10$(: , thee 
H sj)ery to that .fir.oYP for. t~ rßf¡;1 rrd~r Q f' tlle, ,.. f il ßtl rr year~., 

(1ft Co"'~t;.f.l 8""lil: r"r,~.tfoJt!iJ fhllerm~l1 dGf;Jn.. as foHows; 

'"A'~ffrçhil fJJiieFman Is a per~spJlwb.p ~H$:hJ$ ~l!:l;., 

"'- A.r~rø¡!t1p.!i¡¡l U sherman Is. ji' perSQf) wh.ø ØQ.e$..., not !õIiJ :ltts~1'çtl.., 
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lJ.s~r;$ by: tM. ri;,Yhl,to ry amendment prpces$wbeJJ s!.lP9rrl "9 - dat.!!b.~e$. .a,v.iaH aQ l13a,nd..aflØ( 
.Ç~).l$!.JtlltIØ! wI th the aff~.ee C9uneJI s~ 
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ll:ppr9prhltø,,9n any !Jøar 9r iie¥Jçe.u,sedln the SP,arrJsI: mackerel.f¡lshwy. tored,lAe.egg-w"rrdussr 
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economic and sociological Impacts of any viable limitatIons on the expanded fishery or other 

users, other solutions to the conflict and other relevant factors. The Secretary, after con-

sultation with the affected Councils and states, may reslve the conflict as fairly as 

possible by taking one or more of the following actions: 

( a) Separate the users or gear by area (f I sh I ng zone). 

( b) Separate the users or gear by time (day of week). 

(c) Assign local quotas to each gear or user group based on the historical catches of each 

for that local area. 

(d) Allow un limited usage of the gear or device. 

(2) When the conf Ilct arises through the Introduct Ion of gear or devIces Into new regions where 

they have not been hIstorIcally fished, the Secretary shall InvestIgate the harvestIng capa-

city and efficIency of the new gear or devIce In the local area, the economIc and socIologI-

cal Impacts on users áf hIstorical gear, the historIcal level of 1ftock abundance In the area 

and the other relevant factors. The Secretary may, after consultation wIth the affected 

CouncIl s and states, take one or more of the fo Ilowl ng act Ions: 

( a) ProhibIt use of the gear or devIce In that geographical area. 

( b) Allow only limited use of the gear or device to iire fully evaluate Its Impacts and 

potent I al s. 

(c) LimIt the number of unIts of the gear or devIce which can be utIlized In that area. 

( d) Allow un lImited usage of the gear or device. 

(3) When a conf Ilct arises as a result of cIrcumstances In the fIshery, other than as described 

In (1) or (2) above, the Secretary may Implement measures desIgned to obvIate such conflIcts 

by measures provided for In (I) and (2) above, or take such other action as may be 

appropriate and necessary to reslve such conflIcts In a manner consIstent wIth the goals and 

objectIves of the plan, the NatIonal Standards, the MFCMA and other applicable law. 

B. Size LI m I t 

( I) A 12-lnch fork length mInImum sIze lImIt shall be set on Spanish mackerel In both the com-

mercial and recreational fisheries. 

(2) A catch allowance for underlzed fish will be allowed equal to fIve percent of the total catch 

by weight of SpanIsh mackerel on board a vessel In the Spanish mackerel fishery or any other 

fishery. 

C. The Regional Director, Southeast Region, NMFS, may Institute a bag limit for SpanIsh mackerel 

taken by recreational or recreational for hire users and/or a trip limit for commercial users by 

the regulatory amendment process when supporting data become available and after consultatIon 

wIth the affected Councils. 

D. If OY Is taken, the fishery for Spanish mackerel wi' i be closed for the remainder of that 

fishIng year. 
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confined to the West lndles and Florida. Spanish mackerel Is restricted to the At I antic and Gulf ot 
Mexico coasts of North America and, uni Ike the king and cero mackerels, does not occur In the West 
Indies, except for Cuba. The ranges of al I three mackerel species overlap In extreme south Florida. 

All of these species, except the dolphln, 110ve from one area to another and harvest seasonal abundance 
of local resources. Many of the prey species of the coastal pelaglcs are estuarine dependent In that 
they spend all or a portion of their I Ives In estuaries. This means that the coastal pelagic species, 
by virtue of the ultimate source of their food, are to some degree dependent upon estuaries also. 

Maximum sustainable yleld Is a function of the carrying capacity of the environment. Detalled analy­
sls of MSY, present and possible future condition of the stock Is contained In Section 5.4 of the 
attached FMP. Section 5.3 gives the avallable Information on ecologlcal relatlonshlps with other 
species. Section 6.0 comments on the condition of the habitat and posslble Impacts by man. 

Human Environment 

The u.s. commercial fisheries for king and Spanish mackerel take place ali!K>st entirely within the Gulf 
of Mexico and south Atlantic r~lons. Between 1973 and 1977 over 98 percent of u.s. commercial king 
mackerel landings and approxlmately 95 percent of U.S. commercial Spanish mackerel landlngs were In 
Florida. Roughly five percent of total u.s. bluefish landings take place In the Gulf of Mexico. 

The primary commercial user groups for species In the management unit Include: 

o The Florida king mackerel hook.and llne fleet, 

o the Florlda king mackerel large boat gll I-net fleet, 

o the Florida smal I boat Spanish mackerel glll-net fleet, and 

o the Florlda large boat Spanish mackerel glll-net fleet. 

Many glll-net vessels of all sizes are equipped to fish for both king and Spanish mackerel. 

Significant secondary commercial user groups Include: 

o The s:>utheast Florida smal I boat glll-net fleet which takes on supplemental catch of king 
mackerel, 

o the North Carolina charterboat fleet which rigs up for commercial king mackerel fishing In the 
spring and fal I, 

o the Florlda haul seine fleet which takes a supplemental catch of bluefish. 

The species In the coastal pelagic fishery are highly sought after by recreational· fishermen. Harvest 
of these species provides a significant recreatlonal experience to a broad group of anglers throughout 
the Gulf of Mexico and south Atlantic regions. The fishery helps support a significant arrount of eco­
nomic activity and associated employment In the businesses which cater to the recreational angler. 

In 1975 there were an estimated 6.4 mll llon persons who participated In saltwater recreational fishing 
In the s:>uth Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico regions (see Section 8.2.1.2). Participation by species Is 
estimated as follows: 

FEIS-9 



Per,cent of -Tot-a!I 
S:pecles Toted-_Angler.s Angil~s 

B:1 ueflsh 54:3,000 8.4 
Cob)la 24,000 0 •. 4 
DoJphl:n 3.96,000 6.2 
Kl i'lg macke.rel 717,.000 11.2 
S:pan'lsh m8C'ker:el 779,0,00 12 •. 1 

Ll t:tle tun:ny 

Tota•I - saJ hater anglers 
ln r,egfons 6,428.,00.0 

The att.ached FMP p,rov,ldes detailed des<:rlp.t'lon aad analys.ls of parf'ilc:lpetlng user; 917oups·-(-seeS'.eet'.ions 
8.2 •.1 and H .•. O), land.htgs {Sect-lo.n 8.2.2), fl sh1ng ar-eas (S.ectlo.n· 8:.2.31, veuels a@d gear (6~t1on 
8 ... 2~4)., employment (See:t:lo.n 8,.2.5), domestic gear and soclaJ con:f;ltct-s, (Sectk>,n·S-.:2;;6·),; htarv$$.t and 
proces-slng capacity CSec:t:lons.8.2.J and 8.2.8), eeo.nomlc va·Iue of the flshery. (S!3Ct1o.n9.0-J, and r,.ela­
tlonsM p.s between dlf1'er.en:t secto.r-s of the commercl ail Hshery (Sect lo.n 1 O;; 0) •. 

I :lh REL:AT:IOtilSMtf> OF THE PROPOSED ACTJONTO LAND AND'WATER US.E PLANS POLJCJ£S .• AND COlll!fROLS F.OR 1 
THE Af1FEC'T'.EDAR.EA 

The Go.astal Zone Management Act o.f '1912 (P •. L. ~,-583J pJaees r,es;ponslbH'.lty. fo.r .compoebel'lsh1elo.n.d and 
water management-of the Q>asta;I zone upPn the coasta•I states-. The Act also r,eq,ulr-es "th:at feden.,.1 

actfons d·Jr:ec:t11y .anectfog the coasta,I zone o,f a, state be. conslstent (to the. max~mumex.te.nt possJb:le) 
wl'th the appro.ved state program.. 

The. Goast-a-f Mtgr,a,10.-r.y Pelagl c Flsbery Management P'I ao ho.s. b.e.an r-ev.l ewe.d b:y t.b.a. O;f-!1'1.ces: .of- Co.ast,~~ Zone 
ManagENll8llt for the. varlou.s. states:. Bach -detennJn,ed the:t· :the- plan ls. consls,t-ent ,wlth Co.es:tll!I .Z.on.e­
Manag~nt Plans fo 1'-oo:sestat.as Csee FE IS Ap,pendJ x Ill). TM s f1.sber.y management plao I s ,nli>:t' .antJ cJ­
pat:.ad:1'o ,produce-any sJgnlf:loant anDunt of :ad:verse coastaJ area ·ta.nd de,v.eilopment, no,r wH,I .It adv.er-se.Jy 
affect lmy ·hab'.l:tet protected und.er caashll zone programs.. O:>asta,I zone pr:Iograms.gefler~d 'ly proroo>te. the 
encourimemant .and.-,pr:o.te.ct;lon---of-commerclai f,l_shlng and reereatlona:I boatilng f._acJ:_IUlJ.es. The-co.astsa,I 
,zone pnagr.ams w:J:l'l help. ,prevent degr·a.da:tfon o.f estU81"'1 ne. ar,eas. Th.a co.as:ta:I peJaglc s~_cJ es can ,be 
exp:ect:ed-1'0. be de.tr.'lment-arny af:fec:t.ed 1-f the. product'l:v.e cap.ab) I ltil.es o.f es.tuarl-es. ar.e-gr,-ea:tly degr:ad.e:d. 

Of'fshor-e o;;l::I, drtht:lng Jn· the Gulif of Mexico and ot-her so.urces o;f oH p,o·Uu:t;lo-n (sblp,,a dl:scb,argJ.ng ,oJJ 
waste) -may pose p:,:tentilal danger to the spawnJng act'lvlty of coas,tai p_e,laglc. s_pect¥, p.ar\t"lcu:t~J:y 
•kfog mackereL. No spac:1:flc pro:blems have yet. be.en doc.u.mant.ed. H:>-,wev.erthe. , magnitude of rce.cen:t o.H 
spt:Lls .s.uch as the IX'T.OCwe.LI .blowout make. cle.ar the po.tenHal for ser'lou,s advers.e 1-mpeie:t,.. TMs. l·s 
pal"'tacuJarly tr.ue for egg and larv.ae of these specJes (see fMP S:ec:tl.o.n 6 .• J .• 2)_. Programs whlch .wo.rkto 
prevent on; dlscharg.es of"fsro,re help :prevent development. of a potenN&I pr.o,b:lem. 

Whrne none,o:f the. affected states curr:enNy have a compreh-ens-lve management program fo,r the c~a-stal 
.pelaglc :spaclss,. certain state .. rceguhd'lons nelat.e to thls management plan Csee FMP S~;Jons 7.4_; 7_.5 
and .1;5,.,~,l.... Se.veral states :prohlbJ:t use of purse seines to take foo.d f:lsh lns:lde state waters,. 
Florlda .prdhlbJ:ts .use of purse se.lnes to take. food flsh o:r _p,osses·s.lon of fo.od f1sh• ca.ught b.y p,urs.e 
seJnes texce¢ t.una) wJ.t.hln or wltto.ut state wa.ters.. Florida has recently p_as•seda law r-estr1ctJng_ 
t'he depth .of gl.1:1 net's to 20.0 meshes .of 4-3/4 Inches (approxlmately 57 fo.ot f'l:sh.lng ~;th) 1.n any 
count¥ on ·the Atlant;lc coast ,except Monro.a. This was des,lgned to ad-dres_s t-h_e _gear conf:Llc.t wtd.ch ls 

a'lso addrs-essed by .t:tilss plan. Thes.e two F-lorlda 1a.wswH:I cont:Uct wl'th .aetlo.ns In -the·PCZ whlch -ane 
legal under .thl:s plan. South C.aroJlna and Florida have minimum sJz.e llmlts o'f 12 Inch-es for _Sp,an'lsh 
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mackerel. Texas has a 14-lnch size llmlt for Spanish mackerel. The Councils have recommended to each 
state that they adopt measures consistent with the FMP. In addition, they have recommended that each 
state adopt a commerclal llcense of significant dollar value. 

IV. PROBABLE IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ON THE ENVIRONMENT 

IV.1 Over a 11 I mp acts 

This plan Is not expected to have any severe adverse blologlcal or ecologlcal Impacts on the species 
In the management unit. The optimum yleld COY) has been set equal to the best currently available 
estimate of maximum sustainable yield CMSY) for king and Spanish mackerel. The OY for cobla 
Inherently prevents growth overfishing and makes recruitment overfishing unlikely. The OY1s for 
mackerel permit some Increase In the current catch and may result In slight decllnes In abundance, 
average size, and catch per unit effort. The catch limits should prevent overfishing of the stock 
since the best blologlcal estimates available Indicate that the stocks have not, to date, been fully 
explolted (see FMP Section 5.4). 

~--

Harvest of mackerels by purse seine Is strictly llmlted by this FMP and wlll be carefully monitored to 
prevent any adverse blologlcal Impact on the stock. The size llmlt for Spanish mackerel wl 11 help 
ensure larger average fish sizes and help prevent recruitment overfishing. 

There are some Indications that cobla may be overfished In certain areas. The size llmlt wll I 
Increase average fish size and yleld under anticipated fishing effort even If the stock Is not pre­
sently overfished. 

There are no Indications that the other species In the fishery are being overfished or wll I be 
adversely affected to any significant extent. 

The plan wl 11 have no significant Incremental Impacts on stocks not In the management unit either 
through prey-predator or bycatch relationships. If the king mackerel al locatlon Is reached, there may 
be some shift of effort to species not In the management unit. The plan Is not belleved to have any 
significant Incremental Impacts on other marine biota, water qua I lty, or benthlc habitat. The 
measures In the plan do not cause any changes In estuarine and wetlands habitats although prevention 
of degradation of such habitats Is Important In protecting the stocks In the management unit. 

There are not expected to be any severe adverse Impacts on present users of the resource as a result 
of the plan. The plan Is designed to protect the stock for future users untll more definitive data 
becomes avallable whlle keeping the adverse effects on present users to a minimum. The plan provides 
for a minimum of disruption to present commercial, recreational for hire, and private recreational 
fishermen as wel I as consumers, process:>rs, and recreatlonal fishing Industries. There Is some possl­
bl I lty that the al location for king mackerel would be exceeded by one of the al located user groups and 
fishing by that user group stopped. 

This posslbl t lty Is most llkely for the net fishermen but would only occur occasional ty because their 
annual catch varies greatly, and has exceeded the allocatlon In the past. 

A smaller posslblllty exists that other user groups 1«>uldbe Impacted. Commercial hook and tine land­
lngs are much less variable than net landlngs and have never yet exceeded their al location. 
Recreational catches may exceed their al locatlon In some years. Closure could occur for a short 
period In early summer In some years. Because of the dlfflculty In quickly obtaining recreational 
landlngs data, It Is possible that total landings wl 11 not be known soon enough to al low closure of 
the fishery. If this situation occurs, measures In the FMP allow Imposition of bag llmlts and size 
1 lmlts to llmlt or reduce total catch In the fo I lowlng season. 
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·The. management measures for reduct ng gear conf I lct have a benef lclal Impact .on affect,ed ..,users, by·.·pre­
.ventlng ·strife and economic waste. They may result In some restriction alt,hough It ts conslder:-ed 

I1.kely ·that the .greater efficiency due to el lmlnatlng ·the cont I !ct outweighs such negative ,aspects: ..of 

: the restr I ct Ions. 

Other ,management measures have on I y min lmal effects on users. Also, there are no-. current dor,ieJgn 
•:users-.of the fishery so the zero allowable level of foreign fishing wll I have no.adverse lmpact.on,,any 
·foreign nation. 

IV.2 · Impacts of Specific Meesures 

·1v.2.1 King Mackerel 

Man~gement Measure A recommends a framework wh !ch al lows the, ilcretary -and 'the·eouncl ts ;-:toconsctder 
,and/or resolve any future gear and user group confllcts through r-egulatory,amendment. ·Toer~ula,fQry 
:amendment process wlll.provlde for publlc review of envlronmental lmpacts-of·,the:·r.agulatory,-measi.r,es 
. proposed and their alternat Ives before any act Ion Is taken. B.ecause of the·t lme requl r,ed· by'thls.:,pro­
cess and 'the hlghly seasonal nature of the fishery, a regulatory amendment cannot normally: r:ilgul.ate.a 
confllct -untll the fishing season one year after the confllct develops. For~onfllcts-where>lmmedlate 

·actJon Is needed, It may be necessary for the amendment to be Implemented on an .emergen·cy basts. during 

the publlc review period. This would only occur lf the confllct Is partlcularly;serlou~, ,a·,cl-ear 
,solution ls·avallable, and the costs of delay outweigh the need for publl.c revl~. ILnecessary,'the 
regulation can be further nodlfled In response to publlc review. 

·-Gear and user group conflicts can occur suddenly and often require rapid action; prompt--and,equJ-tab~e 
solutions to a developlng conflict wlll contribute to the fair and orderly-management,of·the:Hsbery 
•and ·efficient use of the resource. l'b adverse Impacts are anticipated unless a speclflc-oonfll·ct' h 
.addressed. Any negative Impact wlll depend on what action, If eny, Is taken. If a confllct~.equlrlrig 
action does occur, a user group may be restricted somewhat; however, any adverse so.cl.akand,,econorn,Ic 

Impacts are expected to be minima I and nore than outweighed by the Increased efflct,.ency, and~pr.eventJon 
of destruction gained by an orderly solution. Impacts of this measure are dlscussed In. detall 'ln:the 
FMP Section 12.3.1.1. 

Management Measure B addresses an existing cont I Jct (see Section 8.2.6). It wl 11 be lmpl,emented only 
If necessary. It would restrict comrnerclal hook and llne users and net users by prohlbltlng· .. use.of 
each gear In certain areas and times. A detailed analysls of the Impacts of this measure·are.found In 

··the FMP Section 12.3.1.1. 

Management Measure C wh lch sets a total catch I lmlt equal to MSY Is Intended to prev-ent ove~exp,lol11a­
t Ion caused by I ncreas Ing effort. Such overexp lo I tat Ion wou Id cause a I ong-t-erm dee 11 ne In, ytel d' from 
the fishery. This measure Is designed to ensure the long-term productivity of the sto.ck and Its 

:-environment. There.are certain short-term adverse Impacts which are discussed In the PW-Section 
12.,3. I. 1. 

The use of the minimum mesh size In Management Measure D wt 11 prevent the harvest by gl 11 net of .kl,ng 
mackerel ·below the optimum economic size and waste of fish lost from smal I mesh gll I--nets. ·t-o:-adverse 
Impacts are expected. This measure wl 11 not require any change from gl I I-net gear presently ln.,u5$. 
This measure Is •also consistent with current Florlda law where nearly al I king mackerel gl I lnetH11g 
takes place. l'b significant addltlonal economic Impact Is estimated for this measure. 

Management Measure E prov! des a method for rap Id response to any future overt I sh Ing, s I tuatlon I Lother 
measures are Ineffective. It also provides a way to restrict the fishery.without clostng It entl~ely 
If It seems I lkely that the total catch al locatlon wt 11 be -exceeded. Untl I Implemented, thls meas.oce 

·has no Impact of any kind. A nore detailed analysts of Impacts Is found In FMP Section 12.3.1.1. 
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IV.2.2 Spanish Mackerel 

Management Measure A gives the Secretary the ablllty to reduce confllcts by providing llmltatlons 
where appropriate on any gear or device used In the Spanish mackerel fishery. These measures are 
Identical to those designated for the king mackerel fishery and, slmllarly, wit I provide the same 

opportunity for publlc review of environmental Impacts of the proposed measures and their alter­

natives. Having a framework In the plan to deal with gear conflicts Is Important because they could 

occur suddenly and require rapid action. 11b adverse Impacts are anticipated unless a specific 
conflict Is addressed. (See FMP Section 12.3.1 and 12.3.2). 

If a conf llct requiring action does occur a user group may be restricted somewhat; however, any 
adverse soclal and economic Impacts are expected to be mlnlmal and nore than outweighed by the 
Increased efficiency and prevention of destruction gained by an orderly solution. 

Management Measure B would prevent the harvest of Spanish mackerel below the size required for optimum 
blologlcal yield. Under the present conditions In the fishery both the beneflclal and negative Impact 
of this measure are relatively minor because few fish smaller than 12 Inch.es are caught. The major 
benefit of this measure Is to prevent the development of a large fishery fur smal I fish. Such a devel­

opment would have a negative Impact on the total yleld of the fishery and on the avallablllty of the 

rrore desirable larger fish. There appears to be llttle or no economic or social Impact of this manage­

ment measure (see FMP Section 12.3.2.1). 

Management Measure C, a catch llmlt, has no Impacts of any kind untll Implemented. It provides a 
method for rapid response to possible overfishing If other proposed measures are Ineffective. For a 

detailed analysts of Its potential Impacts see FMP Section 12.3.2.1. 

Measure D provides for closure of the fishery In any year when optimum yleld Is exceeded. Under pres­
ent Interpretation of the law, such a closure ts required when OY Is expressed as a fixed arrount. 

The measure clarlfles for the general public the effect of setting a numerical OY for Spanish 

mackerel. Short-term adverse economic and social Impacts may occur If the fishery Is closed. Long­
term economic and social values are protected. Long-term abundance of the stock and Its contribution 
to the marine ecosystem wll f be protected. More detail on the effects of this measure may be found In 

FMP Sections 12.2.2 and 12.3.2.1. 

IV.2.3 Cobia 

Management Measure A wlll protect the cobla until the age at maturity and Increase yleld. A detalled 
analysts of Impacts Is found In FMP Section 12.3.3.1. 

IV.2.4 Purse Seine Regulations 

Purse seine Measure A provides a llmlt of purse seine harvest of king and Spanish mackerel. The spe­
cified arrounts are smal I and are not expected to result In any adverse Impacts to the stocks or other 
user groups. A slight Increase In value of the commercial fishery may occur. More detall on the 

effects of this measure Is found In FMP Section 12.3.5. 1. 

Purse seine Measure B requires observers on any purse seine vessels wh lch begin f I sh Ing for mackerels. 
This measure Insures that use of purse seines wll I not result In excess harvest. Information gained 
by observers wl 11 be used to develop a long-term management approach to purse seines. This protects 
the long-term benefits of the fishery. For a nore detailed analysts of this measure see FMP Section 
12. 3. 5. 1. 

FEIS-13 



w •. 2.~; Statlstlcal Reporting Measures 

The ;proposed statlstlcal reporting measures are not expected to have am/ dkect ;J,mJlact -o·n the :b,lo:logl­
c-a:1or ;physlcal -env,Jronment of the fish stocks concerned. Thes.e meas.res ·sho,uld :r:esull't 'l:11!beltt.er 

managernenit ·by :prov I dJ:ng ·better data I nd:J r.ectly lmpro,v:J-ng and prot.ect I 11~ T>he -sitr>.ck and lits ,en,,~nonment. 
:Some -add'ltlona:I cost.sand Inconvenience wit I be ,Imposed on flshermen., pr0.cesso:rs cend 'f;he •s;p.vennrnerrt. 

A :de+aliled -analysls of Impacts of these measures Is found In ·FMP Section ·12.3 .• :6.il. 

V. . AL1"ERNATlV.ES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

lfhe alt-ernatlve of lmposlrig ·no r.egulatlons on the flshery may resu:lt lJn •sever.a :J-mpact,s:c:rnthe 1>to·cks,, 
partlc:u'.l<arhy 'ldng mackerel, and on .users of :the reso.urce. TMs ls ·becau-se .of rapJ:dil,y rils:l:ng tfiLsh:J;ng 

e'f'fctM and :the proMbTI I ty that MSY may be reached or exceeded ln the n-ear :fattur;e. 'Marv--est::S1m ,exces·s 
of MSY 1,,.:J·.1 I rlecrease the abundance of the stocks -and ·soon resu·lt 'In decreased harve.sts .and econornil.c 

·1osses to the country. At this time It Is not posslble to accurately predlct ·_the d.egr-ee 'to •,wh'lch 
mackerel stocks oou'.I d be overfl shed In any g I ven year be.cause of •I'Im I ted ava l'hsble .data .and -1111.cer-
ta:1 nty about the .pr eels Ion of the MSY est I mates. 

There ls a poten'fla'I for ,large losses resul1"1ng from an alternatJve of no ac:t:lon. 'Recen1" 1h'ls:hi>:r,y of 
a slmrlar fishery., Atlantic mackerel, gives an Indication of ,this ,pot,entlal.. Maximum s.usta:JnabJe 
.yleld for 0thls stock Is -estimated at 210.,000 to 230,000 mt. During the early '1970s., ·excess ;f!lshiJng 

•ef"fort greatLy •r.educed the stock sl.ze and yleld declined. Tot:al present catch fr.om ,u.s. ,and Canadlan 
-waters Is approximately '65,000 ·nrt, less than one third of ,MsY. The current At:lantlc 'M.ackerel ,FMP 
Tlrrilts :catches In U.S. waters to 3Q,OOO mt In an attempt to Increase s.pawn'lng sto:ck s:J,ze ,and lff!pr.ove 
:--r:ecru I ,tmerit .• 

In the ease o'f 11/t:lanflc mackerel, the drastic reduct,1011 Jn :harves:t needed to r,etuil:t.d 'the '.$tock ,was 
accompllshed by :reducing al lowed foreign harvest and ,was rel.atlv.e'l,y paln'less :for U.'S. 'J,niteres1's. :M 
slrril t·ar reducNons became necessary for king or Span lsh mackerel,, u.s.. 'fl shermen would "bear '•fh.e ,en1":lre 
:burden, wrth serious adverse ·impacts on sport and commercial :flsnermen. 

Gl,ven the ,present trend In f,l·shlng effort In the mackerel :f;lshertes and :pr.esent ,cond.J;t:Jon of 'rtl'ose 
stocks., It :J.s .probable that MSY wit I be exceeded and .yleld decl'lne ln the ,near lutur.e,urrles.s'it:cihil 
harves't Is llnilted. For the .purpose of estimating po:t.entl.al cost of taking :no ,act:lon, ,l'.t its :r:easo­

•nab'l.e to assume losses of five to 25 percent -wl'thln the next •f.Jve years, and :20 rto 50;per.cent ,w.ltMn 
the next ten ,years. These estimates are somewh·at arbitrary, but are ·bel.l ev.ed to :·be .conservat,tve. "As 
can be seen from the example of At I ant le mackerel, greater losses ·are poss'lble. Assuml•ng ,m,near.J·t.y 
between economic value and catch, the economic cost of such·reductlons varles·bet-ween :$5.~·6,mll:llon ·to 
$27,.,9 mJl:I Ion annual-ly within the next ,Hve years. 

The aFternatlve of no action -would de.ave no framework for deal Ing with both-exlsUn_g .and .poterit;J,al 
,gear .conUl.cts. If ,such confl lets cannot be prevented or read'Hy so:lvsd, -,econOllilc :J;oss,, :p.el"sonal 
'har-<.lshlp,, and 'even ,vlolence can result. Lack.of catch limits and allo,ea'tl:ons tor:Klng ,mackerel J.e.av.es 
open the.posslblflty of harvests slgnlflcantly In excess of MSY with .consequent ,fut.ure.adverse.af;te.cts 
on!the·stock. 'Also, the anourit of 'fl'sh avallable to recreat,lonaL, recreatlonal for'h:J-re, and-hook.and 
fine oommerclal fl-shermen would be sl.gnl'flcantl-y reduced.wlth-adverse·sodlal .and 0.econorlik ,J,mpacts. 

-Lack-·o'f size l.lml,t-s coul.d ·resul-t In 'targeting of smaller tlsh such that total y.kel'd •coul:d be reduc.ed. 

·.tack ·of 'measures to beg In ,reso 1-vlng the Issue of .purse seines wou Id exacerbate the ;contro,vers,y 0that 

current 1-y ·,extsts. l'b act Ion wou Id a I so prevent or postpone th.a deve I op.ment of orgarllzed ap.pr,oaches 
for .deal Ing with the problems and Issues In this fishery. 

·FEl·S-.F4 

http:FEl�S-.F4
http:reduc.ed
http:J.e.av.es
http:po:t.entl.al
http:AL1"ERNATlV.ES
http:sitr>.ck
http:beltt.er


The No Action alternatlve would result In a smal I saving of government expenditures. This Is esti­
mated at $376,353 annually. 

V.2 Alternate OYs 

Alternatlve optima! ylelds above and below the best current estimate of MSY for the mackerels were 
considered. Specific points of focus for king mackerel Included optimum yleld alternatlves of 27, 30, 
37 (the one chosen and equal to the best estimate of MSY) 45 and 53 ml I I Ion pounds. Spanish mackerel 

OY alternatlves were 13, 20, 27 (the one chosen and equal to the best estimate of MSY) and 49 ml I lion 

pounds. These span the llkely range for the true value of MSY, and represent the range of reasonable 
alternatlves. Optimum ylelds less than the best estimate of MSYwere rejected because they would 

requlre greater restrictions on allowable catch with resultant adverse economic and soclal Impact on 
commerclal, recreatlonal for hire and private recreatlonal fishermen, consumers and others. These 

adverse Impacts would Include reduced employment, economic returns, recreatlonal opportunities, and 

consumer food supply. OY alternatlves above the best estimate of MSY were rejected because of the 

risk of adverse blologlcal, soclal and economic Impacts In the future If the stock was overfished and 
avallabl I tty was reduced for future needs. The chosen optimum yleld evenl'fJ>alances the risk of 

overfishing against the chance of fall Ing to maximize utlllzatlon of the resource. An OY range of 

30-31 ml I I Ion pounds for kl ng mackerel was cons !dared but was rejected for admln I strat Ive reasons. 
Sufficient data to Justify a varlable OY were not avallable, nor was any system avallable which could 

be used to calculate an annual OY within the given range. 

For cobla, an alternatlve of OY equal to a fixed number of pounds was considered. It was rejected 
because the available data was not sufficient to calculate an acceptably accurate numerlcal estimate. 

A harvest equal to the "best" numerlcal estimate would probably result In either substantially over­
fishing or underutilizing the stock. An addltlonal problem with this ;pproach Is enforcement. The 
catch of this species Is smal I, scattered anong many different users, often not a directed catch, and 
frequently unreported. The costs of data col lectlon to obtain a numerlcal. estimate of total catch and 
enforcement needed to prevent harvest beyond a fixed anount would be prohibitive. 

V.3 Alternative Management Measures 

Alternatlves of restricting the catch by certain user groups rrore heavily In return for greater 
catches by other groups were rejected because of the nore severe adverse economic and social Impacts 
which would result. More detalled catch I Imitations Cl.e., phased In by tline and area) would have 

resulted In much greater administrative and enforcement burdens and would Increase the varlablllty of 
the catch and returns to user groups. Gear llmltatlons to slgnlflcantly reduce flshlng power and 

effort from the present could unduely cause Inefficiency because there ls no clear need for reducing 

effort at thls time. Similarly, there Is no need for I lmlted access In this fishery at this time. 

Only limited purse seining was al lowed because of controversial questions regarding their blologlcal 
Impact on the stock. Taking no action on purse seines was considered and rejected because lack of 

action, In effect, means no restriction. Unregulated purse seining was considered a posslble threat 
to the stock. (See FMP Section 12.3.4.) Alternatives considered Included: (1) at !owing purse seine 

use for research use only, (2) al locations for commercial purse seine use only In the Gulf of Mexico, 

(3) larger al locatlons to purse seine users, and (4) a one-year I lmlt on observers. These are I lsted 

and/or discussed In FMP Section 12.3.4.1 or 12.3.4.2. 

Other management measures which were considered but not adopted are llsted and discussed In detail In 
FMP Section 12.3. 1.2 for king mackerel, Section 12.3.2.2 for Spanish mackerel, and Section 12.3.3.2 
for cobla. Statistical reporting measures considered but not adopted are listed and discussed ln FMP 

Section 12.3.6.2 
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The framework tor r&Solvlng curre11t and potenthlll gear confllcts (Management Med&ures A arid 8 for krng 
111ackere1, and A for" Span !'sh mackerel> may Introduce res tr I ct Ions on one or nore user groups wltfoh 
could ltrnlt their tk:Onomlc returns to a certain· extent. This wt 11 only happen under Measute A lf a 
sp~lfle gear confllct oec::urs. They would be mttfgated by the fact that an ot"derly cortd'oct· of the 
f ls-hery wl H IJk•ly Jncrease effJel ency and reduce economic loss. 

fl'le fota:f catch II mJts. and al loeat Ions Ckfng mackerel Mal'lagelilent Me11sure c and span lsh- mackerel 
Management Measure F> tnay Introduce adverse econ0rnJc.employment, and other soclttl Jcmpatts beyond -the 
base nne case If the at lo cat Jons are exceeded by one or rore user groups. Th Is adverse impact cou rd 
be mftlgat$d somewMt by fishermen voluntarlly switching w other flshedes. Purse seJ:ne harvests 
wT11 !llfghtly decrease catch per unft effort net eeooor1tlc return to other user groups. Dlttalled ana­
lysts of economic losses and potential gains are discussed In Section 12.3,1.1 and n.J..4.-1 of the 
attaehed FMP,. 

Another adverse lmpadt of Measure C (king mackerel) occurs. If the hook and lln.e aHocatlon Is e>cceeded 
and a Iarger than nonna I tract Ion of the catch Is so Id by recreat tonal f I sh~. In that case. the 
tradltlonal c:ommerctal fisherman i«>uld be unable to harvest his normal share of the r'i850Ui"'ce. A way 
to mitigate fhls would be to require that al I persons who sel I fish have a comrrerclat IJcense of 
slgnlHcant dollar valub. lmplementlng such a measure Is not within the authorttyof ttwtCounclls; 
therefore, thit Councl Is have tormal ly recommendedfu each state In their area that such a measurebe 
considered. 

VI I. REl,.ATIQNSl·H~S 8ETWEEN LOCAL SH~T:-TER111 USES AND MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEM§:NT Of' L:C,Nc;.TERM 
PftOOUCTIVl1Y 

Thi9 1118Jor obJectJve of the plan Is fo protect the resource and assure long-term F<>ductlvfty. The 
plan fs designed to allow tor the Instigation of management measures necessary to prevent h1trves1'lng 
king and Spanl!lh mackerel beyond the fevels of maximum sustain.able yleld. BlutHSh. llttle tu1H1y, 
eero rna-ckere-1 and dolphln do not appear to be In any Immediate danger of b$lng overfished, and speci­
f le conservation measures for them have not been found to be necessary (see Section .5.4). AvaHabht 
data Indicate that cobta may be overfished. A size llmlt Is proposed whlc:h wll I dOntrlbute to long-­
term productivity with only minima! adverse short ... term effects. r-t>nltorlng and data gathering 
measures have been Instituted and support given to research effOrts In order to lncrliaSe the Infer• 
matlon base tor use In enhanefnp long-term productivity. The harvest levels to be al lowed by tl'ie plan 
a-re-be I Ieved to be sush tnab le on a long-term bas Is based cin the best sc I ent If ic::I nfonnat ton current I y 
aval lablEh 

VI I I. IRRE:VERSIBl,.E AND IRRETRIEVN3LE COMMITMENTS.OFRESOURCES 

There are minima! lrreverslble or lrretr"l&vable commitments of resources result Ing from the Implemen­
tation of this management pli!lrt. The plan Is designed fo protect the coastal migratory pelagic resour-­
cEIS and preserve the long--term yleld from the fishery. There Is a slbrt-tenn COllimltment of necessary 
publlc funds for l'lt)nltorlng and obtaining Information fOr lil8naglng the resource. These are discussed 
In Section 13.9 of the attached FMP. The plan In no way slgnlflcantly curtails p:,tentlal uses of the 
environment and resources except tor -the potent I al catch tlmlts al located to various u~r groups. 

Blologlcal Resource$~ After considering the best Information currently avallable, the Counclls 
bet I eve that the plan wl I I not result In any lrretrlevable loss to aquatic flora or fauna populations. 
The plan wllt prevent taking of the species In the management unit beyond the levels which are 
sustalnable on a year after year basts. The plan has a negllglble Impact on other plant and animal 
populations In the area of concern. 

FEIS ... 16 



Land Resources - There are no discernible changes In the commitment of land resources as a result of 
Implementation of the plan. Any changes brought about by the plan wll I neither Increase nor decrease 
the arrount of land committed or the manner of Its use. 

Water and Air Resources - There are no Irreversible or Irretrievable commitments of water or air 
resources due to the plan. Water or air quality should not be Impacted to_a measurable extent by this 
p Ian. 

Manpower, Materials, and Energy Resources - There wlll be an Increase In labor expended for the rronl­
torlng of the plan and for obtaining Information for management purposes. Beyond this, the current 
plan should not result In an-f,Jncrease In labor ass:,clated with harvesting, processing, and other acti­
vities associated with the resource. 

A smal I arrount of material and energy resources wl 11 be expended In rronltorlng and obtaining Infor­
mation for the plan (see FMP Sections 12.3.5, 13.9, and 16.0). The plan does not significantly change 
material and energy usage In fish harvesting, processing, and other potent.Jal ly Impacted activities. 
The plan llmlts mackerel purse'.selnlng whlle Its positive and negative efta.cts are studied. Purse 
seining could potentially reduce the arrount of labor, material, and energy resources consumed ln the 
harvest of king and Spanish mackerel. t-bwever, lts high efficiency requires a cautious approach. 

Other Natural Resources - There are no other natural resources potentially Impacted by the plan to any 
discernible extent. 

Cultural Resources - While the plan Imposes a nore complete management regime on the fishery than had 
previously been utilized, the plan ls designed to result In a minimum of disruption on the social 
structure of the users of the resource and their communities. 

IX. OTHER INTERESTS AND CONSIDERATIONS OF FEDERAL POLICY OFFSETTING ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed management plan complements certain other federal pol Icy Interests. By protecting the 
resource and al lowlng exploitation up to the best estimate of MSY, the plan contributes to necessary 
food production and recreational opportunities. The plan also minimizes economic dislocation In the 
areas of concern. There Is no lndlan treaty fishing or significant foreign Involvement In fishing for 
the species In the management unlt. 

X. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION WITH OTHERS 

During the development of the plan, the plan development team repeatedly contacted representatives of 
the National Marine Fisheries Service, state natural resource agencies, university researdlers, and 
officials of coastal zone planning agencies. Information was frequently solicited from potentially 
affected fishermen. Several rneettngs were held with the Coastal Migratory Pelagic Subpanel of the 
Councils' Fishery Advisory Panel. 

Section 7 consultations have been conducted to determine If measures In this plan have adverse Impacts 
on any threatened or endangered species as listed under the Endangered Species Act. A Section 7 con­
sultatlon with the National Marine Fisheries Service conce~nlng sea turtles and marine mammals 
resulted In a biological opinion that the plan was not likely to Jeopardize these species. 
Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service resulted In a conclusion that the FMP wll I have 
no affect on the brown pelican or the West lndlan manatee. 
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FE IS APPEND IX I 

SUMMARYOF PUBLIC C0""1ENT 

MSY/OY 

Comment: MSY and OY are not val Id estimates: 

a) Estimates are too large because recreational catches are overestimated; 
b) Estimates are too low because present catch Is underestimated; 
c) Estimates are too large because catch data Is too old. More recently, catches have 

decllned. 

Response: The only estimates of recreatlonal catch avallable when MSY and OY values were estimated 
were based on telephone surveys and are generally considered to overestimate the actual harvest. 
Before lncludlng these estimates In the MSY analysls, they were reduced by_62 percent. The anount of 
reduction was based on a comparison with local surveys where catch was measured by onslte Interviews. 
(See FMP Section 5.4.1). These local surveys were the only documented data which could be used to 
adjust the avallable catch estimate. 

A survey or recreatlonal catch for the ye'ar 1979 was publlshed after publlc hearings on the FI-P/DEIS. 
It Indicates that recent recreatlonal catches may be less than estimated In the FMP. Problems with 
this study 1s methodology make It only sllghtly more reliable than previous estimates (see FW Section 
8.2.1.2). Improvements In the methodology used during 1980 should result In rel I able estimates of 
recreatlonal catch. These wit I be Incorporated Into the MSY analysts during the monitoring process 
(see FMP Section .16.2). 

No supporting evidence Is available to Indicate that recreatlonal catch data was underestimated. 

Mackerels are migratory, aval lab! I lty and catches In a given area have hlstorlcal ly varied from year 
to year. Much of this varlablllty appears related to water temperatures or other envlronmental 
fluctuatlons. There Is no documented evidence for a sustained decllne In catch over the entire range 
of the stocks. King mackerel commerclal landlngs decllned In 1978 and 1979 In Florida, but recovered 
In 1980. Landing trends wl11 be closely monitored to determine If this was the result of changes In 
avallablllty or abundance. 

Comment: King mackerel catch rates In many areas are declining. 

Response: Total catch of king mackerel Is near MSY. Rapid Increases In effort In recent years has 
brought little Increase In catch and a decllne In catch rates. This does not necessarlly mean that 
the stocks are threatened or decllnlng. In some areas decllnes In total catch have occurred. It Is 
not posslble to det.ermlne whether this Is due to decllnlng overal I abundance or decllnlng 
aval lab! I tty. 

Comment: The relatlon between the adult spawning populatlon and recruitment of young fish should be 
considered In MSY. 

Response: No data Is available to estimate the relatlon. When or If such data becomes available, It 
wlll be Included In the MSY analysts. Use of the F0 .1 concept In the MSY analysls (FtJP Section 5.4) 
Is a conservative approach to estimating sustalnable yleld. This concept results In a higher standing 
stock and Is Intended to provide some Insurance against recruitment fallure. 
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Comment: MSY and OY estimates should be made separately for the Gulf of Mexico and Atlantic. 

Response: Tagging studies show that there Is substantlal seasonal migration of king mackerel between 
the Gulf ·and south Atlantic. Therefore MSY estimates must Include both areas. 

Comment: Kl ng mackerel are underut 111 zed In Loul s Jana and shou Id be managed separate! y. 

Response: There Is no reason to bel I eve that the populatlon of mackerel In Louisiana Is not part of 
the same stock as In the rest of the Gulf of Mexico, or should be managed ln a different manner. 

Comment: The Councl Is should consider the Mexican fisheries for mackerels; they may be the same 
stocks. 

Response: Tagging studies Indicate a small degree of Interchange between Mexico and u.s. waters. At 
thls time Insufficient data Is avallable 1o determine the number of s1ocks Involved. In nonltorlng 
the plan, the Counclls wll I carefully consider the posslblllty of fisheries In Mexico affecting ·those 
In the U.S. and promote research to determine stock distribution. 

Comment: Al low no foreign flshlng In the FCZ. 

Response: t-b surplus has been declared tor any species In the management unit and no foreign fishing 
wl 11 be al lowed. 

Comment: A one year delay In plan lmplementatlon ls requested In order to gather better data. 

Response: Several problems exist In the fishery which need attention. These Include gear and user 
group confllcts and a total harvest which Is rapldly approaching MSY. The Councl Is cons Ider rapid 
lmplementatlon of the FMP as necessary 1o protect the fishery. 

Comment: MSY/OY and management measures for Spanish mackerel should be considered temporary subject 
to nore detalled study and s1ock analysts. 

Response: The FMP clearly states the uncertainty of the MSY analysts for Spanish mackerel. OY was 
based on the best data avallable. Management measures were designed to al low conslderable flexlbl I lty 

to respond to changing conditions In the fishery. t-'.onl1orlng procedures al low new data and new manage­

ment measures to be Incorporated In the plan on a tlmely basis. 

Gear and User Group Confllcts 

Comment: GI 11 nets should be prohibited In areas where they have not been tradltlonal ly used. 

Response: Arbitrary prohibition of any gear simply because It has not been used before ls contrary 1o 
the Natlonal Standards. If gl 11 nets are used to catch mackerels In new areas and confl lets result, 

those confllcts can be addressed In king mackerel Measure A or Spanish mackerel Measure A. 

Comment: Large gl I I-net vessels should be kept out of the waters off North Carolina. 

Response: If a confllct develops In this area between gll 1-net fishermen and other users, It can be 
addressed through king mackerel or Spanish mackerel Measures A. At present no serious confllct exists 

and no action ls recommended by the Councils. 
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Comment: Use of new types of gear to take king mackerel should be prohibited. 

Response: Such a total prohibition Is contrary to the National Standards. 

Comment: Use of gl 11 nets to take king mackerel soould be prohibited from Cape Canaveral to Palm 
Beach. 

Response: GIii nets have been used to take king mackerel In this area for many years (sea FMP Exhibit 
8-10), without serious conflict. The recent conflict between hook and llna fishermen and fishermen on 
large power rol lar gt I I-net vessels Is addressed In king mackerel Measure B. Total prohibition of 
gt 11 nets In this area was considered dlscrlmlna'fory and contrary to National Standard 4. 

Fort Pierce Option 

Convnent: Opposed 1o king mackerel Measure B, Fort Pierce gear confllct: 

a) Hook and II ne fl sherman cannot use much of the area where th!ii~ are al lowed; 
b) Hook and line fishermen need the northern area every year; 
c) The measure would put some fish houses out of business, they need both groups to survive; 
d) Too dlfflcult to enforce; 
a) The measure does not cover a I I of the area of conf 11 ct. 

Response: Measure B, as presented for publlc comment Included only Section B(2)a of the present 
measure. The Councl Is recognize substantial problems pointed out In publlc testl11Dny. Measure B was 
modified In response to comment In order to make It 110re flexible and provide nore options for action 
by the Regional Director. As a field order, no action need be taken untll the problem recurs. 
Regulations can be Implemented quickly and changed, or rerroved, quickly In response to changing 
conditions. Negative Impacts Indicated by comments a, b, and c, above, can be reduced 1o a minimum by 
choosing the best option al lowed under Measure B 1o address specific situations as they arise. 
Enforcement of this measure wll I require substantial effort, this has been considered In the 
Regulatory Analysis and FMP. The area affected by king mackerel Measure B covers the major area of 
conflict on the southeast Florida coast. Conflicts arising In other areas can be addressed within 
king mackerel Management Measure A. 

Comment: Recommend a north/south separation llne off Fort Pierce at the 85 foot depth contour. 

Response: This recommendation was Incorporated Into king mackerel Measure B(l). 

Comment: Recommend alternating use of each gear between the northern and southern halves of the area 
with a 1,000-foot neutral zone In between. 

Response: This recommendation was partially adopted as king mackerel Measure B(2)b 0 

Catch A I locat Ions 

Comment: The p I an fa\10 rs: 

a) Recreational fishermen; 
b) Commercial fishermen. 

Response: The Councl Is have been as fair as possible 1o al I users. Access to the resource has been 
extended to al I groups In proportion to their hlstorlcal catch levels. Likewise some restrictions 
have been placed on al I groups. 
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Comment: Available data Is too poor to support anounts for al location. 

Response: Recorded commercial landings are considered to be relatively accurate for king mackerel 
because of the nature of the fishery. Estimates of recreational landings are less rel I able but the 

best presently .aval I able. 1-bwever, present data col lectlon efforts wl 11 Improve as the FMP Is 
Implemented. Better estimates of recreational catch wl 11 be used to nod I fy the al locatlo.n as they 

become available. 

Comment: Ban al I sale of king mackerel and make It exclusively a gameflsh. 

Response: This suggestion was rejected because It would severely Impact commercial flshennen as well 
as some members of the recreational fishery. In effect, It unfairly excludes commercial fishermen 

from access to a comno.n property resource. 

Comment: Al location Is unenforceable. 

Response: Some enforcement problems are expected at first. 1-bwever, Improving catch data and 
Increased. speed of data col lectlon whlch wl 11 result from mandatory reportln~:wl 11 provide an ade­
quate basis to nonltor and enforce the al locations. 

Comment: There Is no effective way to I lmlt the recreational catch. 

Response: The plan provides for closure of the fishery to any user group If It exceeds Its 
allocation. If slow data collectlon makes It dlfflcult to close the recreatlonal flshery,.bag llmlts 

and size llmlts can be Imposed to restrict recreational harvest. 

Comment: Sal_e of fish caught by recreational fishermen wl I I be counted against the commercial hook 
and I lne al location, unfalrly reducing the allowable catch of ful I-time commerclal hook and llne 
fishermen. 

Response: Landings data used to compute the hook and llne al location Include fish so.Id by recreational 
f.lshermen. Therefore, It Is fair to count such sales against the al location. If, In the future, the 
percentage of catch which Is sold by recreational flshennen Increases, the al location can be rrod.lfled 
accordingly. Mandatory reporting Is expected to provide adequate Information to make any necessary 
adjustment. 

Comment: Opposed to the al location am:>unts: 

a) Present al location not fair and equitable; 
b) Recommend 1 :1 division between recreation and commerclal; 
c) Recommend total commercial al location be rrore than 50 percent of the total; 
d) Recommend a hook and II ne al location larger than the net al location; 
e) Recommend reduction In net al location; 
f) Recommend regional al location; 
gl Recommend zero a I locat Ion to nets. 

Response: The al location Is a fair and equitable division of the available harvest based on the best 
estimates of the percent of total harvest presently taken by each user group. The smal I al location 
purse seine catch In the Gulf was subtracted from the al location for al I types of nets on the premise 
that present users of other types of nets were rrost 11 kely to experiment wl th ptrse seine use. 

Other recommended divisions of the total allowable harvest would unfairly reduce catch by some users, 
while often providing additional al location to other users which could not be utilized by them due, to 
the present distribution of fishing effort and avallablllty of fish. 
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Regional allocations were considered but not adopted due to highly variable availability and lnsuf­
f lclent data with wh lch to determine a regional al location. 

Comment: If purse seines are al lowed, prohibit use of spotter airplanes. 

Response: Purse seines are al lowed with a smal I al location. Further restriction of efficiency was 
considered unnecessary and unfair. 

Colmt8nt: Concern that the entire al location could be taken In one area leaving no allowable catch for 

other areas. 

Response: The designated fishing year, July 1 to June 30, In combination with the migratory habits of 
king mackerel assure that fishermen In al I areas wl 11 have the opportun lty to harvest In each year. 

25-lnch Limit for Sale of King Mackerel 

Comment: Opposed to the llmlt because It would result In waste of a bycafch of smal I king mackerel 
presently taken In Spanish mackerel gll I nets. In s,me areas this bycatctr~iitay be 50 percent or rrore 
of the catch. 

Response: Publlc comment Indicated that large Incidental catches are taken In the Gulf. Therefore, 
the Gulf Councll deleted this measure from Its area of Jurisdiction. Such lncldental catch In the 
south Atlantic appears to be smal I and the measure was retained for that area. The measi.re was sub­
sequently rejected by the Department of Commerce as discriminatory to commercial flshennen. (See FM" 

Section 12.3. 1.2.) 

Comment: King mackerel caught on hook and line are often too damaged to release. 

Response: While some rrortallty of released fish wll I occur, the loss was expected to be small. 

Corrvnent: The measure does not protect the large spawning fish. 

Response: The measure was not Intended to protect spawners, but to maximize the catch of larger, 110re 
valuable fish, by Jlmltlng the harvest of smal I fish. Such a limit l«:>uld help maintain, and possibly 
Increase, the abundance and catch of large fish; Indirectly protecting the spawning populatlon. 

Comment: The measure Is unfairly applied only to commercial fishermen. 

Response: The Secretary of Commerce agreed and rejected the measure on that bas Is and because there 
appeas to be little blologlcal benefit gained from restriction only on sale. 

Comment: Recommend a 12-lnch size limit for king mackerel, equal to that for Spanish mackerel. 

Response: tt> benefit would result from a size llmlt as smal I as 12 Inches. Very few king mackerel 
less than 12 Inches are caught. 

Minimum Mesh Size for King Mackerel GIii Nets Limited to 4-3/4 Inches 

Comment: Recommend a larger mesh because 4-3/4 Inch mesh catches fish srnal ler than 25 Inches. 

Response: The recommended mesh size does result In some harvest of fish smaller than 25 tnches, 
however, the a110unt Is smal I. Length frequency data from 1969 and 1977 Indicated that the gl I I-net 
catch of fish smaller than 25 Inches was Jess than one percent. Limited data from two areas In 1979 
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Indicated that the catch was approxlmately four percent. Increasing the mesh size would substantlal ly 
reduce the efficiency of gll I-net vessels and their catch of larger, rrore deslrable fish. 

Purse Seine Restrictions 

Prohlbtlon of c6mmerclal purse seining for mackerel In the south Atlantlc, an allocatlon for purse 
seine fishing In the Gulf of Mexico, and a study of purse seine activity were proposed In the Ft.f> and 
DEIS. Fol !owing publlc hearings In March, 1980, these measures were recomiilended to the Secretary of 
Commerce for lrriplementatlon. The Secretary rejected-the F~ on the basis that total prohibition of 

commerclal use of purse seines In the south Atlantlc was contrary to the Natlonal Standards. The 

South Atlantlc then adopted llmlted al locatlons of mackerels for purse seines. The Gulf Councll 
modified Its proposed al locatlon sl lghtly to be consistent with the South At I antic Councl I. This Is 
now I !steel as purse seine Measure A. Pub lie comment on this measure was obtained during pub lie 

hearings held In June, 1981. 

The Secretary commented that research shou Id not be a req ul red management measure. The Courie! l_s 
agreed and rn:,dlfled the measure. Observer requirements for commarclal vessels ware exl)'anded and are 
I lsted In purse seine Measure B. The research portion of the measure was changed to a research 
request and Is Included In FMP Section 14.4. The orlglnal measure revlewed'11i public hearings In 1980 

Is 11 sted as purse se I ne Measure D. 

Co.mrrient: Al I purse seining for mackerels stould be prohibited as too efficient aild a danger to the 
stocks. 

Response: Purse seines are hlghly efficient and must be carefully control led. Purse seining 
al locations, as proposed, account for approxlmately two percent of MSY and 0Y for both species. This 
wlll have no significant adverse Impact on the stock. 

Co~nt: Use of purse seines to narvest mackerels should be banned untll proven safe. 

Response: In the absence of any Information to suggest that very llmlted use of purse seines would be 
detrlmental to the stocks, total prohibition of this efficient gear Is contrary to Natlonal Standard 
5,. This Standard specifies that management measures shal i promote efficiency where practlcable. The 
I lmlted allowable harvest wl I I help provide the data to determine a safe level of purse seine harvest. 

Comment: Use of purse seines should be llmlted to the last fraction of the net al location If It Is 
not g:,lng to be takeh lo other types of nets., 

Response.:· In practice, It would be lmposslble to detei"rillne the existence of a surplus In the net 
allocatlon early enough In the season to allow purse selneope,rator to gear up, travel to the fishing 
grounds and~harvest any remal~lng excess. 

Comment: Recommend that the purse seine study be done by vessels which do not presently fish for king 
mackerel. 

Response: The study was Intended to gather data under conditions as close as posslble to th:>se which 
would prevall lh a commerclal purse seine fishery. It was expected that vessels which might be used 
for comrrierclal purse seining would be some of ttose presently operating as king mackerel gll lnetters. 
Natlonal Marine Fisheries personnel would have supervised al I operations to ensure that the Infor­

mation produced by the study Is accurate and unbiased. 

Since this comment was made, the measure has been rrodlfled. It Is unllkely that sufficient foods are 
avallable to charter commerclal ves.sels for purse seine research. The need for such research Is less 
because observers wll I be present on al I purse seine vessels. 
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Comment: Catch llmlt for the study Is too large. 

Response: The catch llmlt was considered the minimum necessary to draw a meaningful conclusion from 
the study. It Is approximately one percent of 0Y and Is not expected to significantly affect other 

user groups or the stock. 

Comment: The Councl Is should rely on research conducted by the Florida Department of Natural Resources. 

Response: Written reports by FDI\R on experimental purse seining were reviewed and an observer who par­
ticipated In the reseach was contacted. These studies are valuable, but do not give all the Infor­
mation need by the Councl Is. Both written and verbal reports Indicate that, In almost al I cases, the 

bycatch of other species Is smal I. In cases where the bycatch was significant, this could usually be 
determined before the set was made. These studies did not supply other needed lnfonnatlon, Including 
the abl llty of fishermen to determine the size of fish before capture, or If a school can be released 
from the net unharmed. 

Comment: The Councl Is should consider what has happened In other flsherlt,5-~where purse seines have 
been used. 

Response: The experience In other purse seine fisheries has been reviewed. There Is no known fishery 
which could be used as a rel lab le predictor of the Impact of the use of purse seines on the king or 
Spanish mackerel stocks. lklllmlted use of purse seines has resulted In overfishing of some species 
but not In others. Many, but not al I, purse seine fisheries where effort or total catch are I lmlted 

have been highly successful. 

Comment: Al low use of purse s~lnes as an efficient method of capture, thereby reducing fuel consump­
tion and prices. 

Response: Use of purse seines could probably result In decreased fuel use. 1-bwever, may other fac­
tors must be considered. The study and commercial al location In Intended to llmlt use of purse seines 
to a reasonable amount, whlle data are gathered which wll I allow the Councils to make a final decision. 

Comment: Recommend an extension of the study deadline to assure col lectlon of adequate data. 

Response: The deadllne was rerroved from the research. Observers wll I be required on commarclal 
vessels until sufficient Information Is available to develop long-term management for purse seining. 

Comment: What happens after March 31, 1981? 

Response: The dead I lne was deleted, see purse seine Measures A and B. 

Comment: Is the 400,000 pound I lmlt for research subtracted from any user group al location? 

Response: No, as research, this amount Is not counted against 0Y. 

Bag Limits and Size Limits for King Mackerel by Regulatory Amendment 

Comment: Recommend that the wording of these measures and the similar measure for Spanish mackerel be 
more specific. 

Response: The wording was changed to clarify who shal I Initiate the action. The range of action Is 
Intentionally left broad In order to give maximum flexlblllty In protecting the s1ock whlle preventing 
total closure of the fishery. 
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Convnent: Opposed to any bag llmlts, size llmlts or trip llmlts. 

Response: These measures wll I be used to slow fishing nortallty and prevent exceeding OY. The alter­
native requires total closure of the fishery when OY Is reached. 

Comment: Opposed to uniform bag or size llmlts In al I arees of the FCZ If separate stocks exist. 

Response: The best avallable data Is not sufficient to define different stocks, If they exist. 

Comment: Recommend that a recreational bag llmlt on king mackerel be Implemented lmmedlately: 

a) Unspecified number; 
b) Three fish per day per person; 

c) Five fish per day per person; 

d) Eight fish per day per person. 

Response: A bag llmlt Is not necessary at this time. When needed, It can be_ Implemented through 
regulatory amendment much nore quickly than plan amendment, whlle stll I al lowJJjg for publlc review. 

Convnent: Recommend that a recreational bag llmlt on king mackerel be Imposed If the states do not 
adopt conservation measures proposed by the Counclls. 

Response: This can be accomplished through regulatory amendment, If needed. 

Convnent: Recommend a bag I lmlt of ten king mackerel per person In al I user groups. 

Response: This recommendation would effectively prohibit a ful I-tlme commerclal fishery for king 
mackerel. This would severely and unfalrly Impact commercial user groups. 

Comment: A bag 11 m It Is un enfo rceab I e. 

Response: A bag llmlt Is the nost easily enforced measure avallable to the Councll. 

12-lnch Limit for Spanish Mackerel 

Comment: Undersized fish caught on hook and llne wll I die when released. 

Response: Tagging studies show that Spanish mackerel cen be caught by hook and line and released with 
llttle nortallty. Some loss wll I result from this measure, but the benefits are expected to outweigh 

losses. 

Comment: Undersized mackerel should be al lowed for use as bait. 

Response: Unllmlted allowance for use as bait would greatly Increase difficulty of enforcement. There 
are several alternative baits avallable, Including balao and llttle tunny. A smal I anount of under­
sized Spanish mackerel wll I be avallable from the bycatch allowance provided. 

Comment: Opposed to size llmlt for recreational fishermen. 

Response: Recreatlonal fishermen harvest a large fraction of the total catch. To exclude them from 
this regulation would be discriminatory, Increase difficulty of enforcement and decrease Its blologl­
ca I benef It. 
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Comment: Recommend that tourists be excluded from this measure. 

Response: Such an exception would make the measure unenforceable. 

Comment: To whom does the five percent bycatch allowance apply. 

Response: To al I vessels catching Spanish mackerel, either directly, or as an Incidental catch. 

Size Limit for Cobia 

Comment: Opposed because cobla are dlfflcult to release. 

Response: Cobia can be released with little or no Injury by cutting the tine near the hook. Some 
loss wlll result from this measure, however, the benefits of a size llmlt are substantial and wlll 
exceed the expected losses. 

Comment: Opposed to a I lmlt on recreational fl shermen. 

Response: Most cobla are caught by recreational fishermen. Excluding them from this restriction 
would make It Ineffective. 

Comment: Recommend prohibition on sale of cobla. 

Response: Such a prohibition would have little effect on total catch of cobla because rJDst commercial 
landings are Incidental catches. 

Comment: Recommend a bag llmlt for cobla. 

Response: A bag llmlt would be Ineffective In reducing fishing nortallty or Increasing yleld from the 
available recruitment. 

Statlstlcal Reporting 

Comment: Better definitions of commercial and recreational fishermen are needed. 

Response: The definitions are used only as a basis to al locating OY. They correspond to the way In 
which statistics were collected to set the al locations. 

Comment: Mandatory reporting by charter boats Is unfair. 

Response: The Councils agreed with this comment and deleted the measure. 

Comment: If al I charter captains must report, then al I private recreational fishermen soould have to 
report. 

Response: It Is economically Impossible to require reporting by al I private recreational flshennen. 
Adequate data can be obtained from a statlstlcal sample. 

Comment: Opposed to the concept of mandatory reporting. 

Response: The nost serious problem In fishery management In the southeast Is lack of good fishery 
statistics. Mandatory reporting Is considered necessary for cost effective collection of statistics. 
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Comment: Mandatory reporting Is not fair and equitable to recreational flshennen. 

Response: Reporting Is mandatory for al I user groups. Recreational fishermen wll I be the least 
affected of any user group because only a smal I sample wt 11 be required to report at any one time. 

Comment: Recreational statistics could be collected from fishing clubs. 

Response: Records from clubs have been and wl I I cont lnue to be very va I uab le. lt>wever ,· estimates of 
total catch, effort and economic value cannot be obtained from clubs because they are not a represen­
tative sample of al I fishermen. 

Convnent: Reported recreat Iona I catch cannot be verlf I ed. 

Response: By combining creel census or onslte Interviews with mall or telephone strveys, recreational 
statistics can be estimated and verified. 

Comment: Obtain complete records of commercial and recreational catches to the extent practicable. 

Response: This· 1s the purpose of the statlstlcal reporting measures. 

Comment: Recreational catch of king mackerel can be estimated from oommarclal landings because nost 
Is so Id. 

Response: Whtie a significant fraction of recreational catches may be sold, It often does not enter 
the normal commercial market chain and Is not recorded. Recorded commercial landings In areas of 

extremal y h I gh recreat tonal f I sh Ing effort and catch are often very low, and are not a useab le Index 
of recreational catch. 

Comment: Recommend reporting be done by dealers Instead of fishermen. 

Response: Dealers report Ing slml lar to that whlch has been done In the past wl 11 be requl red. 
However, some Information can only be collected from fishermen. 

Comment: Recommend mandatory vessel registration. 

Response: Vessel registration was considered and rejected by the Councils as redundant and not cost 
effective. Al I vessels used In the FCZ are presently registered, either under state or·federal 
Jurisdiction. The vessel enumeration system makes use of these existing registration fifes. 

Comment: Recommend mandatory f I sh Ing I lcense for recreat Iona I and commercl al f I shennen. 

Response: This was considered and rejected by the Councl Is as unnecessary at this t·lme. 

Comment: Cost of enforcing mandatory reporting Is not estimated In the FMP. 

Response: Enforcement of report Ing requl rements Is not expected to requl re rrore effort than can be 
suppl led by enforcement agents already f1.11ded, or within the enforcement budget estimated for the rest 

of the FMP. 
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General Comments on Nets 

Convnent: Al I use of nets should be banned: 

a) For all species In the management unit; 
b) For king mackerel. 

Response: Such a total prohibition would be contradictory to National Standard 4 by not being fair 
and equitable and by al locatlng an excessive share of the resource to the recreational user groups. 
In the case of king mackerel and bluefish, only a small fraction of the total harvest ts taken by 
nets. Such a total prohibition would have llttle effect on conservation of the stock and would have 
severe economic Impacts on the commercial user group. 

Comment: Limit use of gl 11 nets for catching king mackerel: 

a) To 45 foot depth or less; 
b) To 100 foot depth or greater; 
c) Within ten ml las of shore; 
d) Ban use of spotter airplanes. 

Response: The Councl Is have recommended a restriction on the total catch of nets. other area, time 
or gear restrictions were considered unnecessary and unreasonable restrictions of efficiency. If 
social or economic conflicts develop In any area, they can be addressed through king mackerel 
Measure A. 

Comment: The bycatch of smal I king mackerel In Spanish mackerel nets should be Investigated. 

Response: The Councl Is agree and have requested such a study as the highest priority research needed 
,-

for this FMP. 

Other Comments 

Comment: Recommend a 600-day waiting period before any regulations. 

Response: There are substantlal problems In this fishery which have been Identified by the Counclls. 
These problems require that regulations be Implemented as soon as possible. 

Comment: Include cero mackerel and bluefish In the management unit. 

Response: At the present time no regulations are needed for these spec! as. They can be added to the 
management unit when regulation Is needed. 

Comment: Inc I ude sea trout and red drum In the management un It. 

Response: The stocks and fisheries for these species are almost entirely within state waters and are 
not subject to regulation under the MFQ.IA. 

Comment: Impose a limit of ten dolphin per person. 

Response: There Is no evidence that dolphin stock are or may become overfished In the near future; 
therefore, there Is no need for such a I lmlt. 

A-11 



Comment': Restrict use of mehaden purse seines because of a bycatch of ,mackerel and affect on 

predltor-prey relatlonshlps. 

Response: There Is no evidence that harvest of menhaden adversely affects mackerels through 
predltor-prey relations. It has been wel I documented In many areas that the bycatch of other species 

In menhaden purse, seines Is very srnal I. 

Comment: Recommend no harvest of Span I sh mackerel dur Ing spawn Ing seaso,n. 

Response: There Is no evidence that such a prohibition would benefit the stock. 

Comment: Recommend price controls or controls on mackerel landings to llmltprlce fluctuations. 

Response: Limiting price fluctuation Is not an objective of this FMP. 

Comment: Recommend habl tat protect Ion and protect Ion of young f I sh. 

Response: The proposed size llmlts provide protection for young fish. Habitat-protection for these 
species Is approached on a broader 'Scope than one management plan. The Councff'$,fevlew and 110nltor 

many public and private activities which may affect fishery resources In the FGZ. 

Comment: Artlflc.al reefs should be protected. 

Response: Construction of artlflclal reefs Is promoted by the Gulf Councl I through Its reef fish 

plan. 

Comment: Research on fallout of king mackerel from gl 11 nets should get a low priority.· 

Response: The Councl Is agree and have reduced the priority, assigned to this research. 

Comment: Protect prey species from harvest. 

Response: There Is adequate data available which shows large surpluses In some bait species. Present 
exploltatlon of bait species should not adversely affe.ct this management unit. 

Comment: Sp.awning areas should be closed during spawning season. 

Response: Species In this management unit spawn over very large areas during a wide period of time. 
This type of closure would have little or no beneficial effect and would have substantial advers,e 

Impacts on users In the northern half of the management area. 

Comment: Under what conditions would regulations proposed by this plan be extended Into the mld­
Atlantlc region? 

Response: The Councl Is chose not to extend management of mackerels and cobla Into. the mld~Atlantlc 
reg Ion because catches In that area were too sma I I to affect OY. Shou Id catches Increase enough to 

become a significant fraction of the total catch, the area of management wl 11 be extended by plan 
amendment process. Al I Councl Is concerned and the pub I le wl 11 be consulted to determine the minimum 
necessary extension. Without knowing If, when, or where, such Increases In catch may occur, It Is 

Impossible to specify precise conditions. 
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Comment: Opposed to any use of regulatory amendment or field oP'ders as giving too much power "to the 
Secretary of Commerce. 

Response: Measures Including fleld order or regulatory amendments are carefully specified to I lmlt 
the authority of the Secretary to the minimum required. In addition, regulatory amendments al low 
alm:>st as much publlc Input as do plan amendments, but are much faster to Implement. If the delegated 
power Is used contrary to Council's Intent, the plan can be amended to further llmlt or rem:>ve "that 
power. 

Convnent: Initiate studies to determine stocks. 

Response: This has been recommended (see FMP Section 14.0). 
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UNITED STATrs DEPARTMENT OF CQM;"..':'.E~CE 
The Assistant. Seieratary for Science and T1<chnology 
Washington, 0.C. 20230 

, HECEIV::D 

!!IN 2 R 1980 -~ 
~ ,;_·\.!/

~,L-,t,, -\ C~.;.,,
NI·~.:••.,\\/ 

January 25, 1980 

Dear Reviewer: 

In accordance with the prov1s1ons of Section l02(2)(C) of-the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, we are enclosing for 
your review and consideration the draft environmental impact 
statement/fishery management pl an prepured by the Gulf of Mexico 
and South Atlantic Fishery Management Councils in cooperation with 
the National Marine Fisheries S~rvice of the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration on the Coastal Migratory_Pelagic 
Resources (Mackerel) Fishery. ~-

Any \'Jritten comments or questions you may have should be submitted 
to the contact person identified below by March 17, 1980. 
Also, one copy of your comments should be sent to me in Room 3f25, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20230~ 

CONTACTPERSON 

Mr. Wayne E. Swingle, Executive Director 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
Lincoln Center, Suite 881 
5401 West Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Florida \33609 
Telephone: 813/228-2815 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

11 ti , ..•. o)1
c-1---,'-v~.u-1 1..... Y17:

v 
S1dney R. Galler 

:ew~
U 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Environmental Affairs 

Enclosure 



United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

15 NORTH LAURA STREET 
...., ,....,..

RECEIVED

) 
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32202 

July 9, 1980 

Mr. J. Connor Davis 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery 
Management Council 

5401 W. Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

Dear Mr. Davis: 
.:.....-c-_· 

This responds to your letter of June 13, 1980, concerning the Coastal 
Migratory Pelagic Species Fishery Plan and its impacts on the endangered 
West Indian manatee and brown pelican (Log No. 4-1-80-1-218). 

We have reviewed the plan and concur with your "no effect" decision. 
Since the plan proposes management in the Fishery Conservation Zone 
(FCZ) which extends from nine miles off the west coast of Florida and 
Texas and three miles offshore to 200 miles offshore elsewhere, manatees 
would not likely be found within this zone. We also agree with your 
determination that pelicans would not be affected directly or indirectly 
through their food supply since species taken in the fishery are not 
normally prey species of the pelican. 

Several species of endangered and threatened sea turtles may occur in 
the FCZ and the National Marine Fisheries Service should be contacted 
since they have jurisdiction over sea turtles in the marine environment. 

This letter does not constitute a Biological Opinion of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. It 
is a response to your request for our concurrence that the plans will 
not affect listed species. Should this plan be modified so that listed 
species might be affected, you should initiate consultation with the 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Thank you_ for your interest and concern for conservation of endangered 
species. 

*p</)-J
Sincerely~ 

I?(!)~
Lynn P. Childers 
Acting Area Manager 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF, COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atm9spheric l\dministration 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Washington, O.C. 20235 

F/MM:KH 
MAY8 1980 

• 1 ' . , 1n , c•no"-:}\ Y ,,, k:o 

Mr. Robert Jones 
Chairman, Gulf of Mexico Fishery 

Management Council 
Lincoln Center, Suite 881 
5401 West Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Flo~_,l3609 

Dear Y'!l!/{J 
Enclosed is the result of the National Marine Fisheries Service's 

Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation concerning the possible 
impacts of the Fishery ~ement Plan for Coastal Migratory Pelagic 
Resources on threatened and endc!,ngered species ·of sec:i turtles and » 

marine mammals. 

It is my biological opim.on that the identified activity is4ot 
~ikely to jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or ·· 
enclangered species of sea turtles or marine mammals or result in the 
destruction or adverse modifica.tion of habitat that may he critical 
to those species (enclosure}. · · · · · 

I remain concerned over our responsibilities for safeguarding sea 
turtles that may be caught incidentally during fishing. A_t the pres.eTlt 
time, a sea turtle recovery plan is being developed by our Southea_st 
Region. The recovery plan, when implemented, should aid in the 
recovery of these species. Therefore, although it is premature for 
the National Marine Fisheries Service to suggest management measures 
to aid in the recovery of the sea turtles, I will expect the Cot1ncil 1 s 
assistance in implementing measures recommended in the recovery plan. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions c9ncerniµg 
this determination. ,.,,...,.. 

/S:n:erely ours, 

/ ,~~~1
Assistant Admipistrator 

for Fisheries 

Enclosure 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. O. BOX 4970 
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32201 

RECEIVED 

Gulf of Mexico Fishery :Managanent Council 
Lincoln Center, Suite 881 
5401 West Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

~-=---· -

Dear Sirs: 

This office has reviewed the Draft Fishery Managanent Plan for the 
Coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources far the Gulf of Mexico and South 
Atlantic Coast. 

We have no ccmrents an the draft statements. Thank you for affording 
us an opportunity for review. 

Sincerely, 

t?/ Atc✓,:1-;rJ; 
L. GARU\ND // 

, Engineering Division 

CF: National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Region 
9450 Koger Boulevard 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33702 

SADPD,-R 

'· 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 
MAILING ADDRESS· 

:
U.S. COAST GUARD( G-OLE-4/ 31) 
~;::.'{~0Qf·f55!'lff55 

!6476 

-·7 (~-/~:.~ 
RECEIVED 

'Mr. William G. Gordon 
Director, Office of Resource 

Conservation and Management 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Washington, DC 20235 

Dear Mr. Gordon: 

This letter is in reply to your letter of February 19, 1980 requesting comments 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Fishery Management Plan (DEIS/FMP) 
for the Coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources dated January, 19&I)-. The plan has 
been reviewed and the following comments are submitted for your consideration: 

In §12.0 of the DFMP and section §.I of the proposed regulations, it is 
not clear that the plan applies only to the FCZ within the geographic 
boundaries of the South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management 
Councils. 

In §.2 of the proposed regulations, the definition of a Vessel of the 
United States should be changed to read: 

"(I) any vessel documented under the laws of the United States; 

(2) any vessel numbered under a federal or state system under the 
Federal Boat Safety Act of 1971; and 

(3) any vessel not powered by machinery which is owned by a United 
States national and which operates out of a port within the 
United States." 

Definitions for commercial and recreational fishing should be included 
in §.2 of the proposed regulations. Section 12.3.1.1.C.(4) of the 
DFMP defines commercial and recreational fishermen; however, there is 
no analogous definition in the proposed regulations. This is particularly 
important as there are quotas for commercial and recreational fishing in 
the regulations. 

In §.3(b), the phrase lland South Atlantic Ocean," should be added at 
the end of the sentence to reflect the fact that South Atlantic coastal 
states are also affected by these regulations. 

The word "visual" should be added between "followingll and "signals" in 
the second sentence of §.B(b) to better explain how the signals will 
be transmitted. 

It'• e law we 
ce11I!·"•with. 



Subj: Rep·ly to Mr. Gordon's letter of February 19, 1980 

Irt §'.20(b)(2), the notice should be published in the Federal Register vice· 
National· Register. 

In: §.10(c)(3), the five percent allowance of undersized Spanish mackerel is 
enforceable only as a catch is being offloaded at the dock; however, the 
size limitations of §.24(b) prohibit the vessel from having undersized 
fish on board, a direct conflict. It is reconnnended that this conflict 
be resolved by adding the word "gillnet" in front of the word "vessel" in 
§.20(c)(3) and revising §.24(b) to read, "It shall be illegal for. any. vessel 
other than a gillnet vessel to buy, sell, possess or process Spanish mackerel 
under 12- inches fork length." This will reduce waste and comply with the 
intent of §.12,3,2.l.B. of the DFMP. 

The opportunity to comment on the DEIS/FMP is greatly appreciated. If there are 
further questions regarding this matter please feel free to contact LT Bill 
Chappell of my staff at (202) 755-1155. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
R. H. OVERTON III 
Captain, U.S. Coast Guard 
Chief, Operational Law Enforcement 

Division 
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United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Southeast Region I Suite 1412, I Atlanta, Ga. 30303
Richard B. Russell Federal Building 

75 Spring Street, S. W. 

RECEIVED 

 MAR2 7 1980 
'%,_ ~ 

- ...~>- ~!f) ~ 

M,:NAfiEl•tf':'"' 

ER- 80/154 March 24, 1980 

Mr.Wayne E. Swingle 
Executive Director 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
Lincoln Center, Suite 881 
5401 West Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

Dear Mr. Swingle: 

We have reviewed the draft environmental statement and fishery management 
plan for Coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources (Mackerels) as requested in 
Deputy Assistant .Secretary Sidney R. Galler's letter of January 25, 1980; 

General Comments 

Generally the document appears to be well written and to adequately 
address the various alternatives. 

Specific Comments 

Pages 6 and 7 of Summar.~ 

The document does not clearly show where the 400,000 pounds of king 
mackerel are to be allocated. Since it is not to be allocated against 
the commercial catch, the document should show whether it will be 
allocated against the recreational catch or not counted. 

If the study on purse seining in the Gulf is not implemented by March 
31, 1981, will it be considered at a later date? 

Better definitions of a commercial and a recreational fisherman should 
be included. 

There may be great difficulty in establishing a bag limit for a re-' 
creational fisherman when, by his own option, he can say he plans to 
sell his catch. 



Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the dra.ft environ­
mental statement and fishery management plan. 

Sincerely yours, 

if 
James H. Lee 
Regional Environmental Officer 

cc: 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for 

Environmental Affairs, DOC, Washington 



United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY . ' \ .. - I~j .-.,I , 

. \:),J'. " 

03 RECEIVED Southeast Region I Suite 1412, I Atlanta, Ga. 303
Richard B. Russell Federal Building ' 

75 Spring Street, S. W. 

March 27, 1980 

ER-80/154 

Mr. Wayne E. Swingle 
Executive Director 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery 

Management Council 
Lincoln Center, Suite 881 
5401 West Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

Dear Mr. Swingle: 

This is a follow-up letter to supplement the comments sent 
to you on March 24, 1980. The following comments are related 
to offshore oil and gas activities. 

General Comments 

The document conveys a general impression of concern that 
increased outer continental shelf (OCS) petroleum activities 
in the South Texas area may adversely impact king mackerel 
stocks. Clarification of some items leading to this con­
clusion would be helpful. 

Specific Comments 

Section 5.1.1.2, Page 5.3. 

It is stated that large fish are caught off Louisiana 
and Texas coasts in winter. 

Finucane, et al* (1979) (p. 31-32) state: 
"Thus, within the Gulf of Mexico, the king mackerel 
seasonally migrates northwesterly during the spring 
and summer and southeasterly during the fall, except 
for the large individuals off Louisiana which apparently 
do not migrate." 

This item should be addressed and, if it is unsupportable, 
it still should be mentioned. If it cannot be rejected, 
the section should include a thorough discussion of the im­
plications (e.q. separate stock). 
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.section ·5 .1.1. 9, larvae. Page ·. 5. 7. 

Subsection b) creates the .distinct impression .that 
king mackerel do not spawn offshore of Louisiana. :rt is 
unclear if this "absence" reflects real absence .of ·larv.ae 
or absence of sampling. We are not familiar with any 
comprehensive egg/larvae sampling programs o.f-fshore 
Louisiana; if any have occurred, they should be documented 
in this section. 

·Further, if king mackerel do indeed overwinter offshore 
Louisiana and are non-migratory, can it be assumed that these 
fish spawn there also? The entire situation concerning 
king mackerel offshore Louisiana needs to be addressed in 
detail. 

Section 6.0. Page 6.1. 

In view of the considerations expressed in the previous 
comments, we suggest this section address whatever ramifica­
tions become apparent and their significance. ·For example, 
if spawning does occur off Louisiana, its significance in 
relation to the magnitude of spawning off Texas, should be 
discussed. 

Further, it would follow that whatever effects OCS oil 
and gas activities potentially would have on South Texas king 
mackerel spawning areas has and/or is occurring offshore 
Louisiana. 

Since king mackerel has a protracted spawning range arid 
duration, it is not clear why this species is potentially 
more susceptible to adverse effects than other species with 
pelagic eggs and larvae. 

In the paragraphs dealing with effects of oil pollution, we 
suggest Struhsaker's 1977** paper be included in the discussion. 

In summary, we suggest that the apparent omis.sion of the 
Louisiana king mackerel situation could alter the conclusions 
substantially, and recommend that this topic be analyzed in 
the Plan. 

Sincere;;:z__ 
.James H. Lee 
Regional Environmental Officer 
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*Finucane, J. H., L.A. Collins, L. E. Barger and 
J. D. McEachran. Environmental Studies of the South Texas 
OCS. "Schthyoplankton/Mackerel Eggs and Larvae". NOAA 
Final Report to BLM under IA AA550-IA7-21 during calendar 
year 1977., 1979. 

**Struhsaker, J. W. "Effects of benezene (a toxic 
component of petroleum) on spawning Pacific herring, 
Clupea harengus pallasi". Fishery Bulletin 75(1): 43-49, 
1977. 

cc: Deputy Assistant Secretary for Environmental Affairs, 
DOC, Washin·gton ....... -· 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE-FISHERIES SERVICE 

Duval Building 
9450 Koger Boulevard 
St. Petersburg, FL 33702 

April 14, 1980 F/SER7:JTB 

TO: Wayne Swingle, Executive Director 
~hery Management Council 

FROM: 
Chief, Fisheries Management Division 

SUBJECT: Comments on the Draft Fishery Management Plan for Coastal 
Migratory Pelagics Resources (FMP) 

The attached memorandum from Roland Smith to Bill Stevenson provides 
NMFS comments of a critical and substantive nature with respect to the 
above subject FMP. We have additional comments of a technical and/or 
editorial nature that we will provide you for your perusal. 

Attachment 

cc: 
F/SER, William H. Stevenson 
F/CM, William G. Gordon 
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UNITED STATES DEPA 0RTM1ENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmosph'eric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Washington, O.C. 20235 

F/CM6:DL
APR I A lt:J 

cc: r-/5ER- S-SL 

TO· · F/SER 

FROM: F/CM 

SUBJECT: Comme.nts on the Draft Fishery Management Plan for 
coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources (FMP) 

I attach the National Marine Fisheries Service's informal comments on the 
draft FMP, e nvi ronme ntal impa,ct statement/draft regulatory analysis, and draft 
propos"ed regulati'ons., for Coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources. We have also 
attached comments received from the u.s. Coast Guard. · ;;::_..-. -

The NMFS comments are divided into two categories; critical issues and 
substa,nti've issues. Critical issues are those which may affect the 
approvability of the FMP, and substantive issues are those which would 
strengthen the FMP. All comments should be conununica'ted to the Gul-f of Mexico 
and south Atlantic Fishery Management Councils for consideration in converting 
the document into final form. 

We understand the NOAA Regional Counsel will provide a legal review of the 
FMP which will be available to the joint mana,gement committee at its meeting 
on April 15 and 16. 

Based on our review of the FMP and requested revisions, it may be 
necessary to hold additional public hearings. After the F.MP is revised, the 
NOAA Regional Counsel should be consulted to determine whether or not 
additional public hearings will be needed. 

Atta 0chments 

• " \. 
i{ -

~- ' 
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Comments of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on the 

Draft Fishery Management Plan for the 

Coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources (Mackerels) 

CRITICAL ISSUES 

1. Management Measure o. Management Measure D specifies that "It will be 
illegal to buy, sell, or process for commercial use, king mackerel under 25 
inches fork length." Th_e FMP states "This measure will have mi nimurn effect on 
the total yield, but will increase the abundance of larger fish and decrease 
the possibility of overfishing." During development of the FMP, the Council 
concluded that this management measure would have a minimum adverse impact on 
the commercial sector, whereas, if instituted as a posse?~ion law it would 
have a substantial adverse impact on recreational fishex=ine-n. 

We conclude that the measure, as written, does not have a_ sufficient basis 
and, if implemented, would be difficult to enforce. Also, we note that 
information obtained at the public hearings indicates this measure would have 
a substantial adverse impact on the commercial sector, i.e., commercial hook 
and line and commercial king and Spanish mackerel netters. We recommend that 
this management measure be eliminated. If the measur~ is retained, it should 
be restructured as a possession law or in some other way that would have a 
lesser effect on commercial fishing. 

2. Regulatory amendment process. It is our understanding that the 
Councils generally favor the "regulatory amendment" as a means of instituting 
changes, as opposed to (1) "field orders" which require less time, and (2) the 
"plan amendment" which requires a much longer period. We understand further 
that the principal reason the Councils favor the regulatory amendment is that 
it provides additional opportunities for the general public to participate in 
the decisionmaki ng process. 

Because the regulatory amendment is of limited responsiveness in terms of 
immediacy in resolving gear conflicts within a given fishing season, we 
recommend that this process be fully described in the FMP. The draft FMP 
implies that the regulatory amendment process will provide "prompt" solution 
to a potential conflict (page 12-8). We are concerned that expectations of 
timeliness on the part of the users and general public will be greater than 
the Councils and NMFS can fulfill. 

3. Provision for closure. The FMP establishes total ·allowable annual 
catches (i.e., 37 million pounds of king mackerel and 27 million pounds of 
Spanish mackerel") and allocations of king mackerel to the recreational 
fishery, the commercial hook and line fishery, and the commercial net fishery. 



The language of the FMP is clear that the implementation by the Secretary 
is intended to: (1) limit the mackerel catches to the specified optimum 
yield; and ( 2) control the amount of king mackerel caught by each of the three 
identified groups receiving allocations to maintain the relative proportion of 
the resource to each group as well as introducing a degree of flexibility into 
the regulatory regime by considering certain factors (Section 12.3.1.1.C.(3)) 
prior to a closure decision. However, the FMP also states the Secretary 
should consider these factors and make a decision on closure "if the catch 
exceeds the allocation." Such a constraint is inconsistent with the Council's 
intent that the relative share of each user group be maintained. We recommend 
that the Secretary be authorized to initiate the closure process in advance of 
the time when the Secretary has reason to believe that an allocation or a 
total annual catch will be exceeded. This process should be initiated 
sufficiently in advance ta allow for the decision to be made and appropriate 
action to be taken. "Initiate" used in this context, means to consider the 
identified factors and consult with the Council prior to making a decision. 
The FMP establishes a closure mechanism because of "the pote~Jal for 
depletion of the resource through exceeding OY" (page 12-11). Once a decision 
is made to affect a closure to safeguard either an annual catch limit or the 
share of a specific user group, it is necessary to have a mechanism to 
implement such closure in a timely manner to achieve the Council's intended 
purpose. Therefore, we recommend that the Secretary be authorized to 
implement closures by field order. You may wish to include an explanation of 
what the Councils intend the Secretary to do in the event an allocation is 
exceeded by any user group. In addition, you may want to clarify the effect 
of exceeding the optimum yield. 

4. Purse seines. The Councils propose in the draft FMP to prohibit purse 
seines in the South Atlantic fishery conservation zone (FCZ) and allow purse 
seines in the Gulf of Mexico FCZ, under a limitation of 400,000 pounds of king 
mackerel in a research program. This restriction is to be imposed in spite of 
"the lack of documental evidence on the possible and/or negative impacts of 
purse seines • • • " (page 12-14). The imposition of such restrict ions 
through Federal regulations, in the absence of such vital information, is 
inconsistent with the Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, as 
amended. 

We recognize that the possible use of purse seines in this fishery is a 
highly emotional issue. Neverthel~ss, we request that the Councils readdress 
this issue and reach a common agreement on the matter of regulating and 
monitoring the use of purse seines in the fishery. 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES 

1. Definitions. 

A. Overfishing. The term "overfishing" is used in several 
sections of the FMP (12.1, 12.2, 12.3). It is not 



sufficiently clear whether the meaning is the level of fishing 
that reduces the spawning stock size to a critical point or, a 
level that allows fish to be harvested at a less than optimal 
size or age. 

B. The discussion of whether cobia do or do not spawn at age one 
is inconsistent and should be clarified. 

2. Length of the FMP. We urge the Council to consider reducing the length of 
the final FMP to provide a more usable public document. There is presently 
much detail provided that could be summarized, shifted to the appendix, or 
placed in a separate source document. Also, the cost of publication in the 
Federal Register now is $372 per page and will be increased to $408 on 
October 1, 1980. 

3. MSY - OY - DAH - TALFF. Section 12.1 lists objectives for king and 
Spanish mackerel as "to prevent exceeding MSY." Since MSY i_s a long-term 
averager::9-~ in this FMP MSY is set equal to OY, the Counci~~:sh.Quld consider 
whether OY is the more appropriate term. 

Sections 12.2.1 and 12.2.2 and the following Sections appear to make the 
flat statement that OY equals some point in the range of MSY. This is 
acceptable; however, the social and economic reasons allowing this equality 
are not presented. Perhaps this is because the mackerels and cobia are highly 
recreational fisheries and not over-exploited commercially. If this is so, 
then the FMP should state this. In the equation MSY = OY =DAE+ TALFF, DAH 
is adequately described in Section 8. The weak portion in determining a zero 
TALFF is the assessment and specification that MSY = OY. 

4. Draft proposed regulations. The draft proposed regulations (prepared by 
NMFS) need to be substantially revised. NMFS, with assistance from NOAA 
General Counsel, will make the necessary revisions. 

5. Addressing the fishery throughout its range. The plan as presently 
structured does not address mackerels and cobia in the Mid-Atlantic region. 
We understand that only a small portion of the total stocks are harvested in 
that region. However, we would suggest that it would be prudent to extend the 
plan to the Mid-Atlantic, especially in light of that Council's apparent 
acceptance of the management system. 
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Director, Office of Resource 

Conservation and Management 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Washington, DC 20235 

Dear Mr. Gordon: 

This letter is in reply to your letter of February 19, 1980 requesting comments 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Fishery Management Plan (DEIS/FMP) 
for the Coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources dated January, 1980. The plan has 
been reviewed and the following comments are submitted for your consideration: 

In §12.0 of the DFMP and section §.1 of the proposed regulations, it is 
not clear that the plan applies only to the FCZ within the geographic 
boundaries of the South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management 
Councils. 

In §.2 of the proposed regulations, the definition of a Vessel of the 
United States should be changed to read: 

"(I) any vessel documented under the laws of the United States; 

(2) any vessel numbered under a federal or state system under the 
Federal Boat Safety Act of 1971; and 

(3) any vessel not powered by machinery which is owned by a United 
States national and which operates out of a port within the 
United States." 

Definitions for commercial and recreational fishing should be included 
in §.2 of the proposed regulations. Section 12.3.1.l.C.(4) of the 
DFMP defines commercial and recreational fishermen; however, there is 
no analogous definition in the proposed regulations. This is particularly 
important as there are quotas for commercial and recreational fishing in 
the regulations. 

In §.3(b), the phrase "and South Atlantic Ocean," should be added at 
the end of the sentence to reflect the fact that South Atlantic coastal 
states are also affected by these regulations. 

The word "visual" should be added between "following" and "signals" in 
the second sentence of S.B(b) to better explain how the signals will 
be transmitted. 
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Dr:. Jackson Davis: 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council .. 
Sou.thp-ark Building. 
Ill. Southpark Circle 
Charleston, South Carolina 29407 

Dear. Jack 
.::..-.-.· 

Enclosed are summary king mackerel statistics for 1977-79 for Nor.th 
Carolina.:, including distance from shore. Detailed monthly data for 
1979 are- includ.ed. 

I have, a general connnent on the plan. There. have b:een many comments·­
on, the large numbers of spor.t fishermen affected, compared to· a 
relative-ly Eew commer·cial fishermen. Commercial fishe-rmen, however, 
are the same as farmers in that a small number of producers provide 
food for larg.e numbers o.f consumers. Our economic sys:teI!l. provides­
thos:e consumers, often far remov.ed from the site of. production, w:ith 
a wide choice in the marketplace. For seafood products·,. the marketplace 
includes: at. Leas.t. specialty s·eafood markets, grocery stores: an-d .. res,tau-­
rants. Undue r.estriction of commercial. fishing operations in favor of 
re.cr.eational fishing. may well affect the rights of very large numb:ers, 
oE consumers to. choices in the market. The ultimate ec.onom:i.c rights of 
those consumers .who may well outnumber the sport. fishermen and who. have 
no means t:o catch king mackerel mus.t b.e, considered in qu.estions, of:' 
all'ocation of- the catch b.etween commercial and recreational fishermen. 

Sincerely yours 

.½/-,. /"/ 
✓- / r·,.,,

/ ~' __ /:,, 
/ '- . ----·.,_____

Michael W. Str.eet, Chief 
Fisher.ies Manag:ement Section 
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MID-ATLANTIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

ROOM 2115 FEDERAL BUILDING 

NORTH & NEW -STREETS 

DOVER, DELAWARE 19901 

TELEPHONE: 302-674-2331 JOHN C. BRYSON, P.E. 
RECEIVED Executive Director 

DAVID H. HART 
Chairman 

ELIOTT GOLDMAN 
Vice Chairman 

17 March 1980 

Mr. Wayne E. Swingle, Executive Director 

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 

Lincoln Center, Suite 881 

5401 West Kennedy Boulevard 

Tampa, Florida 33609 

RE: Coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources Fishery Management Plan 

Dear Wayne: 

The following are the comments of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

on the January 1980 draft of the subject FMP as approved by the Council at its 

March 12-14, 1980, meeting. 

The Plan should be revised to clarify the relationship between it and the 

Bluefish FMP being prepared by the Mid-Atlantic Council. It is our 

understanding that as a result of the discussion you use in the Coastal 

Migratory Pelagic Resources FMP on bluefish the fact that there is no need for 

an FMP for bluefish relates only to the Gulf of Mexico. We further understand 

that the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council agrees that a plan is 

needed for bluefish in the Atlantic Ocean. The proposed management unit of 

our Bluefish FMP is all bluefish in US waters in the Atlantic Ocean. You 

agreed with this approach in your letter of June 8, 1979. Therefore, we 

believe that the Coastal Migratory ~elagic Resource FMP should be revised 

accordingly. 

We also believe that the FMP should be revised to clarify the specific 

conditions under which Mid-Atlantic fisheries would become regulated by this 
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FHP. - In Section 12. 0 (page 12-1) the FMP states "Should a fishery develop 

which does have a significant impact on these stocks and is in the FCZ beyond 

the area in which management measures will be applied, the Secretary shall, 

after consultation with the Councils, extend the area affected by management 

measures." We believe that the FMP should include specific criteria.so that 

"significant impact" may be known in advance or, if criteria cannot be 

developed at this time, the FMP should clearly indicate that its geographical 

coverage will not be extended without a plan amendment. This seems to be the 

only rway to insure adequate public input into any decision to extend the 

geographical coverage of the FMP beyond the South Atlantic and Gulf FCZ. 

Our above comments concerning the expansion of geographical coverage also 

apply to the development of regulations for species other than.,ki.ng mackerel, 

Spanish mackerel, and cobia. Section 12.2.4 (page 12-6) states that "Optimum 

yield was not specified for the other species because of lack of data to 

estimate MSY. :When sufficient data become available to estimate MSY and/or OY 

for other species in the fishery, and the need arises for management measures, 

the Council will develop such estimates. At tha.t time, these species will. be 

added to th.e management unit by the Regulatory Amendment process." While we 

are aware of the time and effort necessary to prepare a full plan amendment, 

we co not believe that MSY, OY, and regulations should be developed and 

imposed without the public review process required by a plan amendment. 

Therefore, we recommened that Section 12. 2 .4 be revised by deleting II ••• by the 

Regulatory Amendment process." and adding in lieu thereof "by plan a~endment." 

In addition, we do not understand how you will apply your definitions of 

commercial and recreational fishermen to the several quotas established in the 

plan. 

Sincerely, 

{)~~~
£~h:c. Bryson, 

Executive Director 

.cc: Ernest Premetz 

http:than.,ki.ng
http:criteria.so


MID-ATLANTIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

~OOM 2115 FEDERAL BUILDING 

NORTH & NEW STREETS 

DOVER, DELAWARE 19901 

TELEPHONE: 302-674-2331

. -\_.\ .

\:>" 

RECEIV!':D 
JOHN C. BRYSON, P.E. 

ExecutiveDirector

APR 3 i880 
DAVID H. HART 

Chairman 

ELIOTTGOLDMAN 
Vice Chairman 

March 31, 1980 

Mr. Wayne E. Swingle 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
Lincoln Center, Suite 881 
5401 West Kennedy Boule•:ard 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

Dear Wayne: 

This is a follow up to my letter of March 17 concerning the Coastal Migratory 
Pelagic Resources Fishery Management Plan. Our staff has gone over the plan and· 
come up with some things you might want to consider with respect to the hearing 
draft of th~ Co3st Pelagic Plan. I hope these comments will be of some help to you. 

In developing our bluefish management plan we have learned a few things that may be 
useful. Spawning now appears to take place in other than the Atlantic so the 
likelihood of the Gulf population being separat~ from the Atlantic is ~uch greater. 
Because of this believed separation, we do have an XSY calculation for bluefish in 
the Atlantic which the Natural ~rine Fisheries Service has given us. This might 
change your discussion in sections s.1.4.9 (b) &nd 5.4.5.1. Section s.3.4 (a) deals 
with the north Atlantic. It might be useful to add any data from the G~li 
populetion which you cay have. This might further show the difference in the two 
groups. 

Wilk' s 1977 paper has also been of great value to us concer-aing bluefish bt:t his 
t~ble of catches which you use on page 8-5 has several errors, I have enclosed cur 
updated version- In working with commercial catch statistics, we hava not found any 
area in the Atlantic where bluefish are a major contributor to total landings. You 
seem to have found otherwise by your discussion in sections 8,1 and a.2. l, which for 
bluefish, appear to apply only to the Atlantic area. We would be i~terested to kno,;.r 
any differences in the Gulf where connnercial landings seemed relatively 
insignificant. 

Table 8.& on page 8.10 shows the percent of total anglers but we are not sure what 
is meant by total. Perhaps this could be clarified. 

In the cobia discussions there are a few questions. The Chesapeake Bay plays an 
important role in this fishery, You might want to expand on this in 3ection 6.1.2 
as this area is very fragile, The MSY information seems the same to us as that 
~~ich is available for bluefish. In Pddition, most of the background materi~l 
appears to have come f~om· the Atlantic area. If the Guli has a ciifierent stock, as 
you seem to believe, is an MSY based on Atlantic data applicable? In light of this, 
we think the cobiu OY n~eds to be identified in section 8,2.8,3 as being for the 
management unit area only and this whole discussion needs to be added in section 
12.s. 



The 33ft cobia size limit could cause pr~blems. in the Mid,-.Atlantic: area as· you 
recognize in sections s. i. 6° Y and· s. t. 6- 6. On the other hand~, the, 3:3." s:ize limit on. 
cobia. Just allows females to have reached maturity. It seems to us, that it i.s more 
important· t·o increase abundance than it is to incr.ease yield p.er re·cruit., A bag 
limit would appear to be. the much better option as anglers would still' r,eturn the 
small ones so. the ones they keep coul.d be big. Thi_s would not inte'.r·fer:e•: w.i'.th their 
enjoyment and.· would· seem to be a much faster me_thod • of insuringi stock r.eb:uilding. 
This method has been very successful with bluefln tuna. We are curi.ous why" you 
believe in section 12. 2. 3 the. mortality of released fish increases with size. ls 
there any information available to support. this? 

We would be interested. to know how you will arr.ive at the• statisti.car. samp·le: for: 
reporting· from the different segments of the fishery which is dis.cussed in: section 
12 • .3 .• 5. L Our: experience has been that full. reporting by all commercial: segments of 
the fish'ery provides better informa.tion wi.th little effort: .. since:: they_· ar:e. all. 
keeping records anyway. In addi.tion,. all the recreational vess·els. fo·r hir.e nave to 
be registered so they, can be sampled effectively. 

These are Just some of our: thoughts. Please let us know if we • ..ean b'·e of' any further 
help along· these· lines.. We did· notice tvo typos which yo.u might:. have, a:l:ready seen -
page 7-7 line .. five. from the bottom· seeding is probably seeking. and,. pag.e 8~21 Exhibit. 
8-11 1971' Florida (wesc) is 510 pounds, no.t 410 .• 

Best. of luck with your efforts. 

Sincerely, 

1p-/..,,,._t,_,,.d . / .4 .n,,/~~·-----

ohnC. Bryson 

JCB :JMM: lad• 

cc:. Mr. Ernest Ptemetz 



Table 11-1. Commercial L11ndings or Bluefish by State, 1880 - 1974 
(in thousnnds of pounds) 

A dash (-) indlrates lnformatlnn not nvallnble~ 
An asterisk(*) lndlcntes less thnn 500 lbs. caught. 

Fl. 
East West 

Year. _.!iL --1!!L ~ _!!!___!IT..._!!!__ --1!:L.. DE _!!!L _:!A_ _J!L _£_ ~ Const. ~- _.&_ --1!!.. _g_ -1!__ ..!!!ill. 

1880 - - - - - 3000 3635 46 10 1546 600 200 5 25 44 - - - - 9lll 
1887 - - - ... - 2853 4 789 - 383 1286 761 158 7 - - - 73 13 7 10)80 
1888 - - - - - 31,54 4661 - 576 2111 84 7 151 6 - 246 - 78 15 6 12151 
1889 - .... - - - 5027 8565 - - - 1078 110 - 5 )61, 58 90 13 24 15334 
1890 - - - - - 5740 9291 - 460 1472 1539 100 - 7 420 56 96 13 26 19220 
1891 - - - - - 5509 7228 - 516 1842 - - - - - - - - - 15093 
1897 
1901 

-
-

-- -- -
-

-
-

11146 
9351 

5164 
6110 

--
187 
100 

1505 
755 

1910 
-

40 
- --

46 
. - 265 

-
204 
-

33 
-

4 
-

JO 
-

20534 
16316 

1902 - - - - - - - - - - 1049 l - 82 350 21 12 * 16 l 53 l 
1904 - - - - - 11414 2 723 - 91 567 - - - - - - - - - 14795 
1908 - - - - - 3191 1850 - 14 242 1258 7 - 580 372 5 18 3 10 7550 
1918 - - - - - - - - - 32) 3 5 561 271 - - - - 116) 
1920 - - - - - - - - 74 178 - - - - - - - - - 252 
1921 - - - - - 1083 2243 l - - - - - - - - - - - 3327 
1923 - - - - - - - - - - 897 7 - 1101 418 4 6 - l 24)4 
1925 - - - - - - - - 58 157 - - - - - - - - - 215 
192£, - - - - - 262 628 10 - - - - - - - - - - - 900 
1927 - -· - - - - - - - - 852 13 - 772 620 46 30 6 l 2340 
1928 - - - - - - - - - - 754 4 50 599 390 31 27 - l 1856 
1929 - . - 50 73 219 77) 2960 JO 212 510 631 - 28 609 513 103 16 * 1 6728 
1930 
193 l 

-- -
-

210 
191 

24) 
121 

251 
407 

880 
671 

2962 
25)5 

JI 
71 

268 
473 

230 
311) 

843 
676 

* 
2 

l 
-

400 
566 

753 
642 

21 
35 

19 
18 

--· * 
3 

7112 
6754 

1932 1 - 226 · 134 285 913 3M4 10 360 551 687 4 - 907 515 12 5 - 2 8456 
1933 - - 430 194 296 1132 2115 5 119 648 - - - - - - - - - 4975 
1934 - '- - - - - - - 329 936 1766 3 - l445 489 29 - - - . 4997 
1935 - - 91 11,4 118 1002 1960 14 313 340 - - - - - - - - - 3985 
1936 
19}7 
19)8 

..-
--

---
-

46 
71 

-
140 

39 

-
33 
10 

-
858 
250 

-
1484 
1038 

-
6 
J 

129 
81 
51 -

317 
528 
JO) 

2028 
165 7 
181,') 

10 
30 
43 

---
l\i76 
21170 
3628 

608 
709 
852 

i2 
28 
21 

---
---

---
6340 
8470 
8158 

1939 - - 10 15 8 219 682 - 57 83 1009 6 - 2383 768 23 - - - 5261 
1940 - - 26 15 - 25 105 - 4 15 41,a 4 - 1366 597 24 - - - 2629 
1941 - - - - - - - - 16 22 - 0 - - - - - - - 38 
1942 - - 10 2 - 4S 167 - 63 43 - - - - - - - - - 3)0 
194) - - 30 3 7 122 148 - - - - - - - - - - - - 310 
19411 - - 4 19 l J 91 114 - 99 47 - - - - - - - - - 387 
1945 - - 3 11 ll lOS 26S - 102 121 627 11 - 1274 557 Jl I - - 3119 
1946 
194 7 
1948 

-
-
-

--
-

l 
2 
2 

4 
14 
17 

6 
10 
21 

IOS 
116 
21,l 

-
399 
611 

-
• 

5 

73 
. 138 

I 31 

20) 
251, 
272 

--
-

-
-

--
- . --

-
-
-
-

--
6 

--
* 

-
-

11 

--
-

392 
933 

1307 
1949 - - z;; 25 10 2 SI 1055 ·63 87 305 - - - - 564 5 2 5 2 2399 

' 



Table 11-1. (continued) 

__ ,_t.___ 
East 'West 

Year _ _ !fl!_ __!!!i_ ~ _g_ _£!... HY NJ ~ _.!"II)_ _yA_ _N..£.. -iL _CA_ ~t_ f._o_sst_ .. &. -?!.!.. __M _ _ J_L !!'~~! 

1950 - - 61 56 20 127 1296 21 106 311 1272 10 - 990 408 4 1 3 * 4688 
1951 - - 2S 37 54 191 1100 5 85 179 926 12 -- 1431 594 26 * - - 4668 
1952 - - 1 48 90 208 1439 I 11 1 144 737 II - 1115 917 24 4 - '* 4850 
195) 
1954 

-
- --

30 
31 

80 
91 

56 
24 

163 
402 

1139 
1261 

2 
2 

46 
89 

1 75 
185 

542 
323 

7 
8 

--
1101, 
804 

968 
1229 

10 
5 

4 
- -- * 

* 
4326 
4354 

1955 178 - 37 31 32 469 1015 3 63 220 435 39 - 1013 672 15 2 - * 4224 
1956 - - 19 48 13 371 1019 J 101 224 63) 5) - 771 780 6 3 - * 4044 
1957 - - 25 59 19 438 916 5 93 19) 816 11 * 1107 1092 5 4 - 2 4845 
1958 - - 3 10 2 116 91 6 32 156 437 J - 845 1438 103 10 * * 1n2 
1959 
1960 

-
-

-
-

5 
15 

20 
34 

6 
5 

262 
414 

376 
443 

4 
I 

30 
10 

18) 
130 

740 
615 

I 

* 
-
-

1284 
1090 

900 
718 

11 
1 

2 
4 

* - --
3824 
3480 

1961 - - 18 49 11 505 462 - 19 294 752 I * 979 624 4 18 - - 3736 
1962 - - 34 110 31 758 1092 8 64 524 955 5 - 139) 944 I 4 - - 5923 
1963 - - 47 82 52 697 823 21 42 632 813 114 * 1362 889 4 s - - 5583 
1964 - - 42 90 60 675 541 - 6 395 515 316 - 1202 779 II 15 - - 4647 

> 

:1 
::, 

-I 
-I 

I'\ 

1965 
1966 
1967 

--
-

---
143 
127 

70 

108 
72 
79 

60 
56 
62 

1036 
933 
550 

870 
1008 
502 

-
I 

-
7 

17 
18 

205 
242 
120 

704 
821 
888 

84 
158 
48 

-
1 
-

855 
1353 
l 346 

859 
584 
513 

5 
9 
4 

72 
102 

79 

---
---

5008 
5484 
4279 

1968 
1969 

-- -
-

87 
150 

81 
124 

62 
83 

577 
1119 

765 
680 * -

141 
54 

241 
223 

872 
1171 

24 
5 

--
1910 
2080 

556 
529 

4 
31 

83 
25 

-- --
540) 
5978 

1970 
1971 

-
-

-
2 

169 
272 

323 
2 71 

.85 
83 

1602 
1211 

1064 
979 

--
69 

141 
6"6 
611 

496. 
578 

8 
13 

--
2046 
1625 

650 
510 

21 
1) 

21 
10 

-
* 

--
7200 
6319 

1972 - - 372 Jll 49 1003 812 l 59 1216 1168 - - 1876 511 22 14 * - 7414 
1973 59 - 556 278 96 Ul2 888 3 276 2905 2008 3 - 1583 49) 27 10 * - 10597 
1974 30 - 390 267 89 1067 lOOJ 6 559 3137 2183 * - 1272 501 9 16 • 11 - 10540 
1975 
1976 
1977 

12 .. 
• 

--
* 

549 
450 
504 

381 
242 
245 

15 
23 
13 

890 
600 
986 

1281 
1281 
1398 

15 
12 
32 

277 
504 
524 

)284 
4167 
)169 

1975 
ll56 
2))1 

2 
1 

10 

* • 
* 

1021 
1380 
i 373 

436 
528 
-

7 
2 -

75 
66 

-
12 
2 

-
---

10231 
10614 
11)20 

From: ililk, 1977, with corrections and urd:itlng to ycari, from 1966 to the present fro111 Ftahcry Statlettca of the US. 

I,': .. 



COASTAL AREA BOARD 
POST OFFICE BOX 755 

DAPHNE, ALABAMA 36526 

205--626-1880 

P.O. Box 755 

EXECUTIVEDIRECTOR 
E. BRUCE TRICKEY 

PLEASE ADDRESS REPLY TO: 

June 3, 1981 

Mr. Wayne E. Swingle 
Executive Director 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery 
Hanagement Council 
Lincoln Center, Suite 881 
5401 W. Kennedy Blvd. 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

Dear Mr. Swingle: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the fishery management 
plan for coastal migratory pelagic resources in the Gulf of Mexico. 
We have reviewed the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Plan and have 
found it to be consistent with the Alabama Coastal Area Management 
Plan. 

Sincerely, 

t~ aE. Bruce T ickey 
Executive Director 

EBT:BAD 

COASTAL AREA BOARD MEMBERS 

MR. GARY GREENOUGH MR, BILL STARNES MR. HUGH SWINGLE MR, JERRY BOYINGTON MR. STEVE McMILLAN 
DR GEORGE F. CROZIER MR. THOMAS J. JOINER MIi. BAY HMS MR. JAMES P. NIX 



FRANK A. ASHBY, JR. 
SECRETARY 

JAMES M. HUTCHISON 
DEPtrrY SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENTOF NATURAL RESOURCF.s 

DIVISIONOF ST ATE LANDS 

April 28, 1981 

Mr. Wayne E. Swingle 
Executive Director 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Co_unci 1 
Lincoln Center, Suite 881 
5401 w~Kennedy Blvd. 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

RE: C810382 - Coastal Use Consistency 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
Plan for Coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources (Mackerel) 
Gulf of Mexico 

Dear Mr. Swingle: 

We have reviewed the II Fishery Management Pl an, Fi na-1 Environmental 
Impact Statement, Regulatory Analysis for the Coastal Pelagic Resources 
(Mackerels) September, 198011 

, and, in view of the fact that the proposed 
plan will have little effect on Louisiana's coastal resources, we find 
it consistent with Louisiana's Coastal Zone Management Program. 

However, the portion of this management plan concerning the status of 
Louisiana's Coastal Zone Management Program is in error since it reports
that Louisiana's Program is 11in progress 11 

• Louisiana's Coastal Zone
Management Program was officially approved by the Office of Coastal Zone 
Managementon September 20, 1980. Therefore, Louisiana's Program status 
should have been listed as 11near completion11 in the aforementioned 
F.E.I.S. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment in this matter. 

JOELL. LINDSEY 
CMS/DNRADMINISTRATOR 

JLL/mw 

POST OFFICE BOX 44396 . BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804• 

NATURAL RESOURCES BUILDING 



WILLIAM WINTER 
Governor 

MISSISSIPPI 
DEPARTMENT 
OF WILDLIFE 

CONSERVATION 

Bureauof 
Marin• Resources 

P. 0. Drawer 959 
Long Beach, MS 39560 

(601) 864-4602 
Enforcement 

Division• 374-3205 

Commissioners: 

Allen D. Bruton 
Scooba,MS 

L.C. "Billy" Gollott 
BIioxi, MS 

Dr. Edmund Keiser 
Oxford, MS 

Jim Hunter McCaleb 
Cleveland, MS 

Fred K. Rogers 
Cllnton, MS 

RICHARD YANCEY 
Executive Director 

RICHARD L. LEARD 
Bureau Director 

Mr. Wayne Swingle 
Executive Director 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
Lincoln Center, Suite 881 
5401 West Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, FL 33609 

Dear Wayne: 

The Bureau of Marine Resources has received the Fishery Management 
Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement for Coastal Migratory 
Pelagic Resources (Mackerels). Staff members involved with imple­
mentation of the state's coastal program have reviewed the plan and 
determined that it is consistent with this program. 

Sincerely, 

Richard L. Leard, Ph.D. 
Burea'u Di rector 

RLL:DHW:mac 



WeJt Cliarler 

dJJociation,, J.IJ,c. 
RECEIVED 

P.O. BOX 2522 WEST, FLORIDA 33040 

March 27, 1980 

Mr. Wayne E. Swingle 
Eulf of ~exico fiah~rr Management CounciJ 
Lincoln, Cente~, $,u:i,._e:e 881
5401;.:w_~ . Ken:itec1r ·m.-vd-:: -
Tampa, Florina 33~ .::..._-.~.· 

Dear Sir: 

The enclosed letter was written to the National Marine, Fisheries 
Service concerning the netting of kingfish. The Key West Charter 
Boatmen.'s Association is sending this le·tter to you for your 
records and would like to ask for your support in restricting net 
fishing of kingfisf1 to a 45 feet dep-th or less. This is a com'."'" 
promise solution to. a very serious pro61em. If you have· any 
questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to ask. 

Resp.ec tfully, 

TH.E .t'2 
ASSOC._KE.Y WEST C)9TER () BOA.·TMEN'S

C'r(JL.e,r-<.J~ 
I)) 

Rog~r Push 
President 

RP/bp 
Enclosure 



~ 
J(' We3t Ckarter .ioatmenJ 

ol-33ociation, J.nc. 

P .0. BOX 2522 

March 27, 1980 

KEY WEST, FLORIDA 33040 

Dear Sir, 
The Key West Charter Boatmen's Association believes that the net fishing of kingfish 

is severely depleting our kingfish stocks. In just a few years, our kingfish grounds 
in the Gulf of Mexico North and West of Key West have been totally decimated. The only 
productive area left for hook and line, charter and recreational boats in the Key West 
area is the deep water reefs south and southwest of Key West. This area has always 
been left alone by the netfishermen due to the depth of the water (ranges 50-130 ft.) 
and the rugged bottom. and swift currents. That is until this year~ This year the 
kingfish netters production was very low in their traditional areas of the Gulf of 
Mexico, so they fished the deep water reefs off Key West. In order to do this, they 
tied two shallow water nets together and set them around the schools of kingfish in 
the deep reefs. The catches were astronomical, and so was the waste and slaughter. 
One boat, The Solemn Judge lost two thirds of his net because the weight of the fish 
combined with the strong currents and reef oottom ripped it apart. In the one third 
of the net that he retrieved, it was reported he caught over 23,000 pounds. It is 
estimated that twice that much (46,000 lbs.J was lost! Dead and rotting, tangled in 
the net on the bottom! 

This tremendous waste and slaughter occurred mainly because of the geography of 
the area. The bottom is rough and jagged and the currents are swift. The water is 
deep and drops off quickly. Net fishermen have traditionally fished in the shallow 
flat sandy areas of less· than 50 foot depth. They should not be allowed to fish deep 
reefs - only more waste and destruction will occur. 

After the netfishennen set their nets, the kingfish schools left the area and 
the sharks moved in to feed on the dead fish, Our catches dropped dramatically and 
so did those of the hook and line vessels. 

The Charter Association does not desire to put the net fishermen out of business, 
only to limit the areas they are allowed to fish. We feel that they should be limited 
to a net depth of 45 feet or less. They have traditionally fished with nets of this 
size and are required to do so by Florida law in every County except Monroe. This 
year the Florida Legislature will include Monroe County in this law, and we urge the 
Council to pass a Federal Re~ulation with the same restrictions as Florida. If this is 
done, you will separate two different user groups - net fishermen inside lt5 foot 
depth and all others outside the 45 foot depth - and will stop incidents such as the 
following f£om occurring again: 
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This past Fe'.bruary, dre charter fleet and.the hook and line fleet were 
fishing a school of kingfish southwest of Key West. A.round midday, three net 
fishing boats from other areas (Solemn Judge, Tiimp·a, Fla, Two Boy, Port Salerno, 
and the Lady Lynn, Ft. Pierce) came into the area. These three vessels deliberately 
ran the Charter boats and hook and line fishermen out-of the area so they could 
set thei.r nets. The Charter boat Jolly Roger IT, Linda D II, and Shark III were 
forced to break their fishing circles or f>e rannn:ed on our port side. One vessel, 
the Jolly Roger II, had to throw his vessel in reverse and back over his lines to 
avoid a collision. This incident was reported to the U.S. Coast ·Guard. They 
said they had no Jurisdiction and referred us to the National Marine Fisheries 
Service Law Enforcement Division. Wecontacted Mr. Charles Fress in St. Petersburg. 
He informed us there was little he could do and to relay our story to the Fish 
Councils. It seems strange to us that a 6oat has to be rammed before something 
can be done. If there is no law or controls, then matters will soom be settled in 
other ways, We hope it -does not come to that. We are law-abiding people and are 
asking for your help. 

The Key West Charter Roat Associati'on believes that incidents such as those 
described above can fie eliminated if the 'Management Councils pas~-a law prohibiting 
king fish nets over 45 feet deep. The Council will separate two conflicting user 
groups and at the same time leave an area for the kingfish schools to replenish 
their stocks for future generations. 

Roger 

~rl~ 
Sincerely yours, 
KEY WEST CHARTER BOATMEN'S ASSOC. ,INC. 

/ J '><] I} J

Push 
President 

RP/bp 



C/1'.,~Concerned FiJ!.9:Jt!!!!enof Florida 
1/ Dedicated to Sound Fisheries Management 

P.0. Box 3024 
Fort Pierce, Florida 33450 --= ,,..~- - - ...:F,-ID)i\'

d, .. ·•·11 
March 2, 1980RECE!VED ~u.;--- ~il; 

secretary W 
- ~Mr-R6~South Atlanti~ Management Uounc l M:~\R 1 7 i980 _, . sHERY7 

1 6ou thpark uircle '% -- tITH ATV-.!'~c~uNCit.' 
Suite 306 '>«, ,;::,~r,·iAl'u,?EJ,,1.,""s.c. i,,tet

~;,- ~ <:., Cli/i.R[.f.STO•,s
Charleston, .::-,outh uarolina 29407 M11NAr,nfl1:.\\Y 

To whom it may concern: 

Enclosed is a copy of my statement to the Management Council 
at their public hearing in Ft. ~ierce on the king mackerel 
management plan. .:c..~-· 

uhairman o. B. Lee requested .L send such a copy to you so that 
all members of the council might receive a copy. 

Thank l'.ou 
...~ ;~ ..,,
i. ,'•~ cr-7,J--f ' j"\ · .J 

....; -:.:, 

Roger R. Farlow 
.!.'resident 

-

•. f I , 





Concerned Fishermen 
Non-Profit Corporation 

of Florida 
Dedicated to Sound Fisheries Management 

P.0. Box 3024 
Fort Pierce, Florida 33450 

My name is Hoger Farlow, lam president of the Concerned 
.t.t·ishermen of .t."lorida, whose membership is composed m_ostly of 
hook and line kingfishermen. uur organization was formed specifically 
for the purpose of resolving the gear conflict between the hook 
and line and net kingfishermen. ~his conflict was precipitated 
in the .ft • .l:'ierce area in February, 1978 as a result of the intro­
duction of kingfish nets into an area that has historically been 
fished only by hook and line. 

uf great concern to us is the proposed gear separation regulation
in the king mackerel management plan. As it now reads it would be 
an absolute disaster to all hook and line kingfishermen since we 
depend � aimost one hundred percent on king mackerel during the winter, 
season. we must be able to follow the fish whereever they appear.
Our prime kingfish area is the norteast grounds off Ft. Pierce 
which would be off limits to us every other year unde~ the proposed 
regulation. ~f the present season is any indication, a gear conflict 
no longer exists, since we have practically no kingfish in the Ft . 
. Pierce area. 

We would like to recommend again that the eouncil ban king 
mackerel net fishing in the area from west .t"alm Beach to 1.iape
Canaveral under paragraph (2) ta) page 5 of the king mackerel 
plan which allows the ~ecretary to prohibit use of a gear in a 
geographical area when a conflict arises through the introduction 
of a gear into new regions where they have not been historically
fished. ~uch a regulation would allow the fish an area of re£uge 
so that eventually the stock might be rebuilt. 

~he only area on the east coast where any amount of king£iah
have appeared this winter is Jupiter where the natural conditions 
of deep water, rocky bottom and strong tides have prevented the 
nets from setting the fish and running them off as they have done 
in other areas of the state. 

We believe the management councils should consider whether 
it is better to have a fleet of overly efficient large boats 
fishing a few months each year and depleting each area they fish 
so that they must range farther and farther afield in order to 
support themselves, or a large fleet of small boats, fishing year
round, produc·ng a quality product and supporting a variety of 
servic ands les organizations in the local economy • 

...__. 



we are not asking that king mackerel net fishing be completely 
eliminated, only that we be allowed to continue making our livli­
hood on our traditional hook and line grounds. 

·.L'hank You 



· florida league of anglers, inc~. 

34/4'-J 

July 23, 1980 

Honorable Philip M. Klutznick 
Secretary of Commerce 
Washington, D.C. 

,JI ,,, 

RECEIVED 

I• I L. •-=·"'~ 

-1' AUG2 2 1980 ~ 
<f ~ 
~-9 ~..::s

),-~ :\ \.•1/!f,'AG[IA'i:~ 

Re: Gulf and South Atlantic Councils' Fishery 
Management Plan for Coastal Migratory Pelagic 
Resources (Mackerels) 

ROB[flT C SCHWEBKE: 
Prt-~11'.lf"nl 

XEC:UTIVE COMMITTEE 

l YI.IAN [ ROGERS 
(r·.a11rnA:, [ n!f"lll11~ 

AR[lY AR0LJTHNOT 

GEORG[ l FOTI 

ROLLIE FRANZFN 
'V•Ct> Pu,-c.,n• •·· 

AL PFLUEGER. JR 

M T ST0°PELBEIN 

H C KRESGE. JR 

WAL TEAM HUNDLEY 
~ at>cut•"t' ('),rrc-t:.,~ 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

AABY AROUTHNOT 
Sun C•I; Crnri;>-• 

GEORGE L ro.11 
f I llluC!•'IOil'•· 

ROLLIE FRAl\:ZfN 

OR RfCHArm GAINf.S 
(l,1,·1ru1,, f•,•,1· ... 

OWEN Gt,NZEL 
J.t; .. ,,.n,. _,. 

JOSEPH J[NUS. Jrt 

H. C KnE:sGr. JR 

CAPT BOU l [WIS 

"T DAVIS L MARKETl .·JH
1.,m,,., 

REV. JOHN f MERZ 

AL PFLUEGEH .• m 

NATHANIEL P. REED 

l Yl,1AN E ROGERS 
l'I, ., ,I 

ROUERT C SCHWEfiKE 
t,.1,,1,111 

M T. STOf'PELUflN 
:., ..,..... 

EUGEhiE TUf1NER 
~I f•,•1t•t!l,hl1,cJ U,·,1rt, 

Dear Secretary Klutznick: 

On behalf of the Florida League of Anglers, the statewide rcprcscn-
. tative of recreational, charter boat, head boa ti;-and commercial hook and 
line fishermen, divers, and many support industries, I submit that the 
FMP as proposed is a time bomb that could explode, resulting in serious · 
bodily injury or death.- For reasons hereinafter specified, you are urged 
to review and disapprove all portions of the FMP that permit netting of 
king mackerel and incorporate in an amended FMP the recommendations of 
the FLA hereinafter set forth. 

REASONSFOR DISAPPROVAL OF Fl>WKING MACKEREL NETfING PROVISIONS: 

1. THE FMP VIOLATES-THE LETTER AS \'iELL AS THE INTENT OF THE J\CT 

(a) The ACT is entitled the "FISHERY CONSERVATION ANDMANAGEHENT
ACT OF 1976" for a reason. 

(b) The first word of six of t-he seven national standards spelled 
out in Section 301 of the Act is CONSERVATION. 

(c) The first of the standards reads: "Conservation and manage­
ment measures shall prevent overfishing. • • " 

(d) As defined in the Act (Sec. 3 (2), "the term conservation 
and management" refers to all of the rules, regulations. 

(A) which are required to rebuild, restore, or maintain, and 
which are useful in rebuilding, restoring, or maintaining, 
any fishery resource and the marine environment; and (I3) 
which are designed to assure that --

(i) a supply of food and other products may be taken,and that 
recreational benefits may be obtained, on a continuing 
basis; 

(ii) irreversible or long term adverse effects on fishery 
resoutces and the marine environment are avoided;'( 

T'ne letter and legislative intent of the ACT is crystal clear. The 
emphasis is to be on rebuilding, restoring, or maintaining the fishery 
resources for the long term and avoiding overfishing or long term adverse 
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effects. I submit that by no stretch of the im;:igination can gill nets or purse 
seines be deemed to be cornpatible with those objectives .. 

There are those supporters of the F.MPwho mistakenly argue that there is 
no scientific proof that nets are harmful to the king mackerel populations as 
required by the "standards." Actually the pertinent standard, the second,• 
reads: "Conservation and management measures sha 11 be based on the best scien­
tific information available," -- INFORMATION, not proof! As a matter of fact, 
there is very little in the way of proof of anything under the surface of the 
water due to the limited knowledge of the yet comparatively embryonic science 
of marine biology. Since the FMP undoubtedly reflects the 11best scientific 
information available," the statements contained on pages 5-43 to 5-48 are 
significant .. 

"Present condition of the stod~ (s) of king mackerel cannot be conclusi vcly 
established. The data availa61c to assess present condition is somewhat contra­
dictory." (pp 5-43) 

"Effort and total cat.ch are rising rapidly and may exceed-MSY in the future 
if no measures are taken to control harvest." (pp 5-43) ._-

"They (data) do show clearly the decline in catch and CPUE in 1977 and 1978 
reported by many recreational fishermen ~n the northern Gulf of Mexico. The 
causes of this decline are not known .•• It seems likely that such a dramatic 
decline in abundance would have been accompanied by reduced landings in the 
winter fisheries in South Florida, both commercial and recreational. This does. 
not seem to be the case, although landing statistics and other documentation 
are lacking." 

''If either of the upper bound estimates is correct, then the stock is not 
presently in any danger of being overfished and present levels of fishing pres­
sure are not significantly affecting the abundartce of the stotk. If one of the 
lower bound estimates of MSY is correct, then the stock is overfisl1ed and is 
declining. If our 'best' estimate is correct, the stock is not now overfished, 
but increasing fishing pressure in recent years may have caused some decline 
in abW1dance. 11 (pp 5-46) 

"Interpretation of the future condition of the stock on the basis of MSY 
estimates should be very conservative.'' (pp 5-48) 

On examining the lengthy formulas and computations contained in the FMP 
(pp 5-35 to 45) where virtually every figure or character in the formulas 
reflects an imprecise estimate or assumption based upon other equally imprecise 
estimates or assumptions, it is readily apparent that the margin for error is 
so great as to make the MSY no better than a not too well-educated guess. The 
great disparity between upJJcr and lower estimates indicates that MSY estimates 
should be very conservative indeed. Even if MSY is assumed to be reasonably 
accurate, it is based substantially on 1975 data and recreational £ishing pres­
sure is increasing by an estimated 9. S% per year ar.cording to the FMP (pp S-A6) 
or some 57% since 1975. It is therefore likely that MSY has already been ex­
ceeded. 

Obviously, the "best scientific information available" is imprecise to say 
the least, so it is essential to consider the experience of knowledgeable fish­
ermen a~ wel I. Repo1·ts. intc:::-view.s, test5 rnony before various bodies and ov•.ff 
l00 responses tn my Oh'TI i..,ri ti:en s 1JrVl~y, c.ovcrlne virtually all of the fi.sli1ng 
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ports and docks from the Georgia to Alabama borders, indicate that knowledgeable 
hook and line, charter, head boat, and recreational fishermen report essenti­
ally the same experiences, which arc summarized as follows: 

a. M1ereas king mackerel, until five or six years ago appeared simultnn­
eously in several areas along Florida's coast, in huge schools stretchine as 
much as 10 or 12 miles in length, today they are, when found (except for one 
location off Key West) in small scattered schools in only a fraction of their 
former areas. In many areas of former seasonal abundance, the king 1s a rarity. 
These reports appear to tie in pretty well with the following statements con­
tained in the FMP: (i) "The mackerels and bluefish have in common the formation 
of gigantic schools." (pp 5-1); (ii) "Commercial catches have been expanding 
rapidly since 1974. This has been primarily in response to the great expansion 
of the power roller gill-net fleet." (pp 5-46) That explains why commercial 
catches have held up. The roller rigs began netting outside the bar in the 
Fort Pierce-Stuart area for the first time in February ·of.:..i978 and found an 
abundance of kings that no longer exists. In 1980 the netters intruded for the 
first time on the last large concentration 6£ kings in Florida waters at the . 
end of the bar out of Key West. If they follow the pattern and netting continues, 
by this time in 1982 there will ·be no knm·m large concentration of kings in 
Florida waters. · 

b. When a strike is made, hook and line fishermen (commercial or recrea­
tional) are unable to catch kings in that area for a matter of days, weeks, or 
the season. 

c. The more alarming fact is that in the 1979-80 season, the size of the 
fish has declined dramatically (which, according to scientific theory, indicates 
that the fish stocks are in trouble). 

d. That one more season of gill netting by about 30 gill netters will 
pretty well clean out the Fort Pierce area kings and will depri vc the 300 com­
mercial hook and line fishermen of their livelihood (the hook and 1 ine commer­
cial Spanish mackerel fishermen are long since gone). The charter boat and 
head boat fleets are in trouble (in some areas they are already gone) because 
their mainstay (king mackerel) is in such short supply or gone altogether. And 
mar:.y·resident recreational fishermen are giving up as arc tourists who came to 
some areas for the excellent runs of kings that no longer occur. The enclosed 
chart which I prepared from 16 years of daily records of one capable hook and 
line cmnmercial fisherman reveal the trend. It is particularly significant to 
note that his catches never declined two years in a row until the 1978 season 
when the large roller net boats crossed the bar in the Fort Pierce area. 

e. In the 1979-80 season, the only concentration of king remaining in 
Florida waters was located in an area at the end of the bar out of Key West 
which had never before been netted. The recreational and commercial hook and 
line fishermen were doing very well until the spotter planes and net boats 
arrived and made their strikes. That ended the hook and line fishing for the 
next three weeks. However, following those strikes, kings appeared off Naples 
for the first time in 6 or 7 years. Some enthused that the king had returned 
to the West Coast~ as the netters pursued them up the coast towards St. Peters-

_burg. It would appear that a more logical conclusion might be that the survivors 
of the Key West strikes fled northward along the Gulf side. Now that nctters 
have found a way to strike the last remaining area rif concentiation, they will 
return next season and the next and that after that it won't matter because 
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there won't be enough kings to worry about. If they follow tho pattern~ we may 
see a somewhat smaller run along the West Coast next year, a substantially 
smaller run the following year, and thereafter virtually nothing. 

f. The irony of this situation is that not only are these few short­
sighted men going to drive the 300 hook and line commercial fishermen ouc of 
business, but themselves as well. 

g. M1ile it is obvious that the ~egislature did not consider the economics 
and sociological considerations to warrant major emphasis in the Act, they are 
factors to be considered. It is undeniable that tourism is a major industry in 
Florida's economy and that major clements of Florida's tourism are boating, 
diving, and fishing. As a result, boat manufacture, marina operation, charter 
boat, head boat, and recreational fishing (resident and tourist) plus alJ the 
support industries are seriously affected by the quality of fishing in Florida's 
waters. Based on the Bell report and MSY allocations, the net value of the 
netters is inconsequential compared to the recreational and commercial hook 
and line king fishery. 

_:._.__ -

There has been propaganda aisseminated in Florida to the effect that if 
the gill nets -are outlawed, the price of fish would go up as a result of the 
shortage. IIowever, it is obvious from the FMP that such would not be the case. 
"About 65 percent of Florida's East Coast production has in recent years gone 
to the New York market iced in boxes in whole form. About 75 percent of king 
mackerel from the Florida Keys and the Florida West Coast has gone to Puerto 
Rico." (pp 8-46) Obviously, there is a substantial margin above domestic demand. 

2. SERIOUS RISK OF DEATH OR BODILY INJURY INHERENT IN FMP 

So serious is .the risk that the South Atlantic Council deemed it necess&ry 
to set a special hearing on the so-called "Fort· Pierce Options" "as a means of 
preventing significant loss of gear, or death or serious injury in the king 
mackerel fishery in this specific geographical area." 

. FMP and "Options" fail to address the issue, propose alternatives that 
guarantee that the 300 or so commercial hook and line king fishermen will be 
deprived of their livelihood, naively assumes that this is the only area to be 
affected and that the gill netters are inclined to be concerned about the future 
of the fishery. 

To begin with, it is approached on a conditional basis of if a conflict 
arises. Anyone at all familiar with the Fort Pierce fishery knows that the con­
flict began the day the first strike was made outside the bar and will continue 
until the nets arc prohib~ted, the kingfish are gone, or someone is killed. 

The options: separate users by areas, by day of the week, or close the area 
to all fishing are in fact no options at all. A gentlemen's agreement as to 
areas was tried and worked until the netters had cleaned out their area an~ 
then they went outside the bar. Alternate days of the. week simply means that 
hook and liners are deprived of their livelihood and what is left of the king­
fish are being given to the netters, for once a strike is made, the fish are 
not going to be biting in that area for a matter of days or weeks. Furthermore, 
there is no adequate means of enforcement. Th~ Coast Guard and NMFS and DNR 
can't stop the drug and illegal alien t:caffk. How are they go:ing to police this 
situation to prevent death or bodily injury? They a-:ren'tl 
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Anyone who thinks that they can work with the nctters on a reasonable 
compromise basis is naive indeed. To illustrate, a copy of an. article from 
Florida Sportsman magazine is enclosed. But the degree of their concern for 
the other fellow and the fishery is expressed by their pl anncd actions reported 
to me at the hearing. Since the kings are now reduced to small and scattered 
schools too small for current net t~ng practices, the ncttcrs are now readying 
drift gill nets of extreme length which arc expected to be set tl1is fall to 
drift for a period of time and then hauled. Thus they will be able to pick up 
those sc2.ttcred fish remaining, plus any other species that may be present. 
Even saj lfish arc likely to become entangled in the nets and either be killed 
or, if able to escape, be so spooked as to abandon which has heretofore been 
the sailfish capital of the world. Ultimately, it means the end of Florida's 
hook and line fishery and disaster for Florida's economy, but in the meant.inc, 
if you think there is conflict now, wait until this winter when the drift nets 
are set! 

Tiiis so-called gear conflict is addressed as though~t is a Fort Pierce 
phenomenon. Wait until the Key \fosters realize what is happening to them this 
winter when the net boats descend upon them at the end of the b~r! Heretofore 
there were several tremendous schools of kings in the Key West area, so when 
the net boats intruded, the hook and liners retreated to one of the other hot 
spots. But now there is nowhere else to go. This is the last remaining large 
concentration. 

3. l',lfY EXPERIMENTWITHPURSE SEINES? 

Purse seines have been prohibi tcd in Florida for years as too destn1cti ve 
a device for taking food fish. Now, to reintroduce them even experimentally by 
way of the FMPis incredible. 

THE FLORIDA LEAGUE OF ANGLERS RECQl,r.fENDATIONS FOR N,fEND~fENT OF FMP arc 
fully compliant with the letter and intent of the 1976 Act, coi1sistcnt with the 
seven national standards, and warranted by the facts confronting this fishery. 

1. Delete all provisions in the plan permitting nets and restrict the 
catching or taking of king mackerel to hook and line only, thus elimi­
nating all conflicts in the fishery. 

2. In conjunction with (1) above, impose a possession limit of -5 king 
mackerel per person, except for duly licensed commercial hook and line 
fishermen, seafood processors, wholesalers, retailers, restaurants, or 
taxidermists. 

3. Set forth as policy the objective of incre~sing abunda~ce of the spe­
cies and accordingly develop a system for monitoring the catch and 
stocks of king mackerel with a view to adjusting limits or other reg­
ulations so as to accomplish that objective. 

4. Provide on board and dockside catch audit or survey, beginning early 
this fall, of all Spanish mackerel netting and to the extent practicable 
the hook and line catch as well, to determine the number of undersize 
king mackerel taken in the Spanish mackerel fishery. FLA will be happy 
to recruit volunteer help for this in order to hold costs to a minimum. 

5. Impose a 1in:H of l O doJ pi1in per per sen. 

6. Specify that the Span.i.sh mackerel plan is a temporary one, pending the 

http:Span.i.sh
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outcome of studies and analysis of stock. The reason for this recom­
mendation is the apprehension, based on available information, that 
due to the fact that most of the Spanish mackerel in the state are 
concentrated in the Stuart-Hobc Sound area, they are particularly 
vulnerable to stock overfishing. We know that fish abundance through­
out the balance of the state has declined and to the point of non­
existence in some areas. 

7. Initiate studies to determine stocks, complete record of commercial 
landings and recreational to the extent practicable. 

Let me assure you that FLA's interest in this matter, and as a matter of 
fact the reason for this organizatio:1 1 s existence is the very sincere alarm at 
the obvious decline in abundance of virtually all marine fish and especially 
king m~ckerel. This alarm is based, not upon sketchy and imprecise scientific 
theories, but on actual experience of knowledgeable and, in some cases, the 
most expert recreational fishermen in the country who know t_lie area they fish 
like the back of their hand and who have witnessed the dccl1ne· for as many as 
30 years or more.· Let me also assure you that we are not opposing cormnercial 
fishermen, only certain destructive gc::ir which imperil the fishery. Our obj cc­
ti ve is to restore fonncr abundance to the extent possible. We recognize thc:1:t 
all users must cooperate in ordc:i' that all may cnj oy the ocean's bounty. and · 
have therefore recommended the king mackerel limit when nets are prohibitecl._. 

Mr. Secretary, the plain fact is that netting of king mackerel ·is incom­
patible with both recreational and commercial hook and line fishing. Prohibit 
netting and there is no conflict in this fishery and·no risk of death or bodily 
injury. We urgently request that you not wait until someone is seriously injured 
or killed, or until the abundance of king mackerel has been so depleted that 
they are beyond recovery, that you prohibit all netting in this fishery and 
that the plan be amended to include the FL/\'s recommendations. 

Raton, FLorida 33432 

RAF:pl 
enclosure 
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lThW~IlWIElTh 
Marc~, 1980 . . . llJJ 

APR 7 1980 

S01JTH A"!'L.',i"!T1C r.,--:,·-'1y 
MANA~~£:, .. ·:''"." ,,;lj;,. __;;_.

·CHARU:S'ION, S;C. -W41i7 
TO: South Atlantic Council Members 

I am .writing this letter in regards to the Mackeral Management 
Plan to express my concern of the proposed lines of division. 

This plan would put me out of the fishing industry completely. 
Under normal conditions, all handline fishing is done north of 
·Sebastian Inlet, approximately from November 1st to December 21-s:t; 
from January 1st till the middle of February north of Ft. Pierce 
Inlet to Vero Beach, and up till the use of the gill ·nets, from · 
February 15th to the end of the winter season, east and sou.teast 
of Ft. Pierce Inlet. As you can see, this plan would completely 
stop me from making a living at all, every other year. 

I do not have tbta.1 statewide landing figures of 'king mackeral, 
but can state without a doubt that the East. Coast landings are 
down for the 1980 season to a dangerous level. My total catch 
for February was 700 lbs., prior to the use of gill nets, this 
was considered only a fair catch for one day. January was also 
the poorest catch record to my knowledge, with a total catch of 
only a little over 3,000 lbs. by mostly all of the handline boats. 

The conditions that exist on the historic East Coast Florida king­
fish grounds were predicted when the large scale netting of king­
fish started only 3 years ago. These predictions were based on 
past experience by longtime cotmnercial handliners from what hap­
pened on the West Coast of Florida, which is the almost total lack 
of kingfish for the last 5 years. 

Please, when considering these facts and the landing statistics, 
don't assume the fish have moved north. The larger landings in 
the Carolinas is easily explained by the fact that a large number 
of Florida handline boats are fishing these areas in the summer 
for the first time. In the summer of 1979, there was a fair size 
fleet in the Carolinas for the first time and the sUIIUI1er of 1980 
there will be many more due to the fact that our incomes are greatly 
being affected by the lack of kingfish_in Florida waters. 

Your help is needed. There is a problem in Florida and only the 
Management Council can solve it. 

Sincerely, 

flu~-fr ~
Robert Thomas 
3335 - 2nd Street 
Vero Beach, Florida 
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YA UM:US F. CLAVER IE, JR, 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

THIRD l"LOOR· 830 UNION STREET 

NEW ORLEANS, LA. 70112 

Tl!:Ll!:PHONI!: (150-4) !52-4·!5-41e 

\_.(u,- '·•~-.,,;-
\:}\.) '', ...c 

RECEIVED 

March 24, 1980 

Mr. 1tiJert Jones, Chail:l'llail 
Qllf Fishery Managerrent Q:runcil 
Suite 881 
5401 West Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

.:._.,_,._. 

Fe: O::>astal Migrato:cy Pelegic :Resources 
Draft EIS/PM!? 

Cear Mr. Janes: 

'!his is written ccmrent as invited in the Notia! in the Federal Register, 
-page 9303, February U, 1980. 

At the p.lblic hearing in New Orleans, v.e leamed that no infoz:mation a,na!rning 
the sociological impact on recreational fisheries of a rnandatoi:y reporting 
system has been a:msidered, either by the council or in the EIS. 

In view of the repeated statements on the record in Panel hearings and public 
hearin:}s that a mandatoi:y rep:,rting systan is contrary to the recreational 
aspects of recreational fishing, it is suggested that the EIS ~d be inadequate 
if this subject were not fully explored. 

Sincerely, 

Ma.UltUSF. Claverie, Jr. 

MFCjr/kj 
cc: OlaiDnan, Scuth Atlantic 

Fishery Mana(JE!OOntCbuncil 





220LJ 1 E:th STREET NORTH 
PO. BOX 3B42 

S1. PETERSBURG, FL 33731 
CB131 B22-4616 

246B S.R. 5B0 
CLEARWATER. FL 33515 

CB131796-1031 

9021 OAKHURST ROAD, SUITE 3 
PO. BOX 3037 

SEMINOLE, FL 33542 
CB1 31 596-1511 

BENNETT IN REPLY REFER To: St. Petersburg

WALIACE 
WELCH{9')
GREEN(.0" 
INSURANCE. INC. 

RECEIVED 

March 17, 1980

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
Lincoln Center 
Suite 881 
5401 West Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

Gentlemen: 

I attended the Public Hearing at the Bayfront Center in St. Petersburg this past week 
and wish to commend the Council for attempting to do something about the obviously 
poor situation we have particularly as it affects the availability of Kingfish and Mackerel. 
As Mr. Green set the tenor of the meeting in the beginning stating that he did not wish to 
have input from anyone who could not directly give him facts and details which the committee · 
could use in their deliberations, I did not choose to speak. My observations which I might 
have wanted to make were based purely on personal experience and not on any basis of 
statistics. 

I am desirous of using this form of communication to state to you some personal observations 
which were denied at the meeting. I was born and raised in St. Petersburg and have fished 
all my life in the salt waters both coast wise and off shore. Up until 1976-77, I spent the 
majority of my recreational fishing time fishing for Mackerel starting about this time of the 
year through the cold weather in the Fall and Kingfish on their migratory runs in the Spring 
and Fall. We always seemed to have a good supply of Mackerel from March on through when­
ever cold weather sent them southward. About 5 years ago this supply of both Kingfish and 
Mackerel began to decline, and !,along with a number of others who were at the meeting, 
have not boated one single Kingfish since that time. We obviously are not commercial fisher­
men but have obtained a certain degree of skil I in catching these fish through our many years 
of experience. If they had been here, I am sure we would have gotten our share. The point 
of my message is that there just aren't any fish. I don't know why there aren't any fish, and 
I am sure there are a number of factors contributing to this. I do know that there are not any 
fish and if we don't move to take some drastic action quickly, Im afraid there will never be 
any fish. 

MEMBER 

&ROI 
OF FLORIDA 



Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 3/17/80 

I am greatly suspect of over~ fishing through modern methods, of netting and;spotter: aircrafh 
I do not beti eve that these fish can stand thot kind of pressure and would strongly urge,,the 
committee to consider abandoning all netting of these fish for a period 'oftime:to lets.see if 

'/. the population can make a come back on its owno This will not deny the,commercial'fisher ... 
men. They can still catch these fish by hookand line as can the sports fisherman, and:we 
may-well all get a crack at some fish in the future. If this doesn't seem to be:doingthe trick 
over a two or three year period of time, then I would susgest strongly that we completely 
close the season for whatever period of time it takes this fish to make a come-back and:then 
open it for hook and line only once again to see ifwe can hold our own~ 

Mr. Green who s·eemed fo Chair the Committee this past week, mode a statement which !'can 
almost quote, 11 this committee is not in a positiori to>make any recommet)datibns which·would 
affect someone's livelihood from this fishery". This may be slightly off DtJt it is the message I 
got when I left that meeting} and Mr. Green repeated it several times. lfthis committee has 
been formed to help draft a management plan, then I think, if they- cannot make such recommen­
dations, we better get rid of this committee and find one who can. Some drastic action· is going 
to have to be taken by people of authority. If it is not done, all of the commercial and sports 
fishing interests might as well write off the Mackerel and K1ngfishin9~ It is not· going to exist 
any longer. 

I wish you much success in your deliberations. I hope that you wiH make some quick recommen­
dations to·help· oOr situatfon out here on the West Cocisl of Florida. Much testimony was taken 
this week which backs up what I have fo say. Many of the fishermen hr the audience-expressed, 
the sa"me sort ofsentiments as I, and I think their opinions should be taken to heart even though 
they don't represent hard factual evidence. The time for study is over, the time for action is now. 

You rs very tru I y, 

cc: Congressman C.W. BHfYoung 
2453 Rayburn Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

JIW/nc 



THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS 
MARINE SCIENCE INSTITUTE 

Port Aransas Marine Laboratory 
March 14, 1980 

Port Aransas, Texas 78373 
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Mr. Wayne E. Swingle, Executive Director 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
Lincoln Center, Suite 881 
5401 West Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Florida 33609 

Dear Mr. Swingle: 

The comments below are with reference to a January 25, 1980 request 
for a review of the draft, "FISHERY MANAGEMENTPLAN FOR THE COASTAL 
MIGRATORY PELAGIC RESOURCES (MACKERELS)11 

, prepared for The Gulf of 
Mexico and South Atlantic Fishery Management Councils. 

I find that the plan is quite good insofar as available information 
and currently planned research can be collated. However, it would 
be valuable to all concerned if there were a brief introductory summary 
outlining the inadequacies of currently available data. The stories 
I hear on the quantity and quality of Gulf fisheries data are at great 
variance, depending on whether I am talking to management people in the 
front office, the fishermen themselves, fisheries scientists, etc. 
Quite obviously data could always be better, but I believe that a con­
solidated statement of how m~ch better and why would be in order and 
most appreciated. 

You might also note that there has been considerable objection to the 
von Bertalanffy growth model (page 5-1) as used in the yield formulas 
(e.g., pages 5-35, 36). A recent paper on the subject should at least 
be noted in a final draft; it is: 

Roff, D.A. 1980. A motion for the retirement of the 
van Bertalanffy function. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 
37: 127-129. 

I wish you the best of success with the management plan and its 
execution. 

Sincerely, 

~jfQ/~ 
Donald E. Wohlschlag 
Professor 

DEW:hg 

cc: Dr. Sidney R. Galler 
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RECEIVED 

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 

Lincoln Center, Suite 881 

5401 West Kennedy Blvd. 

Tampa, Florida 33609 

Re: Oobia, Spanish and King Mackerel Public Hearing, New Orleans La. 

Dear Members of the Council;· 

After reading this draft the members of the Jefferson Rod & 

Gun Club disagree with the council on several points. 

In the introduction of this draft the council said they were 

mandated by the Fishery Conservation and Managem~nt act of 1976. 

This implies that something has to be done. Even if nothing is 

wrong with the species affected. This law provides that any fish­

ery management plan must be consistent with national standards. 

We feel that Louisiana's waters are better than the national. 

standards because of the great Mississippi River washing nutrients 

into the Gulf of Mexico attracting many thousands of bait fish 

which is the major food for larger species. We feel the council 

has no way to measure correctly the total allowable catch of 37 

million pounds. And if the catch exceeds the allocation the 

secretary has the power to close the recreational or commercial 

fishing. Bag limits for fish in Louisiana's waters is impractical 
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with the many varieties of fish that congregate around the oil 

~rigs. Drift fishing is very popular in La. for a variety of fish 

and trying to release a large king mackerel can be ver.y dang.erous· •. 

This draft has a framework for instituting bag limits, fishing 

zones and what days to fish. This will limit the available days 

for the ch.arter boat business. This draft also calls f-or enlarging 

commercial fishermen reporting. That is more paper work for t:he-

 local fishermen. Our members are against the Total Allowable 
~---

Level of Foreign Fishing. We want no Foreign fishing in u. s. 

waters. Keep these boats out and we may not need this propose 

management. After this draft becomes law the council will 
. 

expe-c·t .... 

Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Comm. to enforce this law. 

We feel Louisiana Wildlife & Fisheries Comm. is doing a f'ine job 

managing the fi_sh and wildlife of the state and they should be 

the controlling body for all management plans for the Gulf of 

Mexico. 

o

#f/gll
Very truly yours , 

Robert F. He1~
President 
Jefferson Rod &. Gun Club 



t~. David Gould, ~ecutive Director 
South Atlr~:--:t:t c :;'i s':.:.e::';t Lo.'.'1.ar~:-,)rnent Council 
J. Southn ar~: 8ircl8, Sui t0 306 
Charlesion, s.c. 2~,07 

Dear Er. Gould.: 

I write th:\_s letter a::, a last effo1--t to :~_nfor:i:n~h:; South ..:-'~tlantic 
Fish.erY Ii2.nage1~1ent Councj_l tho.t I object to any t111ocation for Purse 
Seines" for the ta1d.n::-;; of Einr; and Spanish Eackerel. I i-rri te this 
letter 5.n my official capacity P~s a mcrnb,.::r of the Kine and Spanish 
J.:ackerel Ad.vi sory Sub-Panel, as the State Direct Qi>~, Port Salerno 
Chapter, Organized Fishermen Of Florida and as a Commercial Fisher­
man who is concerned about the stoclrn of the Eaclrnrels. 

The purse seine is not· a selective type of cear, contrar:r to what I 
hav~ heard at advisory sub panel r.ieet:l.ngs. The purse seine has a 
str,3tch mesh of between one ana. t,-ro inch·8S it i:.-Iill catch u~der size 
kines and spai1i sh rmc::::ei-'el to srjall for the -eatable ::,Jc.r::ct, t:hus, 
t':1.ese snal~. fis:.1 ·.:i:1.1 b,3 so~.ci fo::.0 11ait (lobct.•::n--, crab ·2tc.). 1-:.ust 
the SAFI-IC nnrrnit ·>10 dist:;:,uct::i_ol1 o:t' the,_:;0 smc.l'.'_ :r:~_sh b ,co.::.s,3 :rou do 
not have e~ou 0 h fo1--esic;ht to sa-., 1\) to :mI'~3 r.ei:--iinr;? Listen to tbe 
advisor:.: S'\).b-::_;ar:.o1, l::.~t,311 to tl~G people at thG :;JUblic 1:lG8.l'inr;s, 
don't listen to a few cor.rnercial fi.s :.e::-men '.·rho. aL'cad;-,,.- uso pu1'se 
seines ( .fo1° ba.i t) ~.rho have the attitude to c:::,cI'ich :::uic:: Hi th little, 

1,3ffo:.--t :;."uininc; the stoc :s ,1f r:1ac1:e1'els and th-3n. rr:.ov8 •.::m.to ot"i.1.er­
s,cci es n~d put their fellow fishar~en out of bueine~s. 

I ':1D.ve h:1(r;.1 t:i::.d, at :J.rlvj_ sOi."177 Sll1J-:1?L; .. :1:J}_ r.-:.·J--.-t:t·:1gs, t~10.t 1·10 1:1v.st use 
t·~le b•:::s·~~ 2.1In.:~:i.a1J2-'~!.r~f01")r:!:?..tio~-: t:) .:\:~~~:i_"",rc ::1.t 2. ::lcc:~-~.:!.on. It sci:Jrn.s 
lj_ ~~G ~~l:J~bo st :;,_\_,a:t l 2._ble :~.11f·:):·~:t:.0.ti 0~~1 s:t C"i·~i s 1Joi~t i ~ t. o 11 st•.Jn to the
po,o:-:--,lG, •re ar3 tr:_·i~1::-- to tGJ.J. yo:'. ~omot~·~:1.nc,-;1Do,--1t 2.llo-.-J }urnc Sein­
i21g of: t11~ ~ ~ac1·:e1•els n. 

J/)7: :-•::f'lsi ve :ro,, some edncat,)d fo.cbs. Bot·o. the 'd.:--1.·:.s.nd syanish 
J~1r~c"~A~_.,0J_3 111us·~:. 'Jtr~_r-1 tc~ b1•~at.1,.c. If t·::..a~:7· r..:,,•.~) 0i...1.Il~eo~-~-~1c.lecl 1·ri·Cl1a purse
s~j_ne t11_1:~11 dri,;d ·:)_':"J•3na,J.[:~hJL:::) t.c.~1:. j_f t:1c fis!1 a1-ia :11,1a:1, J.:l1ey1-1ill 
start d~:0 5.'"'-Cb;'lfo::__--3t1:c net c::i:~1b,J ):1,::·1cxl u:i::, -;:;o l:::<: tho fisL'. ::;,_;in fre0 
the vast ::1aj:::>rit:r ~ri 7 :i be de8.d :i.f not ~11. JtuT_, de~d f:•_sl~! .\bsolutcJ.:,"'" 
absurd, :~f t1:le ~·mall f'ish are 1_,,md3ci. a:::d :)1.ac.:;cl 0·_7. ·c~-1:;cio.:'_·c;,,arl:et 
t 1~~r' ,..,..1. th·:,.. ,.. __ ,J -...> ·i,.. ,:,h,-,C']ut::,7-r:-....._i...J •. • ---, a t-•ac-"·c ,,i o.J-.1 01" , ·"' .• V"'lt1·a:b1---. t..A._ .._, .-V'-"...., ·."'..,.~--. ·"'·"n. 

0
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Eo1~e .facts; the int:eoduc-'cion of purse seines ~~nto th9 r,1r..-..c_:sr::;l 
fi s:1er:" 1-;ill cause a vast conflict of ;:_:;-::;ar, nuc::.1 larr;e1""' t~--::.::n t:rn 
So Cal 7 ed 11

-• -- .J.-~t • P-i ..- ----~, ... ce· n"-'--i '- _'.:J L.,_ o·n" • 'T'•~'""- L_.,\J co· 0 1
-,-,--~,.,.,,,c-'.- _._,._ ., ·- c,;.._ 1 'n:··0 - J .. '" .._ a'1Q'.,. l·i •--~.i..-'"'"'r,..u,

the gill nett-3rs and the recreational fisl--::.c:~:-~on 1.-:~.ll rr..ors than 
likely take up arms F.c;a:l.nst t•:-:G purse seino::'.'s. :.-:ore facts; tlrn 
pul."se ssinss vriJ.l cause so cicJ_ pr-:::ibJ.e~n.:: 1-:it~'}_in th,J f :i..s't-::1nc co1T.ilt­
uni ties. There ,.,L.J. be l1eat:!d discuss:'._ons, fights, destr\.:.ct:ton of· 
gear or perhaps rrnrso. The purse so:'.nes u:..11 cause fo.rn.ilies to 
split) to fight arnonr:; themselves. All this is not 1,,rhat I alone 
think this is Hhat I hear around the fishhouses, on the str>eets, 
at meetings etc. tlu.s is what I have been told by some very serious 
people. 

The quotas that have been set for purse seines can not bo regulated 
or enforced the purse seinel"'s will find a 1;ray to land f'ish after 
the ouota has been I'eached. For example; the purse seine1 ..s operat­
ing on the -::Tiast Coast of' Flo1.,ida wo!'king under a st_ate bait perr.1i t 
has ri:lpeatedly landed :rood fish, only ti-10 arrest have- been made -
one a·o-oealed to his conviction and the case ·was thr01-m out of court, 
the other was fined fifty dolJ.ars but he ::nanaged to weisl~ up three 
thousand five hundred dollars worth of fish. If the Federal Govern­
m':lnt can't stop the illegal landing of :ORUGS then hoH ca."1. it stop 
the illegal landing of FISH. If' a vast effort is :made to )'.10lice the 
purse seiners then that effort should be made towards sto:?ing the 
drugs and not allow purse seines period. 

If the South Atlantic an.d Gulf Councils and The lJational i·~a:Pine 
Pi sheries Se1"'vice 1-rn:nt to find out for ther.isel ve s what DUJ...se seines 
a:re capable of doing then I suc;gest again, a study be 2:10..de using an 
ur-bias vessel and unbias captain to :.r:1ake the study uith El-IFS person­
nel and mm personnel aboa:rd, ( I attended a meeting in St. ?e'vers­
bur_rr Hi th the ITI::[FSuhen they were proposine to nal:e a purse s;3ine 
stud:r. The stud:r at that time had ·;:.o ~1an~r fla:ws and loo~)b::Jles in it). 
At this time if' there is no money to malrn a study th-:m thincs shouJ_d 
sta:r statu ::uo S..."lto, no ne-w gear introduced into the 111acb3rel i'ishery. 

':'his thing is a.f'i'ectin~ and HiJ.l afi'0ct too man:.• people t:o be ha:-1.dled 
in the na7 it is beins-·handled. '::he cou!'lc:U.s 9.nd the XI-D?S is listen-
--•~., ;,-,!"!' to too -..J, f',.,. •. , .:·-~)"'')""'1,,... .. J.J-~•• ~ It ...,.11--"'"1..,,.. .!.- 1

J"-•~'I. u ;..,.C,A,v 1"'·'- -;--;L-•·.!.V ... ,_ ··11,,,.,,..c,:. _,.__,_,~ .:>l...C'----1•-.,."' .. _.:. .. v --.; i~..:..Jv-~,, .t; .. ,_·.s go-
5.n:: 

L,<,.' 

to hlon 1-ridG :.)'.):,?; a,.,_d c1 ... ca"c--) :1 bis b['_c o:Cuor:ns. :~n the :Jr0 1 )0S8C1. 
r.iac 1:0Y''\l r.>J.a:::. • it s·'.:ates: .. r:."'isduc0 t ;-car .. ": . end ..... ,, ,_., s-~,-, ,,_ t.::> ,.,.rouY' _;.J co:·:7'"'7 , - -··- _._. 1"ct-"'"" a ~--~u· s 
~1iJJ. c,y·~~ta:!.r.ly n.:>t be do::.e if' ::;,11.rs0 s,i5.nes ar') int:,0,-1_-:).c,::)d into t·:.1.e 

-,4. 

fj n~~.!J~:.. r ,.

If t~,-1 nu.1."'Z0 seine issu:; is not =·.-:o.·10.lad 11:--on8r-ly (2.n ab:,-r" bom~cl stud-:.0 ) 

then I nnnt feel ti:at t°r'.e ti~·,e >av-3 S")f-:!1t- attend:" :·1: ./\.P ~1eetinGS " 
has been waisted, I !'lust f0el the rei.nbur s-:::';'lent s I i1L'-ve :::-ocrli ved 
attending these meetings •.ms a · mst3 of ta:;: nayei:" :J 110:13·_-. I must f' ae::i.. 
the ti:'.1e spent attcndj_ng public h:;ari:n,ss ·was- a ua~1tc or'· ':;/ tir'le, most 
of r1.ll I must f'eel the timd ]_Q st fro m/ f:i. shine ( i'nco~:10 J a·::, te:1din,; 
th,::: above meetings was wasted 1-1hich can ·.1ever be r-3cov0rcJ.. · 

- 2 -
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~ 1.-rant t;·:) ~~a•v;:)f'e.i tl":. in Jchc Fi sl::=)r·.·- S ~--...~.r..c :~.ls .:v 'J :·:2~1c...~:; <:; -~::~c st o c 1·:s
of fis!: ·:;1'")-:>perl:rI do 11(:1t i:·:-9.:!i.-; to J.:>os•J t~-~;tt f'.: .. 2.t(1 "o:JC8.~~-~:J I r--~1.,1.st 

go to 1-rnr to defend ":iTJr5_ght to ,mrsu,::: 1-,,1~." vocatio::1 o.nd to cJ.d'·:·:nd
the fish. 

It ~a:: tak8l;. 118 four u~) -- -. ··, r•,,:.;. __-
ri:r tirn·2? 

-~-'om ~r•oovc:,:-
P.O. Box 027 
Port Salerno, Fla. 33492 

cc: !1r. Harold Allen, l!EFS 
Hon. Junnita Ereps, USDC-:NOAA 
Sen.nSJdp" Bafalis 
l:Trs. Peggy Star.iey, SAFT-IC 
Ilir. ':layne Swindc;lc, GF1!.C 
Dr. :-.:;1ton Gissendanner, FDNR 
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CAPT. W.R. LAUGHON. U.S.N. Rel. 

REALTOR 

June 29, 1981 

Secretary of the 
Department of Commerce 

Washington, D.C. 20260 

Dear Mr. Secretary, 

This im in regard to a recent an..~ouncem§__nt which 
indicated that it is planned to open the way to purse 
seining of Kingfish and Spanish Mackerel. 

_.,,._, 

I live .. in Stug.rt, Fl9rida where mackere l.sJi shing 
until three· years ago was as good as anywhere'in the 
United States. At that point, however, roller rigs 
with their spotting planes assembled o.ff the St. Lucie 
Inlet and took all of the mackerel in a week or two. 
It was so disheartening to see the tails of thousands 
of mackerel rise out of the water, ov-"'r ·che roller and 
into the hold of the net boats. While we still had 
more sailfish then than any other place in the United 
States, the elimination of my favorite food fish, 
Spanish Mackerel, was the major. reason ,.,.hy I sold my 
two charterboats, ANCHOR and ANCH0R TOO. Both 
Mackerel and Kingfish become more s~arce each winter. 
Whan purse seining COI!J.IT,.ences in our area, sport fish­
e~raen as well as food fishermen may as well sell 
their boats and give up. 

I understa..~d that it is the intent of the Federal 
Fisheries Law to maintain and conserve k:J.ericar: :!fisher­
ies for domestic, commercial and recreational use. I 
implore you to do something about it • 

.. ,-,,•. ,,,:r•-=-=::-::~-:_-i~:-Sincerely
1,, ,.1•·l •. ~, ·"· ,,v ...... • ·-" 7 I -. ~ 

/4}
_..,, / 

Sr"''""(.,.. 0 -~~
!:.IH1i,~ ~;-,,,,---- :::? ~-- ~ • 

:1:1 n .•,--.~1 I /
,_i-,:_ ;.; ;~o iW. R. Lau 6 ~on, Capt. U.S.N. Ret. 

Anv inf,--.rrr.otion given herewirh is obtained from sources we cor.sider relioble. However, we ore not r'!'sponsible 
fc:r :71•s.•statement of focf'S, errors, omi!.s1on, prior sole, withdrawal from r,,arket, or change in price without notice. m 
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SUMMARY 

The coastal migratory pelagic (mackerel) fishery of the Gulf of Mexico and south Atlantic Is of Impor­
tance to recreational and commercial fishermen, the businesses directly serving them, and the regional 
economies. The maximum sustainable yield (MSY>of the migratory pelagic management unit In the Gulf 
and south Atlantic FCZ Is 65 mll llon pounds. This estimate Includes stocks of king mackerel, Spanish 
mackerel, and cob I a. 

The recreational fishery occurs both Inshore (within three miles of shore) and offshore for Spanish 
and king mackerel, respectively. Recreational surveys Indicated that In 1975, anglers caught 33.1 
ml I I Ion pounds and In 1979, 15 ml I I Ion pounds. The poor nature of recreat Iona I catch stat I sties makes 
It difficult to say If Indeed catches have been declining over time. fbwever, expenditures related to 
recreational fishing have been constantly Increasing over time; In 1980, the value of sales related to 
the management unit was an estimated $103 mllllon with an associated 2,840 person-years of employment. 

The commercial fishery for king mackerel Is conducted offshore while the Spanish mackerel fishery 
occurs In both zones. Commercial landings of king mackerel have peaked at 10.5 mll llon pounds In 
1974, and Spanish mackerel commercial landings have peaked at 18.0 mllllon pou~ds In 1976. The value 
of the commercial fishery Increased steadily; In 1980, the dockside value of fhe-Klng and Spanish 
mackerel fisheries was $8.5 mllllon and Its contribution to the Gross National Product In excess of 
$20 ml I I Ion. 

The Increasing level of effort In both fisheries may have contributed to a decline In the relative 
abundance of stocks of both mackerel species. Cobia stocks In particular are overfished. In addi­
tion, Intense conflicts exist between recreational and commercial users of the mackerel stocks, and 
between commercial users employing different gears. 

The alternative of taking no action would result In stock declines and adverse economic Impacts. The 
management measures proposed by the Councils are responsive to the problems In the fishery and repre­
sent the rrost cost-effective approach to prevent overfishing. Rejected management measures were 
generally rrore costly to Implement, rrore burdensome to user groups, and less responsive to the conser­
vation of the resource. 

Benet I ts that wl I I accrue from Imp lementat Ion of the proposed measures come from the prevent Ion of 
overfishing. The benefits, In terms of pounds of fish, Is the difference between the optimum yield 
COY) specified In the plan and the amount caught after overfishing occurs; In rronetary terms, the 
benefits are the difference between the contribution to the Gross National Product (GNP) with OY and 
the contribution to GNP associated with the catch after overfishing occurs. The expected benefits 
range from $5.6 mllllon to $27.9 mllllon annually over the next five years. Empirical data Indicate 
that the level of fishing effort by commercial and recreational fishermen Is Increasing rapidly and 
mackerel stocks and catch wl 11 decllne If effort Increases. Therefore, Implementation of the FMP Is 
vita I for protect Ing the resource from decl Ina. 

Annual costs for development and Implementation of the plan are estimated at $412,271. The RIR Indi­
cates that the adopted measures minimize the burden on the publlc and address the problems In the 
fishery In a cost-effective manner. The proposed action Is not a major rule requiring the preparation 
of a Regulatory Impact Analysis. 

II 



I. INTRODUCTION 

Executive Order 12291 "Federal Regulatlon" establlshed guidelines for promulgating new regulatlons and 
reviewing existing regulations. Under these guldellnes each agency, to the extent permitted by law, 
Is expected to comply with the fol lowing requirements: (1) administrative decisions shal I be based on 
adequate Information concerning the need for and consequences of proposed government action; 
(2) regulatory action shal I not be undertaken unless the potential benefit to society for the regula­
tion outweigh the potential costs to society; (3) regulatory objectives shal I be chosen to maximize 
the net benefits to society; (4) am:,ng alternative approaches to any given regulatory objective. the 
alternative Involving the least net cost to society shal I be chosen; and (5) agencies shal I set 
priorities regularly with the aim of maximizing the aggregate net benefit to society. taking Into 
account the condition of the particular Industries affected by regulations, the condition of the 
national economy, and other regulatory actions contemplated for the future. 

In compliance with Executive Order 12291, the Department of Commerce (DOC) and the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) require the preparation of a Regulatory Impact Review CRIR) for 
al I regulatory actions which either Implement a new fishery management pl~~or significantly amend an 
existing plan, or may be significant In that they affect Important DOC/NOAA pol Icy concerns and are 
the object of public Interest. 

The RIR Is part of the process of developing and reviewing fishery management plan and Is prepared by 
the Regional Fishery Management Councils with the assistance of the National Marine Fisheries Service 
CNMFS), as necessary. The RIR provides a comprehensive review of the level and Incidence of Impact 
associated with the proposed or final regulatory actions. The analysis also provides a review of the 
problems and policy objectives prompting the regulatory proposals and an evaluation of the major 
alternatives that could be used to solve problems. The ptrpose of the analysis ls to ensure that the 
regulatory agency or Councl I systematically and comprehensively considers al I avallable alternatives 
so that the public welfare can be enhanced In the nost efficient and cost effective way. 

The RIR also wl 11 serve as the basis for determining whether the proposed regulations Implement Ing the 
fishery management plan or amendment are major/nonmajor under Executive Order 12291. and whether or 
not the proposed regulations wll I have a significant economic Impact on a substantial nul!ber of smal I 
entitles under the Regulatory Flexlbl llty Act CP.L. 96-354). 

A. Background of RIR 

This RIR Is based on the most recent commercial and recreational migratory pelagic (mackerel) Infor­
mation. The RIR was Initiated after Secretarial review of the plan. The RIR supersedes the previous 

· Draft Regulatory Analysis for this plan which lacked many provisions and review requlranents contained 
In Executive Order 12291. 

B. Background of the Coastal Migratory Pelagic FW 

The Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Fishery Management Councils, established by the Magnuson Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (16 u.s.c. 1801 et seq.>, are responsible for preparing management 
plans for the fishery resources In the fishery conservation zone CFCZ) of the Gulf of Mexico and south 
Atlantic. The Gulf and South Atlantic Councils, recognizing that mackerel stocks constitute a 
valuable fishery, developed a fishery management plan CFMP) to address and overcome problems In the 
f lshery. 

c. Problem Identification 

The Councils recognized and addressed four basic current or potential problems In the coastal migra­
tory pelagic fishery. They Include: 
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1. Current and accurate biological and economic data needed as a basis for management decisions 
are not available. The Incomplete and at times Inaccurate data Is partlcularly true for the 
recreational fishery which accounts for the majority of the king mackerel catch. 

2. Intense conf I lcts ex! st between recreat Iona I and commarcl al' users of the mackerel s1ocks; and 
between commercial users employing different gears. 

3. Rapidly Increasing fishing effort for king mackerel could soon result In overfishing If no 
action Is taken. Because of the llmlted mackerel resource and the Increasing fishing effort, 
competition Is Intense between al I user groups. The mackerels are highly sought as gameflsh 
and as food fish. 

4. Cobia are presently harvested at a size below that necessary for maximum yl.eld and may be 
overfished In some areas beyond the area for management. The avallable evidence lndlcat.es 
that cobla stocks have suffered a decline and that yleld could be Increased by Increasing the 
average size at harvest. 

D. SpecIf I c Object Ives of the FMP 

The g:>al of the fishery management plan for the coastal migratory pelagic resource Is to determine the 
optimum yield within the u.s. fishery conservation zone and to provide management measures to achieve 
MFa-1Aobjectives and the National Standards for fishery management plans. The specific objectives of 
the management un It are as fo I lows: 

King Mackerel 

1. Institute management measures necessary to prevent exceeding MSY. 

2. Establish a mandatory statlstlcal reporting system for nonl1orlng catch. 

3. Minimize gear and user group conflicts. 

Spanish Mackerel 

1. Institute management measures necessary to prevent exceeding MSY. 

2. Establish a mandatory statlstlcal reporting system for nonltorlng catch. 

3. Minimize gear and user group conflicts In the event they arise. 

4. Promote the maximum use of the resource up to the OY estimate. 

1. Institute management measures necessary to Increase yield per recruit and average size and to 
prevent overfishing. 

E. Achievement of Stated Objectives 

The Gulf and South Atlantic Councils adopted a MSY estimate of 37 mil llon pounds for king mackerel. 
27 mlltlon pounds for Spanish mackerel, and all cobla equal to or larger than 33 Inches In length from 
the tip of the head to the center of the tall (fork length). 
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lhe Councils have recommended an OY tor each separate fish species above equal to their respective MSY 
•stlmates with the following measures to prevent overfishing: 

KING MACKEREL PROPOSED MEASURES

MEASUREA - FUTURECONFLICTS 

A. The Secretary of Commerce may Implement measures designed to provide I Imitations, where 
appropriate, on any gear or device used In the king mackerel fishery to reduce gear and user group 
conflicts. The Secretary, after consultation with the affected Councils, may take the following 
action by regulatory amendment based on the fol lowlng criteria: 

(1) When a conflict arises through expansion of a hlstorlcal fishery In a tradltlonal fishing 
area or region, the Secretary shal I Investigate the causes and extent of the conflict, the 
economic and soclologlcal Impacts of any vlable I Imitations on the expanded fishery or other 
users, other so I ut Ions to the conf II ct and other rel avant factors/ - The Secretary, after con­
su ltat lon with the aff~cted Councils and states, may resolve the &inflict as fairly as 
possible by taking one or 110re of the following actions: 

(a) Separate the users or gear by area (fishing zone). 

(b) Separate the users or gear by time (day of week). 

(c) Assign local quotas to each gear or user group based on the hlstorlcal catches of each 
for that local area. 

(d) A I low un I Im I tad usage of the gear or dev Ice. 

(2) When the conflict arises through the Introduction of gear or devices Into new regions where 
they have not been hlstorlcal ly fished, the Secretary shal I Investigate the harvesting capa­
city and efficiency of the new gear or device In the local area, the economic and soclologl­
cal Impacts on users of hlstorlcal gear, the hlstorlcal level of stock abundance In the area 
and the other relevant factors. The Secretary may, after consultation with the affected 
Councils and states, take one or 110re of the following actions: 

(a) Prohibit use of the gear or device In that geographical area. 

(b) Al low only llmlted use of the gear or device to nore fully evaluate Its Impacts and 
potent I al s. 

(c) Limit the number of units of the gear or device which can be utlllzed In that area. 

(d) Al low un I lmlted usage of the gear or device. 

(3) When a conflict arises as a result of circumstances In the fishery, other than as described 
In (1) or (2) above, the Secretary may Implement measures designed to obviate such conflicts 
by measures provided for In (1) and (2) above, or take such other action as may be 
appropriate and necessary to resolve such conflicts In a manner consistent with the goals and 
objectives of the plan, the National Standards, the MFCMA and other applicable law.
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FORT PIERCE OPTION 

B. When the Regional Director, Southeast Region, NMFS, determines, based on rel table Information, 
that a conflict, as described In FMP Section 8.2.6, exists or Is about to exist, he will take one 
of the fol towing actions by field order. The time period during which such restrictions shat I be 
enforced wll I be determined by length of time a direct conflict exists or Is expected to exist. 

(1) Establish a fishing window within the following points: 

(a) Bethel Shoal light (27° 44.3 1N, 80° 10.4 1W). 

(b) A wreck 15 miles southeast of Fort Pierce Inlet (27° 23.5 1N, 80° 30 71W). 

(c) Marker WR 16, five ml las northeast of Jupiter Inlet (27° 0.6'N, 80° 2.0 1W). 

(d) 100 fm depth due east of pol nt c (27 ° 00 6 1N, 79° 550 0 1W). 

( e) 100 fm depth due east of point b (27° 23.5 1N, 79° 54.0'W>. 
.:...._--c---

(f) 100 fm depth due east of point a (27° 44.3 1N, 79° 53.5 1W). 

The Regional Director may prohibit use of gl I I-net gear to take king mackerel within the area a-b­
e-f, b-c-d-e or a-c-d-f. If additional action Is needed, prohibit use of hook and line gear to 
take king mackerel within a window landward of a line between the points a-b, b-c or a-c. 

(2) Establish two fishing zones seaward (east) of state Jurisdiction. These zones shall be the 
waters of the FCZ between 27° 101 north latitude and 27° 501 north latitude divided Into two 
areas along the line of 27° 30 1 north latitude. 

Ca) In the first year In which a conflict arises, the use of git I nets for taking of king 
mackerel shat I be prohibited In the area south of 27° 30 1 north latitude and use of hook 
and line gear for taking of king mackerel shal I be prohibited In the area north of 27° 
30 1 north latitude. In any succeeding year when a conflict develops, the area In 
which each gear Is prohibited may be changed. 

(b) When a conflict arises, use of each gear within the zone between 27° 10 1N and 27° 50 1 N 
may be alternated dally. 

CI) On even days of the month, use of gt I I-net gear to take kl ng mackerel may be pro­
h I bl ted. 

(II) On odd days of the month, use of hook and line gear to take king mackerel may be 
prohibited. 

Cc) Close the fishery for king mackerel to al I users within the zone between 27° 101N and 
27° 501N. This measure shal I only be Imposed If the confl let results In: 

Cl) Death or serious bodily Injury. 

Cit) Significant gear loss. 

Procedures for evaluating the existence of a conflict: 
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(1) The fol lowlng procedures must be employed by the Regional Director In his decision process 
regarding the existence of a conflict for which a field order Is appropriate and prior to the 
tmplementatlon of such a field order. 

(al At such time as the Regional Director Is advised by any party that a conflict exists, he 
must confirm the existence of such a conflict through Information supplied him by NMFS, 
U.S. Coast Guard or other approprl ate law enforcement agencl es. 

Cb) In the event that such Information Is not ascertainable fran those law enforcement per­
sonnel as provided In (a) above, such confirmation may be made through Information 
supplied by personnel of the state agency with marine fishery management responslblllty. 

(c) Confer with the Chairmen of the affected Councl Is, the office of the state agency(s) 
with the marine fishery management responsibility, and such other persons as the 
Regional Director deems appropriate, If any. 

C2l Restrictions on field orders 

(a) No field order may be Implemented which results In the exclusive access of any user 
group or gear type to the fishery during the time the field order Is In existence. 

(bl A field order may be rescinded by the Regional Director If he finds through application 
of the same procedures set forth In (1) above that the conflict no longer exists. 

(cl No field order may be Implemented for a time period greater than five C5l days except 
under the conditions set forth In Section Ce) above.·· 

Cd) At such time as the Regional Director submits to the Federal Register a field order for 
Implementation under these provisions, he shal I lmmedlately arrange for a fact-finding 
meeting In the area of the confl let to be convened no later than 72 hours fran the time 
of Implementation of the field order. The fol lowing shat I be advised of such fact-
f Ind 1 ng meet I ng: 

(1) The Chairmen of the affected Councils; 

(2) The office of the state agency with fishery management responsibility; 

(3) Local media; 

(4) Such user group representatives or organizations as may be.appropriate and 
practicable; 

(5) Others as deemed appropriate by the Regional Director or as requested by Chairmen 
of the affected Councils or the state agency. 

This tact-finding meeting shat I be for the purpose of evaluating the fol lowing: 

(1) The existence of a conflict needing resolution by the field order; 

(2) The appropriate term of the field order, I.e., either greater or less than five 
(5) days; 

(3) Other possible solutions to the conflict other than federal Intervention; 
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(4) Other relevant matters. 

(e) In the event It Is determined as a result of the fact-finding meeting that the tElf'III of 
the fleld order should exceed five (5) days, the Regional Dlre.ctor may, after con­
sultation with the Chairmen of the affected Councl Is and the lnvo lved state agency, 
extend such field order for a period not to exceed 30 days from the date of lnltlal 
Implementation. In the .event the Regional Director determines that It Is necessary or 
appropriate for the term of such fleld order to extend beyond 30 days, such extension 
may be made after consultation with the Chairmen of the affected Councl Is and for such 
per lod of t !me as necessary and appropr I ate to reso Ive the conf 11 ct. 

ALLOCATIONS 

c. A total al lowab le catch shal I be es tab 11 shed at 37 ml I I Ion pounds per year. 

( 1) Annual stock al locations shal I be made as fo I lows: 28 ml I I Ion pounds for the recreational \ 

f I shery and n I ne ml I I Ion pounds for the commercl al f I shery. 

_,....,---. 
(2) The commercial al location shal I be divided between hook and llne gears and net 1:1ears as 

follows: 

Hook and 11 ne: 3,877,200 pounds 
Nets 5, 122,800 pounds 

C3) If the catch of any user group exceeds I ts al lo cat Ion, the Secretary shal I close the f I shery 
to that group for the remainder of the fishing year. 

(4) Commerclal and recreational fishermen defined as fol lows: 

- A commercial fisherman Is a person who sel Is his catch. 

- A recreat Iona I f I sherman Is a person who does not se I I h Is catch. 

MINIMUM MESH SIZE 

D. The minimum mesh size In the FCZ for al I king mackerel gt 11 nets shat I be 4-3/4 Inches stretched 
mesh In the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Reglonal Councils' areas of Jurisdiction. 

BAG, TRIP AND SIZE LIMITS 

E. (1) The Regional Director, Southeast Region, NMFS, may Institute a bag llmlt for king mackerel 
taken by recreational or recreational for hire users and/or a trip limit for commercial users 
by the regulatory amendment process when supporting data becomes avallable and after con­
sultation with the affected Councl Is. 

(2) The Regional Director, Southeast Region, NMFS, may Institute a size llmlt by the regulatory 
amendment process when supporting data becomes aval table and after consultation with the 
affected Councl Is. 

SPANISH MACKEREL PROPOSEDMEASURES 
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MEASURE A - FUTURE CONFLICTS 

A. The Secretary of Commerce may Implement measures designed to provide I Imitations, where 
appropriate, on any gear or device used In the Spanish mackerel fishery to reduce gear and user 
group confllcts. The Secretary, after consultation with the affected Councils, may take the 

followlng action by regulatory amendment based on the followlng criteria: 

Cl) When a conflict arises through expansion of a hlstorlcal fishery In a tradltlonal fishing 
area or region, the Secretary shal I Investigate the causes and extant of the confllct, the 

economic and soclologlcal Impacts of any vi able !Imitations on the expanded fishery or other 
users, other solutlons to the conflict and other relevant factors. The Secretary, after con­

sultation with the affected Councils and states, may resolve the conflict as falrly as 

posslble by taking one or nore of the following actions: 

Ca) Separate the users or gear by area Cf I sh Ing zone). 

Cb) Separate the users or gear by time C day of week). 
.:.., .. 

Cc) Assign local quotas to each gear or user group based on the h lstorlcal catches of each 
tor that local area. 

Cd) Al low unllmlted usage of the gear or device. 

C2) When the conflict arises through the Introduction of gear or devices Into new regions where 
they have not been hlstorlcal ly fished, the Secretary shal I Investigate the harvesting capa­

city and efficiency of the new gear or device In the local area, the economic and soclologl­
cal Impacts on users of hlstorlcal gear, the hlstorlcal level of stock abundance In the area 
and the other relevant factors. The Secretary may, after consultatlon with the affected 
Councl Is and states, take one or nore of the to I low! ng act Ions: 

Ca) Prohibit use of the gear or device In that geographlcal area. 

Cb) Al low only llmlted use of the gear or device to nore fully evaluate Its Impacts and 
potentials. 

Cc) Limit the number of units of the gear or device which can be utlllzed In that area. 

Cd) Al low un I lmlted usage of the gear or device. 

(3) When a conflict arises as a result of circumstances In the fishery, other than as described 
In Cl) or C2) above, the Secretary may Implement measures designed to obviate such conflicts 

by measures provided for In (I) end (2) above, or take such other action as may be 

appropr I ate and necessary to reso Ive such cont 11 ct s In a manner cons I stent wl th the goa Is and 
objectives of the plan, the National Standards, the MFCMA and other applJcable law. 

SIZE LIMIT 

B. Size Limit 

Cl) A 12-lnch fork length minimum size llmlt shal I be set on Spanish mackerel In both the commer­
clal and recreational f I sher I es. 
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(2) A catch allowance for underized fish wl 11 be al lowed equal to five percent of the total catch 
by weight of Spanish mackerel on board a vessel In the Spanish mackerel fishery or any other 
fishery. 

BAG LIMITS, TRIP LIMITS 

c. The Regional Director, Southeast Region, NMFS, may Institute a bag I lmlt for Spanish mackerel 
taken by recreational or recreational for hire users and/or a trip limit for canmercial users by 
the regulatory amendment process when supporting data becane ava 11 ab le and after consu I tat ion with 

the affected Councl Is. 

FISHERY CLOSURE 

D. If OY Is taken, the fishery for Spanish mackerel wll I be closed for the remainder of that fishing 
year. 

\ 

COBIA PROPOSED MEASURES 

The fol lowing measure is proposed for cobia by the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Councils: 

A. Possession of cobia less than 33 inches fork length shal I be prohibited in the FCZ. 

PROPOSEDPURSE SEINE MEASURES 

A. Cl) Harvest of king mackerel by purse seine gear wii I be al lowed up to a maximum of 400,000 
pounds per year In the area of jurisdiction of the Gulf Council, and 400,000 pounds per year 
In the area of jurisdiction of the South Atlantic Council. Any purse seJne harvest will be 
counted within the canmerclal al location for al I net gears. 

A. (2) Harvest of Spanish mackerel by purse seine gear wii I be al lowed up to a maximum of 300,000 
pounds per year in the area of jurisdiction of the Gulf Council, and 300,000 pounds in the 
area of jurisdiction of the South Atlantic Counci I. 

s. Observers, under the direction of the National Marine Fisheries Service, must be required on al I 
purse seine vessels while fishing for king or Spanish mackerel during the first three fishing 
years after this plan is in effect. 

STATISTICALREPORTINGMEASURES 

A. The Counci Is conceptually accept a vessel enumeration system and creel census data system that 
would provide sufficient Information for fishery management. Mechanics of the system are to be 
developed by National Marine Fisheries Service and the Regulatory Measures Committee. 

B. Require a reporting system for al I user groups and processors based on statistical sampling 
whereby it would be mandatory for a selected respondent to provide answers to the sampling 
questionnaire on a recurring basis that is not of great frequency. 

Alternative Management Measures 

Management measures cons I dared and not adopted by the Councl Is are d I scu ssed under Sect I on IV CB), 
Regulatory Impacts - Alternative Management Measures. 
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II. ANALYSISOF PREVIOUS YEAR'S Fr-P 

Not applicable since no PMP or FMP Is now In effect for coastal migratory pelaglcs. 

I II. METHODOLOGY 

A. Procedural Framework 

The procedure used In estimating the economic Impacts wll I Include a systematic discussion of both 
adopted and rejected management measures. Each management measure to the extent possible, wll I be 
analyzed with regard to Its effect on: 

(1) Changes In price - price flexlbllltles wlll be used where appropriate. 

(2) Changes In supply - effects on production and marketing costs and related changes throughout 
the distribution system. 

(3) Changes In employment - total number of Jobs affected. 

(4) Distribution of Income, benefits or costs - universe of affected fishermen, Income distribu­
tion, reporting burden, and other effects on vessels, crewshares, processors, and user 
groups. 

(5) Productivity - relative to altering output, Investment, and technology. 

(6) International lmpllcatlons - effect on foreign fishing or foreign markets. 

(7) Market structure - changes In the size, number or locations of firms. 

(8) Government - administration, data collectlon, and enforcement costs. 

After al I measures are examined, Impacts under the above categories wll I be summarized. 

B. Data Base 

M:>st data used In this RIR are contained In the FMP. 

IV. REGULATORYIMPACTS 

Management measures considered and currently In effect In the Gulf and South Atlantic states or 
through the NMFSare reported In the FMP. Management performance under the measures In effect wlll 
serve as the basis for estimating the added economic Impact of new or different measures. The Impacts 
of the proposed management measures are summarized In Table 1. 

A. Proposed Management Measures 

1. King Mackerel 

A. No adverse economic Impacts are anticipated or can be quantified until a specific conflict Is 
addressed. Any negat Ive Impacts wl 11 depend on what act Ion, If any, Is taken. The meas ire 
requires the Regional Director and the relevant Councl I to lr.vestlgate the causes and extent of 
the conflict, the economic and soclologlcal Impacts of any vlable I Imitations on the expanded 
fishery or other users. Given the fact that the economic effects of any action wl II be evaluated, 
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Table 1. Summary of Economic Impacts of the Proposed Management Measures 

Proposed 
Management 
Measure Price Supply Employment Revenues Product I vlty 

International 
Impact 

Market 
Structure 

Government 
Costs 

Recreat tonal 
Participation 

King Mackerel 

A. 0 0 0 0 Potential 
I ncrease 
conflict 

smal I 
If gear 
Is avoided. 

0 0 1 0 

B. 0 0 0 0 Potential 
I ncrease 
conflict 

small 
If gear 
Is avoided. 

0 0 1 0 

;d 
H 
;d 
I 

I-' 
0 

c. Possible 

Increase In 
except tonally 
good year. 

H:>lds supply 

to 9 ml I I Ion 
pounds. Pos-
slbl I tty that 
this level would 
be below future 
unreglated supply 
In occasional 
years. 

0 Possible 
opportun I ty 
loss of -
$1.24 mllllon 
to gl I I-net 
fleet. 

Potential to 
reduce gt I I-net 
product I vi ty If 
al location Is 
reached. 

0 May serve to 
maintain a 
less 
concentrate 
harvesting 
sector 

I H:>I ds recrea-
t tonal catch 
28 ml I I Ion 
pounds. 

to 

o. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 

E. 0 0 0 0 Prevents overflshlng 2 O 

I', .. 
:• 

0 0 

Total enforcement cost Is $294,444 annually. 

2 Prevention of overfishing results In benefits between $5.6 mil lion and $27.9 mil lion plus achievement of OY/MSYevery year. 



Table 1. (contd.) Summary of Economic Impacts of the Proposed Management Measures 

Proposed 
Management 
Measure Price Supply Employment Revenues 

International 
Productivity Impact 

Market 
Structure 

Government 
Costs 

Recreational 
Participation 

S.e_anish Mackerel 

A. 0 0 0 0 Potential smal I 0 0 I 0 
increase If gear 
conflict Is avoided. 

B. Insignificant 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 
positive 
Impact. 

c. 0 0 0 0 Prevents overflshlng2 0 0 I 0 

D. Increase Decrease Decrease Decrease 2 Prevents overflshing 0 0 I Prevents 
overt I sh I ng2 

Cobia 

A. 0 Increase by 0 Increase Increase 0 0 1 Fish below sizE 
27,300 pounds by $8,150 II ml t must be 

released2 

Purse Seine 

A. 0 Possible Possible Possible Uncertain for 0 May 1 CPUE dee 11 ne 
Increase. increase. increase. Industry. centra I I ze. 

B. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

11' .. 
·I • 

:::0-
:::0 
I 
~ 



Table 1. (contd.) Summary of Economic Impacts of the Proposed Management Measures 

Proposed 
Management lnternat Iona I Market C:overnment Recreat Iona I 
Measure Price Sueel:X: E!!!elo:r:ment Revenues Product I vlt:r: I !!)Eact Structure Costs Partlcleatlon 

Statistical Reeortlng 

A. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $76,691 1,259 hours 
report Ing 
burden 

B. 0 0 0 0 1,240 hours 0 0 $5,168 0 
reporting 
burden 

:,::, 
H 
:,::, 
I 

I-' 
N 

,,... 
~i '. 



It Is likely that the benefits asS'.>clated with the resolution of a conflict wll I outweigh any 
detrimental Impacts. Possible Impacts, although unlikely, may Include soort-term unenployment 

result Ing from the closure of a fishery, reduced productivity due to gear restrictions and reduced 
landings resulting from area closures. Because the measure requires that potential economic and 
soclologlcal Impacts be Investigated before actions are taken, It can be anticipated that solu­
tions that minimize or cause no .changes In supply, prices, employment, revenues and Income wll I 
result. In fact, having the framework to deal with potential gear conflicts wll I, In al I llkell­
hood, contribute to productivity In the long run by preventing economic disruption. The costs of 
enforcement for th ts measure, and al I other proposed measures as a who le, are stated at the end of 

this section. 

B. N:>adverse economic effects are anticipated or can be quantified untll a conf I lct develops and one 
or rrore methods are chosen to address It. By the nature of this field order, action must be 
taken. Without this measure, unresolved conflicts wll I lead to economic loss through reduced 
efficiency, catches and revenue on the part of diverse commercial user groups, Including for-hire 
recreational operations; social benefits enjoyed by recreational fishermen would also be reduced. 
This measure wll I minimize adverse economic effects, If any, on such user groups who wll I al I be 
subject to restrictions lm~sed under the field order. Hook and llne 66ats may be restricted to 
deeper water where they have tradltlonal ly fished and can operate easily, and net boats may be 

restricted to shallower water where they have tradltlonal ly fished and can operate safely. The 
affected area accounts for 400,713 pounds of commercial landings ($304,542) during the rrost 
affected time period (January-February), and approximately $840,000 In revenue to local charter/ 
headboats. Part of this, or al I, may be affected by a possible conflict and a resulting field 

order, and depend Ing on wh I ch opt Ion Is chosen. 

c. This measure addressed Issues In the fishery (2) and (3) and attanpts to achieve Objective 1 under 
king mackerel. Because of the Intense competition for the resource and the large arrount of capi­
tal Invested by various user groups, the resource Is al located arrong them. The al locations are 
based on the average percentage of total landings contributed by each group. Therefore, the pro­
babl I lty of any group exceeding their al location In any one year, at the expense of another group, 

Is low. 

The al location attanpts to prevent overfishing of the resource while maintaining the historic 
distribution of catch arrong user groups. Any closure of the fishery to a specific group or loca-
1 lty may cause short-term adverse economic effects. tt,wever, these possible losses are the soort­
term sacrifice necessary to prevent overfishing and decreases In catch In future years. 

The commercial fishing sector would be the least affected from any local or general closure of the 
fishery. This user group Is highly rroblle with respect to fishing area, and can also target other 
species for revenue during the year. The handllne segment's largest annual catch to date (1975) 
Is only 80 percent of Its proposed al location. Hypothetical catches In excess of the al location 

should be regarded as opportunity costs, I.e., foregone revenue In an alternative enterprise which 
cannot be engaged In, In this case. The opportunity cost concept can be applied to the gll 1-net 
segment as wel I, In which the proposed allotment was exceeded In 1974 and possibly 1977. The 

estimate for the difference In catch In 1974 (1.63 million pounds) would be $1.24 mlillon using 
the 1980 average price of $0.76 per pound of klngflsh. This estimate can be considered the maximum 
potential opportunity cost to this group. 

The recreational fishing sector 110uld be rrore seriously affected In the king mackerel fishery If a 
closure affecting this group should occur. Altogether this sector accounted for $54.7 mll lion of 

expenditures and 1,590 person-years of employment In 1980. Rocreatlonal-for-hlre fishermen would 
experience an actual drop In revenue and Income, unless they redirect sport fishermen to other 
species, as they are paid on a dally basis rather than a per pound basis. Recreatlonlsts In private 

RIR-13 



boats v«>uldbe restricted to fish for other species. A closure would also affect complementary 
firms supporting the recreational sector. The magnitude of these effects would vary with the 
extent and duration of the closure, as recreational participation varies In the management area by 
time of year. A closure of the fishery would llkely take place at the end of a fishing year, 
during Aprll, May and June. Such timing would mainly affect the fishery In the northern s:>uth 
Atlantic and norther Gulf areas. Prorating the number of charter/headboats and private boats In 
North and South Carol Ina, the Florida panhandle, Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana (east of 
Mississippi River), to recreational revenue/sales for the Gulf and south Atlantic In 1980, 
approximately $6.2 ml I I Ion and 180 man-years of employment may be affected by closing off the last 
half of their season. 

o. No adverse economic Impacts are expected as a result of this proposed management measure. The 
restriction on mesh size wll I not require any alteration to the gl I I nets currently used In the 
fishery and Is consistent with existing Florida law. Nearly al I king mackerel gll !netting takes 
place In waters off the coast of Florida, and the measure Is compatible with the current practices 
In the fishery. Thus, no regulatory or economic burden Is placed on Industry. This measure also 
prevents use of net with mesh smaller than 4-3/4 Inches which results In harvest of smaller 
mackerel and In waste through the "fal I-out" of larger Individuals cau_g!'lt In the net. 

E. These proposed measures are Intended to prevent overfishing and would be Implemented only If data 
lnclated that other management measures already In effect had been Ineffective In preventing over­
fishing. 

These measures have no Impact of any kind untll Implemented. No estimate of short- or long-term 
Impacts can be precisely stated untll one or rrore restrictions are proposed. If Implemented, 
short-term adverse economic Impacts on the users v«>uld occur In order to maintain long-term pro­
ductivity of the resource. Trip limit restrictions would Impact the commercial sector rrost 
severely, whlle bag and/or size limits on the recreational sector would reduce mortallty but not 
short run participation In the fishery. These measures would have substantially less Impact than 
a closure of the fishery. A closure of the fishery would Jeopardize both the commercial and 
recreational revenue/sales cited above, employment, and disrupt markets for mackerel. Monetary 
estimates are dlfflcult to quantify but would exceed $8.9 mil llon. 

2. Spanish Mackerel 

A. No adverse economic Impacts are anticipated or can be quantified untll a specific conflict Is 
addressed. Any negat Ive Impacts wl 11 depend on what act Ion, If any, Is taken. The measure 
requires the Regional Director and the relevant Councl I to Investigate the causes and extent of 
the confllct, the economic and soclologlcal Impacts of any vlable I Imitations on the expanded 
fishery or other users. Given the fact that the economic effects of any action wlll be evaluated 
It Is likely that the benef Its associated with the reso lutlon of a confl let wl 1·1 outweigh any 
detrimental Impacts. Possible Impacts, although uni lkely, may Include short-tenn unemployment 
resulting from the closure of a fishery, reduced productivity due to gear restrictions and reduced 
landings resulting from area closures. Because the measure requires that potent I al economic and 
socio log I cal Impacts be Investigated before actions are taken, It can be ant lclpated that so fu-
t Ions that minimize or cause no changes In supply, prices, employment, revenues and Income wll I 
result. In fact, having the framework to deal with potent I al gear conf I lcts wl 11, In al I 11 kel 1-
hood, contribute to productivity In the long run by preventing economic disruption. The costs of 
enforcement for th Is measure, and al I other proposed measures as a who le, are stated at the end of 
this section. Since the Spanish mackerel fishery Is less contentious with respect to use~ com­
petition, this measure Is less likely to be enacted. 

B. Llttle or no negative economic Impact can be anticipated as a result of this measure due to the 
smal I level of catch of less than twelve-Inch Spanish mackerel. The State of Florida (which 
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accounts for over 95 percent of the commercial catch) currently has a twelve-Inch minimum size 
tlmlt. Fish under this size are not parttcularly desirable because they cannot be fll leted or cut 
Into steaks. Thus, they have a llmlted food value which results In larger fish receiving a higher 
price per pound. Because of this price dlfferentlal, commercial fishermen actively attempt to 

target the schools of larger fish currently. 

This measure does not appear to slgnlflcantly affect the recreational fishery as sportflshermen 
generally prefer a large fish. The catch of smal I Spanish mackerel by recreational fishermen Is 
not thought to be large, and releasing undersized fish Is falrly easy In the recreational fishery. 
Thus, no new economic or regulatory burdens are placed on Industry or the sportflshlng public. 

c. This proposed measure Is Intended ro prevent overfishing and would be Implemented only If data 
lnclated that other management measures already In effect had been Ineffective In preventing over-

f I sh Ing. 

This measure has no Impact of any kind until Implemented. Jib estimate of short- or long-term 
Impacts can be pr-eclsely stated until one or more restrictions are proposed. If Implemented, 
short-term adverse economic Impacts on the users would occur In order-'-fu maintain long-term pro­
ductivity of the resource. Trip llmlt restrictions would Impact the commercial sector most 
severely, whlle bag and/or size llmlts on the recreational sector would reduce 1TDrtallty but not 
short run participation In the fishery. These measures would have substantially less Impact than 
a closure of the fishery. A closure of the fishery would Jeopardize both the commercial and 
recreational revenue/sales cited above, employment, and disrupt markets for mackerel. l\o'onetary 

estimates are dlfflcult to quantify but would exceed $5 ml I llon. 

D. Any closure of the fishery would be carefully considered In llght of such factors as an abnormally 
high abundance of fish, Increased local avallablllty, Increased effort, Inaccuracies In the 
hlstorlcal landings data and other factors which may show that there Is a mlnlmal positive bio­

logical Impact assoc! ated with closure. 

A closure would cause short-term adverse economic effects on commercial and recreational 
fisheries. Although these effects may be decreased through the extent fishermen can redirect 
their efforts to other species, these possible losses are the short-term sacrifice necessary to 
prevent overfishing and decreases In catch In future years. Overfishing would Jeopardize the com­
mercial and recreational values of $3.1 mllllon and $48.4 mll lion, respectively, In 1980 and 
employment opportunities In excess of 1,250 person-years. 

3. Proposed Cobl a Measures 

A 33-lnch fork length restrict Ion Is expected to have a minimal Impact on commercl al harvesters of 
cobla; It Is not a prime target species and Is usually a bycatch. Commercial catch Is expected to 
Increase approximately In proportion to the expected Increase In total yleld. This Increase Is 
expected at 10-32 percent (21 percent average); since this species Is long-lived and has several 
year classes at one time In the fishery, this yield Increase would be the total expected after 
five years. Average cobla landings between 1967 and 1977 were 130,000 pounds; average price In 
the fishery was $0.40 In May, 1981; using yield Increases of 3.2 percent, 3.7, 4.2, 4.2, and 4.2 
for a five-year period (to account for compounding) and a ten percent discount factor, the pres­
ent value of Increased revenue over five years Is $8,150. This wll I be widely distributed a1TDng 
many fishermen from several states. 

Recreational fishermen In the Gulf and south Atlantic landed an estimated 900,000 pounds of cobla 
In 1970, or about 119,000 fish (see Section a.o of the FMP); the 1979 NMFS recreational survey 

contained no cobla Information. Whlle this measure wll I decrease recreational catches In the 
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short-term whlle the stock replenlshes Itself, no measurable negative economic Impacts can be 
anticipated because the fishery Is so smal I. Cobia make up only 1.6 percent, at 110st the total 
catch of charter vessels In the fishery (Section 8.2.1.2 of the FMP). In local areas of the 
northwestern Gulf, however, cobla tournanents are Important for about one 110nth out of an elght-
110nth season, representing approximately $3 mll llon In revenues to charter/headboats. 

4. Purse Seine Measures 

A. This measure to al low llmlted use of purse seine gear In the mackerel fisheries would under 
various assumptions cause economic effects ranging from Increased total Industry revenue to slgnl­
flcantly reduced catch per unit effort (CPUE) for al I other users. A survey (Centaur Asooclates, 
1981) has shown that at least 75 percent of firms which would employ purse seines would come from 
the existing net boat fleet. Therefore, most of the differential In catch and revenue would 
remain In the existing Industry; however, since purse seines are 110re efficient gear than gll I 
nets, the catch and revenue may be reallocated a110ng Industry members. 

This measure to llmlt a purse seine fishery Is necessary because when a FMP Is Implemented for the 
mackerel fishery It Is the position of the Councl Is that state regulation!! _wl 11 not be appl I cab le 
In the FCZ. In such a situation the Introduction of a new gear may have -substantial and adverse 
Impacts on al I other users, especially a purse seine which Is much 110re efficient than existing 
gear In the fishery. To comply with the national standards of the Magnuson Act and yet recognize 
the economic and social concerns In the fishery, this measure llmltlng purse seine use Is proposed. 

In the situation that the total al location for net gears Is not attained by 800,000 pounds or 
more, then purse seine operations for klngflsh In the Gulf and south Atlantic would Increase 
Industry catch and revenue up to a maximum of 800,000 pounds and $608,000 annua I ly. 1-bwever, 
because of their greater efficiency, purse seine gear would negatively affect the CPUE for other 
users by 5.6 percent each (Table 2). Assuming llnearlty between catch, effort, and costs, other 
user groups wll I either expend 5.6 percent 110re effort and cost to catch the same arTOunt or earn 
5.6 percent less revenue. The 110netary Impacts are listed In Table 3. 

Under the same circumstances for Spanish mackerel and Its OY/MSY,purse seine operations would 
Increase Industry catch and revenue up to a maximum of 600,000 pounds and $156,000 annually. 
Effects on CPUE of other user groups and 110netary Impacts are listed In Tables 2 and 3. For both 
mackerels, Increased landings would not depress the per unit price of all mackerel because of the 
essentially zero price flexlbl I lty estimates (Centaur, 1981, P• 204). The price of purse seine 
caught fish w:>uldbe slmllar to that caught by hook and llne because of comparable quality. The 
size of purse seine caught fish may be smaller which w:>uld decrease per unit price; however, untll 
purse seine operations begin, the size question Is unsubstantiated. 

In the situation that the klngflsh net gear al location wt 11 be attained, then purse seine opera-
t Ions harvesting the maximum allowable wll I decrease CPUE of al I other net boats 14 to 28 percent 
(Centaur, 1981; P• 212). Total Industry catch and revenue \IIOUId rema In constant, but It wou Id be 

allocated on a 110re skewed distribution. lndlvldual gll I-net boats would experience a 14 to 28 
percent decllne In CPUE and revenue at the expense of fewer purse seine operations. The two other. 
user groups for klngflsh (Table 2) would experience decllnes In CPUE comparable to the above 
situation. Monetary Impacts In this example are listed In Table 3. 

In a situation where OY/MSY may be attained somewhere between Its estimate and 800,000 pounds 
(600,000 for Spanish mackerel) below It, then the Impacts on user groups would vary between zero to 
28 percent for klngflsh and zero to 1.9 percent for Spanish mackerel. The llkellhood of attaining 
the OY/MSYestimate Is condltlonal on extenuating factors discussed for proposed measure 2.D. 
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Table 2. Decrease In catch per unit effort for king and Spanish mackerels from al location taken by 

purse seine fleet. 

FI sheri 
User Group Type of al locatlonl Klng 2 Span I sh3 

Large scale net General 

Specific 

5.6 

28.0 

percent 

percent 

4 

4
1. 9 percent 4

Smal I scale net General 1.9 percent 

Hook and 11 ne General 5.6 percent 

Recreat Iona I General 5.6 percent 1.9 percent 

Type of al location refers to whether the purse seine al location Is made under conditions where the 
OY/MSY wl 11 not be attained overal I (General), or where the OY/MSY wl 11 be attained and the al loca­
t Ion wll I be taken from that al lowed al I net gears (Specific). 

2 A 800,000-pound al location In the Gulf and south Atlantic. 

3 A 600,000-pound al location in the Gulf and south Atlantic. 

4 This estimate Is approximately twice the probable percentage since any decrease In glll-net catch 
wl 11 be rrore than offset by a corresi:nndlng Increase In purse seine catch, 75 percent of wh lch 

accrues to converted large-scale gll I natters. 

Source: Centaur Associates, 1981; Exhibit 8-1, and discussion, p. 211. 

Table 3. Monetary Impacts to king and Spanish mackerel user groups from al location taken by purse 
seine fleet. 

Revenue/Sa I esl. 
User Group fib. of Un Its Increase Decrease 

OR 
Increased Costs 

1Purse seine fleet 13 $764,000 $52,000 

Large scale gll I natl 
(General al location) 70 $132,.358 117,285 

Small scale glll net2 1534 46,525 9,972 

Hook and II ne3 1115 85,576 37,701 

Recreat Iona 11 

Charter/head boat 1,082 1.3 mil llon 
Private boat owners 90,000 2.8 ml I llon 

TOTAL $764,000 $4. 4 ml I llon $216,958 

Includes operations from king and Spanish mackerel; see text for recreational discussion. 

2 Operations from Spanish mackerel only. 

3 Operations from kl ng mackerel only. 

4 Includes 130 ful I-time vessels and 23 part-time. 

5 Includes 105 full-time vessels and 66 part-time 

Source: Centaur Associates, 1981. 
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The cost of this measure wll I be borne by the National Marine Fisheries Service with help from the 
Counclls and Interested states. No addltlonal funding should be required as the level of effort 
necessary to provide observers is expected to be smal I, and Is wel I within the current capabl I lt-y 
of the agencies involved. The range of possible observer days is expected to be 47 - 520, with 
the lower end of the range being much rrore likely (see FW Section 12.3.5.1). 

5. Statistical Reporting Measures 

A. Recreatlonal data wi 11 be collected through surveys and Interview techniques. A one-question 
addition to state vessel registration forms to Identity the universe of boaters can be 
accomplished with almost no addltlonai cost. The surwys for boat owners would be conducted 
annually and for nonboat owners once every three years. The cost for every recreatlonal contact­
will be about the same as contacts under NMFS Natlonal Survey, or $8.75. Based on a 90,000 boat­
universe targeting the management unit and a five percent (random) sample, annual costs for this 
segment are $39,375. Based on a 353,540 shore fishermen universe and a three percent (random) 
sample, total cost of this segment Is $92,801. Since this would be an every-three-year survey., 
annual cost based on a capltal recovery factor, three years at ten percent would be $37,316. 
Total annual recreational costs are $76,691. Although these data collection costs appear substan­
t I al, they wou Id dee 11 ne for each ext stl ng FMP as other p I ans are ImpI emenU)d,. Report-Ing burden 
is 1,259 hours based on flw minutes per fisherman. 

B. Data from commercial and recreational-tor-hire fishermen wll I be gathered prlmarl ly through 
existing NMFS reporting efforts. Some additional samplylng of these user groups wil I be necessary 
to estimate fishing effort. The economic Impact to Industry of additional reporting on randomly 
selected fishermen Is malnly one of lost time. Per vessel costs to the government- for printing., 
distribution, collection, data processing, and publication is expected to be $20 to $25. 
Reporting would take place annually at intervals specified by NMFS and its statistical reporting 
division. Based on a universe of 394 full- and part-time commercial operators and a 25 percen-t­
sample, annual costs tor this segment are $1,970 to $2,463. Based on a universe of 1,082 
charter/headboat operators and a ten percent sample, annual costs tor -this segment are $2,164 to 
$2,705. Total annual costs for this effort are $4,134 to $5,168. The reporting burde.n Is 1,240 
hours based on six hours per year per respondent. 

Reporting Measure B supports Measure A by requiring a reply from those persons selected for the 
survey. It also includes processors In the mandatory reporting requirement for that Information 
deemed necessary by NMFS. This Information is already being collected on a \Oluntary basis, but 
some processors do not report at present. Costs of this measure are Included In Measure A. 

B. ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT MEASURES

The Incremental impact that would have been associated with the adoption of the alternative management 
measures or the Impact of not adopting them is described in this section. The Impacts of the alter­
native management measure are summarized In Table 4. 

Alternative Management Measures Considered tor King Mackerel 

Alternative Measure F would have placed a minimum size of tour pounds on al I king mackerel for both 
commercial and recreational fishermen. This measure was aimed at preventing harvest of king mackerel 
below the size corresponding to a maximum economic yleld. Rejection of Alternative Measure Falso 
results In not placing a minimum weight on the recreational sector. It was rejected because: (1) the 
survival rate of king mackerel released by recreational fishermen Is low, (2) severe economic Impacts 
would be likely, and (3) smal I king mackerel are specltlcal ly targeted by recreational participants. 
Undersized recreational catch has been reported as high as 79.5 percent In some local I ties (northwest 
.Florida In 1978 based on data from NMFS, Panama City Laboratory), and It Is believed that such a 
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restriction would slgnlflcantly curtail several recreational fisheries. Recreational catch of these 
smal I king mackerel Is greatest In northwest Florida and detrimental economic Impacts could be 
expected to be ITPSt severe In this region. Angler reaction and thus the economic Impact are 
Impossible to quantify; however, the ad-.erse economic Impacts are believed to slgnlflcantly outweigh 
any potential positive Impacts. 

Alternative Measure G which would llmlt the recreational catch to five king mackerel per day for each 
fisherman was considered and not proposed. This measure would have unnecessarily restricted the catch 
of recreational fishermen whether or not the recreational al location was reached. This measure would 
decrease the total catch of recreational fishermen by an amount which cannot be calculated with 
available data. However, It Is likely that It would have a detrimental affect on participation In the 
fishery and would thus reduce the le\181 of economic expenditures associated with the recreational king 
mackerel fishery. Total annual expenditures for the purchase of goods, charterboat fees and general 
tourism associated with the recreational king mackerel fishery for the region was estimated at $55 
mil lion for 1980 (see Section 9.1.2 of the plan). Any reduction of recreational participation In the 
fishery can be expected to affect this level of expenditures; however, the extent of the Impact cannot 
be precisely stated. 

Alternative Measure H would require a minimum mesh size of fl\18 to 5-1/2 Inches for the king mackerel 
gill-net fleet. This measure would Increase the all8rage size of captured king mackerel by Increasing 
the mesh size used in the gll I-net fleets. The motive of such a measure would be to increase the 
a 118rage s I ze of captured f I sh and reduce the catch of f I sh I ass than 25 Inches. Howe-.er, current nets 
with a 4-3/4 Inch mesh size wll I only be landing an estimated 24,157 pounds of undersized fish in 1980 
or 0.47 percent of the total catch. Although no data Is available on awrage fish size and escapement 
rates for different gll I-net mesh sizes, it Is 1TPst likely that landings and, thus, revenue of the 
gl I I-net fleet would be substantially reduced. In addition, a change in the mesh size wl 11 require a 
major refitting effort by the 33-vessei fleet. Typically, each net averages 1,500 x 80 feet (Section 
8.2.6.t of this plan) and has an estimated replacement cost of $15,000. If this measure were Imposed 
on the fleet, an Initial outlay of $495,000 ($15,000 x 33) would be required by the entire fleet 
before the 1982 season. 

Alternative Measure I would establish a procedure for regulating length and height I Imitations on nets 
used In the king mackerel fishery should a king mackerel net fishery expand Into an area not histori­
cally fished. This measure was not proposed In lieu of Proposed Measure A. Measure A is 1TPre comple­
tely defined, more expedient and provides greater flexlblllty In deal Ing with new and unexpected 
problems which may arise. No economic Impacts can be anticipated until a specific Issue Is addressed. 
However, the Impacts which can be anticipated as the result of dealing with a specific Issue would be 
equal to or slightly greater with this measure than under Proposed Measure A. This Is due to the fact 
that Measure A provides greater flexlblllty In dealing with conflicts which may arise. 

Alternative Measure J which would require permits for al I -.essels fishing In the FCZ was considered 
and not proposed. This measure was discussed as a possible method to facilitate data collection In 
the fishery. A statistical reporting system based on mandatory trip tickets for commercial, party and 
charter boats and a vessel enumeration system for private boats based on the existing state registra­
tion lists was substituted for this measure. A \18ssel permit system, assuming a $10 permit fee (a 
typical charge necessary to col/er administrative expenses of permits) would cost the commercial fleet 
$14,760 and the estimated 90,000 private recreational boats targeting the species an additional 
$900,000. The mandatory permit system was thus considered too expensive for the marginal Increase in 
data derived and would have Imposed an unnecessary regulation on the fishery. 

Alternative Measure K would have prohibited the use of purse gil I nets with the intent that this issue 
be speclflcai ly discussed at public hearings. The direct economic Impacts of this regulation would be 
nonexistent at this time as there are not any king mackerel purse gll fnetters known to be operating In 
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Table 4. Summary of Economic Impacts of the Alternative Management Measures 

Alternative 
Management 
Measure Price 

KI ng Mackere I 

Sueely_ E!!![!loy_ment Revenues 
I nternat Iona I 

Productivity_ l!!![!aCt 

Market 

Structure 
Government 

Costs 

Recreat Iona I 

Part I cl eat Ion 

F. SI lght post- King mackerel 0 SI lght 0 0 0 1 Extaris Ive reduct Ion 
tlve Impact. supply reduced •. reduct Ion. of recreational 

catch-concentrated 

In severa I reg Ions. 

G. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 Extensive reduction 
In recreat tonal 

catch. 

H. 0 Reduction In 0 0 Productivity 0 0 1 0 
landings by reduced and 
the gt I I-net $495,000 addltlonal 
fleet. Investment required. 

I• 0 0 0 0 Potent I al smal I 0 0 I 0 
Increase. 

J. 0 0 0 0 License fees would 0 0 I License fees would 
cost fleet $14,760. cost recreational 

boat fishermen 

$900,000. 

K. 0 0 0 0 Slight potential to 0 0 1 0 
hold back productivity 

at future date. 

L. SI lght post- Possible 0 Posslble Slight reduction. 0 0 I 0 
tlve Impact 

on king 

reduct Ion. reduct Ion. 
1'I,, 
.-, ' 

mackerel. 

M. 0 Possible Inter~ 0 Posslbl I tty Productivity 0 0 I 0 
ruptlons in that economic reduced. 
supply of king returns would 
mackerel. bEi reduced. 



Table 4. (contd.) Summary of Economic Impacts of the Alternative Management Measures 

Alternative 

Management 

Measure Price Sueel:t E!!!J:!lo:r:ment Revenues 

I nternat tonal 

Productlvlt:t l~act 

Market 

Structure 

Government 

Costs 
Recreat 

Part lei 

Iona I 

eat Ion 

N. 0 0 0 Revenues to 
harvesting 

sector reduced. 

Probable reduction 0 
In productivity. 

1 May act to 
discourage 

entry Into 

0 

hook and 11 ne 

f lshery. 

o. 0 0 0 0 Possible Increases 0 0 Increased 0 
I n product Iv I ty. enforcement 

and legal 

expenses would 
be Incurred If 
conf I lets 
developed. 

P. 0 Potential for 
reduced supply 
If MSY Is 

exceeded. 

Increased 
risk of 
closure may 

result In 

unemp loy-

Possible loss 
of revenue due 
to Increased 

risk of closing 

fishery. 

Potential to 
reduce gl I I-net 
product I vi ty 

If al location Is 

reached. 

0 May serve to 
lessen concen-
tratlon In 

harvesting 

sector. 

I Ho Ids rec-

reatlonal 
catch to 28 

ml 11 Ion. 

ment. 

Q. Poss Ible 
s I lght 

Uncertain Uncertain Possible loss. Uncertain 0 0 1 0 

Increase. 

R. 

Seanlsh 

0 

Mackerel 

Slight reduction. 0 Slight reduction. 0 
1,'' ., ' 

0 0 1 0 

E. 0 0 0 0 Possible Increased 0 0 Increased 0 
product Iv! ty. enforcement 

and legal 
expenses wou Id 
be Incurred 1f 

conf 11 cts 
.,. developed, 

:,:i 
H 
:,:i 
I 

N 
I--' 



Table 4. (contd.) Summary of Economic Impacts of the Alternative Management Measures 

Alternative 
Management International Market Government Recreat tonal 
Measure Price Suee 1:i E!!!elo1ment Revenues Product I vltt I !!!eact Structure Costs Part I cleat Ion 

~ 

B. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 Significantly 
reduced 
recreational 
catch. 

c. 0 Reduced by 0 Revenues reduced 0 0 0 1 0 
130,000 pounds. by $52,000. 

Purse Seine 

c. 0 0 0 0 May I lmlt future 0 0 0 0 
product lvlty. 

D. Same effect In Gulf as Proposed Measure A and a. 

Statistical Reeortlng 

c. Same effect as rejected King Mackerel Measure J. 

D. 0 0 0 0 3,246 hours reporting. 0 0 $16,230 - $20,100 0 

E. 0 0 0 0 1,576 hours reporting. 0 0 $7,880 - $9,850 0 

F. 0 0 0 0 649 - 1,298 hours 0 0 $2, 164 - $27,050 0 

Total annual enforcement oost of $294,444. 

,, I •• 
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the Gulf and south Atlantic FCZ at this time. Potential positive benefits Include a reduction In 
"fallout" of dead fish from gl 11 nets which Is alleged to occur. This measure was not proposed at 
this time because a study Is currently underway which wl 11 assess the Impact of a gl I I-net "fallout" 
problem. The data provided by.this project wll I be used for an evaluation of al I the alternative 
forms of this gear type and, If necessary, regulations proposed at a future date. 

Alternative Measure L would establish a 25-lnch minimum size limit for the commercial fishery and no 
size limit for the recreational fishery. Alternative Measure L was rejected because It is discrimina-
tory to one user group without adequate Justification. 

Alternative Measure M proposed to restrict the use of spotter aircraft In the king mackerel fishery. 
Spotter aircraft are used predominantly by large gll I-net boats to locate large schools of king 
mackerel. This measure would significantly reduce the economic efficiency of the gil I-net fleet and 
would most likely increase the variability of the catch. Although specific projections of the dollar 
impact of the measure cannot be made, there Is general agreement that the regulation would adversely 
affect the gll I-net economic returns by causing higher costs and would cause interruptions In the 
supplies of fish to consumers. 

Alternative Measure N which was not adopted, would have restricted the number of lines and hooks used 
In the king mackerel fishery. The measure was not considered to be necessary because catch I Imita­
tions to prevent the harvest from exceeding MSY have been adopted. It was also rejected because of 
the adverse economic effect on the user groups using this gear type. It is impossible to suggest the 
specific economic loss to the hook and line fleet without specifying the number of hooks to be 
allowed. However, it Is safe In assuming that a significant restriction on the number of lines per­
mitted In the fishery would reduce the revenue, efficiency and productivity of the fishery. 

Alternative Measure O would have al lowed the Secretary to aid In the prosecution of persons invol11ed 
in conflicts In which there was a history of violence. The measure was felt to be unnecessary In 
light of the extensive framework established in Proposed Measure A which deals with conflicts between 
gear and user groups. 

Alternative Measure P allocates eight million pounds to the commericaf fishery, 25 million pounds to 
the recreational fishery and maintains the remaining four mil ffon pounds of the optimum yield In a 
reserve to be al located on a regional basis to the fishery ff the Initial I lmlts are exceeded. The 
rejected measure also required that the reserve be al located In accordance with the contribution to 
total catch that each specific fishery made In the previous flw years. In addition, P places a per­
sonal I Imitation of three fish per day on the recreational fishery, a 10,000 per day f fmft on al I 
gfff-net vessels and a 400 pound per day flmft on all vessels In the hook and lfne fishery ff ft 
appears that the respective aflocatlon wlfl be reached. Thrs allocation system was not adopted In 
I f eu of Proposed Measure C whf ch Is be f f eved to prov I de the same benef I ts and not req u I re as comp f ex 
an admlnlstratfw framework. The slmflar adopted measure also provides a more sophisticated system of 
controls to restrict the fishery once the reserve Is reached and the ffexibiffty needed to al low for 
fluctuations In abundance and avaflabf flty. There are two basic economic Impacts that could be 
expected had Alternatlw Measure P been adopted. First, because the al Jocatfon system mandated Is so 
extensive catch data with a shorter time lag In reporting would be needed. Coflectfon and analysts of 
data this frequently could be expected to cost substantially more than the proposed reporting system. 
Measure Cal lows for the consideration of whether or not the excess catch Is a result of a high abun­
dance of fish, Increased local avallablffty, Increased effort, Inaccuracies In the historical landings 
data and the degree of blologlcal impact of closing the fishery. The more efficient and simpler 
Measure C provides for certainty on the part of user groups and thus higher economic returns. 

_A_i_t_e_r_n_a_t_f_veM_ea_s_u_r_e__,_Qwould separate two groups of commercial mackerel fishermen to a\Ofd gear 
conflicts. The separation Is by depth and time. This measure was not proposed because (I) there are 
owrlapping zones In which fishing can take place by both gear types; and (2) the length of the 
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separation rn time, although at the peak of the season, Is not long enough to al low for different
avallabllltles of mackerel year to year. Because of these factors enforcement would be d I. ff I cu It, 

conflicts may stll I occur, and efficient use of both gear may be Inhibited. 

Alternative Measure R would make Illegal the buying, sailing, or processing for commercial use, king 
mackerel under 25-lnches fork length. This measure would have prevented fishermen from marketing a 
small (but unquantifiable at this time) arrount of king mackerel under 25 Inches. Since small lndlvl­
duals are regularly caught when striking a net for king mackerel, and for Spanish mackerel at times, 
the result would be waste of a protein resource. No restrictions were contemplated for recreational 
fishermen and thus the measure Is also discriminatory on Industry. 

Alternative Measures for Spanish Mackerel 

Alternatl ve Measure E provided that the Secretary would aid In the prosecution of perpe.trators of 
violence In fisheries having gear or user group confl lets. The measure also gives the Secretary 
emergency powers to separate users by gear or assign local quotas. This measure was not adopted since 
Its designated goal was rrore effectively achieved by Proposed Measure A. The only economic lmpacTs 
which could be anticipated are slightly Increased enforcement costs and addltlonal legal fees. The 
extent of these expenses wou Id be tot a I I y dependent on the character I st Ics mm·extent of any future 
conf 11cts. 

Alternative Management Measures for Cobia 

Alternative Measure B would have provided a bag limit of one cobla per person per day in the SouTh 
Atlantic Council area where data supported the need for protection. This measure wo.uld have reduced 
recreational enjoyment of the fishery and could slightly reduce participation In the fishery. 
However, any economic impact could be expected to be minimal as only 0.4 percent of saltwater anglers 
In the region are estimated to land cobla In a given year. The primary negative economic. Impact of 
this measure would JTOst likely have been localized In communities which hold cobla Tournaments yearly. 
Specific dollar values for the Impact cannot be estimated as no data are available on expenditures for 
cobla fishermen or on the potential reaction of anglers to cobia bag limits. 

Alternative Measure C is aimed at prohibiting the sale of al I cobla. Cobia Is not a targeted species 
of any commercial fleet and Is only caught Incidental to other species. Total comroorclal cobla catch 
Is typically only ten percent of the total cobla catch. This measure would have little beneficial 
biological Impact while depriving the commerlcal fleet of a supplementary source of revenue. If 
adopted, Measure C would have deprl1.€d the commercial fleet of $52,000 In revenue based on 130,000 
pounds average landings and $0.40 per pound. This revenue loss would be concentrated among fishermen 
along both coasts of Florida. 

Alternative Management Measures for Purse Selnes 

A I ternat I 1.€ Measure C proh I b I ts the use of purse se Ines to harvest kl ng or Span I sh mackerel In the 
area of Jurisdiction of the South Atlantic Council except for specified research. This measure llmlts 
technological change by the Industry. Prohibition of purse seine gear would not have alTered the sta­
tus quo In the Industry since purse seines were either· little or not used at al I. Since there was no 
documentation to support a total prohibition, this measure was rejected. 

Alternative Measure D recommends a research program on the use of purse seines In taking king and 
Spanish mackerel; until the research Is completed, purse seine operations would be limited to 400,000 
pounds annually of king mackerel and Spanish mackerel (an additional 250,000 pounds for an existing 
commercial fishery) in the Gulf of Mexico and observers would be required on board. This measure was 
rejected because the one-year I Imitation on catch and observer participation was not sufficient for 
proper management of the resource or fishery. 
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Alternative Statlstlcal Reporting Measures 

Alternatlve Measure C would require permits for al I users for statlstlcal purposes only. The measure 
was rejected as an unnecessary burden on Industry and the publlc. Its cost ($914,760) Is discussed In 
King Mackerel Alternatlve Measure J. 

Alternative Measure D would require a mandatory trip ticket system for charter/headboat operators 
targeting Spanish mackerel. Assuming 75 percent of the 1,082 charter/headboats In the fishery target 
Spanish mackerel, and an annual per unit cost of $20 to $25 for data collection, col latlon, and publi­
cation, total costs would be $16,230 to $20,000. The reporting burden at 0.5 hour per month for an 
eight-month season would be 3,246 hours. The measure was rejected because sufficient Information can 
be obtained from a sample of operators. 

Alternatlve Measure E requires commerclal fishermen to report catch and effort data using trip 
tickets. With 100 percent reporting and an annual per unit cost of $20 to $25, total cost would be 
$7,880 to $9,850. The measure was rejected because sufficient Information can be obtained from a 
sample of operators. Reporting burden, 0.5 hour per month per operator for--elght •-~. nonths, would be
1,576 hours. 

Alternatlve Measure F requires logbook reporting for al I charter/headboat operators, or a llmlted 
sample necessary to obtain sufficient data. Costs to government and reporting burden would be the 
same for this group of operators as In Proposed Measure B. This measure was rejected because It 
discriminates use of a survey Instrument on one user group. 

C. COMPARISON OF THE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED AND ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENTMEASURES 

1. Proposed Measures 

The benefits of this FMP derive from maintenance of a high level of yleld, preventing a decline In 
yleld and loss of economic value to the nation. Fishing effort Is rapidly Increasing and wl I I 
soon result In a decline In yleld from the fishery unless total harvest Is llmlted. (See FMP 
Section 5.4.) However, It Is not possible to calculate the degree to which mackerel stocks could 
be overfished In any given year and corresponding benefits from regulation because of the I lmlted 
data available and uncertainty about the precision of the MSY estimate. 

A reasonable approach to estimating benefits from regulatlon Is to compare the costs of the plan 
to the range of potential benefits. Recent history of a similar fishery, Atlantic mackerel, gl119s 
an Indication of potential losses which could occur If no action Is taken. Maximum sustainable 
yield for this stock Is estimated at 210,000 to 230,000 mt. During the early 1970s, excess 
fishing effort greatly reduced the stock size and yield declined. Total present catch from u.s. 
and Canadian waters Is approximately 65,000 mt, less than one third of MSY. The current Atlantic 
Mackerel FW limits catches In U.S. waters to 30,000 mt In an attempt to Increase spawning stock 
size and Improve recruitment. 

In the case of Atlantic mackerel, the drastic reduction In harvest needed to rebulld the stock was 
accompllshed by reducing al lowed foreign harvest and was relatlvely palnless for U.S. Interests. 
If slmllar reductions became necessary for king or Spanish mackerel, U.S. fishermen would bear the 
entire burden, with serious adverse Impacts on sport and commerclal fishermen. 

Given the present trend In fishing effort In the king and Spanish mackerel fisheries and present 
condition of those stocks, It ls probable that MSY wll I be exceeded and yield decline In the near 
future unless total harvest ls llmlted. For the purpose of estimating potentlal benefits from the 
plan, It ls reasonable to assume losses of five to 25 percent within the next five years, and 20 
to 50 percent within the next ten years, If no action Is taken. These estimates are somewhat 
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arbitrary, but are bel leved to be conservative. As can be seen from the exampl.e of Atlantic 
mackerel, greater losses are possible. Thus, annual benefits assuming llnearlty between economic 

va I ue/expend I tures { commercl a I and recreational sectors) and catch \Elry between $5.6 ml I I Ion to 

$27.9 mll llon during the next five years derived from this FW through prevention of overfishing. 

Direct monetary benefits Include the potential Increase In annual revenue of up to $608,000 for 
king mackerel and $156,000 for Spanish mackerel by purse seine vessel operators, and $8,150 

(pr·esent value) over five years for Increased cobla landings. 

A summat Ion of the d I rect annua I costs to pr I vate Industry and .government Is .approx I mate I y #376,303, 
all of which Is attributable to the government. If and only If large scale gl 11 net boats convert 
to purse seines, Industry wl 11 face potential costs of up to $216,958 or a :potential $4.-4 ,ml I I Ion 

In lost revenue/sales for commercial and recreational users {Table 3). The potential lost revenue/ 

sales comes almost entirely from the recreational sector {$4.1 ml I I Ion). This Impact Is probably 

greatly overstated. In the absence of 1TOre rel I able information the Impact was estf,mated by 

assuming a linear relatlonshlp between decreases In CPUE and total revenue/sales. Howe-..er, It Is 

unll'kely that a smal I Change In CPUE Cl.9 to 5.6 percent) wll I have any Impact on recreational 

fishing ·effort. The 1TOtlws for fishing are not solely to catch fish wl~h many fishermen fishing 

because of the general recreatlonal benefits. 

Annual costs to government are classified as following: 

Monitoring and data collection $ 81,859 

Enforcement 
Coast Guard $184,444 
NMFS $110,000 
Total $294,444 

Total annual costs $376,303 

The costs to dewlop this FMP arrount to $306,204. The Gulf Council Is the lead Council for this 
p I an and has assumed most of the costs for meet I ngs, off Ice/staff, and actua I FM" contractua I 

arrangements. For the purposes of this RIR, a 20-year llfe Is gl11en to the FW process and struc­

ture. Its annual cost based on a ten percent cap Ital recovery factor Is therefore.$35,968. 

2. A I terna·t I ve Measures 

Benefits from the a·lterna'tlve measures are less than those cited for the proposed measures wl'th 
,regard to overf·lshlng. This Is due to the lnflexlbll lty and Imposition of J1Dre burdens on 

·Industry and the publlc from'alternatlve measures. It Is not possible to cite a quantitative 

estimate of :iesser benefits with the alternatives, but only to point out qualltatlve differences. 

A summation of the direct annual costs to private Industry and government Is approximately $1.9 
ml I I Ion, of ''Which $429,980 ls attributable to government {see Alternative Measures for Enforcement 

and Statistical Collectlon); $1.4 Is attributable to Industry and the public from llcense fees, 

mandatory gear, and prohibition of sale of cobla. FMP developmental costs would be Incurred as wel 1. 

3. Summary 

In summary, annual -benefits from the proposed measures range from $5.6 million to $27.9 mllllon 
from pre·"'8ntlon of overfishing, and a potential $762,000 In Increased revenue to .purse seine 
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operators. Annual costs of the proposed measure are $412,271, of which $376,303 are direct annual 
costs for statlstlcal collection, rronltorlng, and enforcement, and $35,968 for de118lopment of the 
FMP. 

Annual benefits from the alternative measures are significantly below those estimated for The pro­
posed measures; howe\18r, because of limited data, no quantitative estimate Is possible. The 
alternatl\18 measures are more rigid, lnflexlble, and. burdensome regulations and thus beneflrs 
would be less. Annual costs of the alternatl11e measures are $1.9 mll llon, roost of which Is 
Imposed on private Industry and the sportflshlng public. 

D. Paperwork Reduction Act (44 u.s.c. 350 et seq.) 

The proposed management rreasures wll I not Increase the reporting burden for commerclal and 
recreational fishermen and processors. The major change wl 11 be a change from a \Oluntary to a 
mandatory reporting system. Data wll I be collected on a random basis which minimizes the 
report Ing burden on the f I shermen and costs to the federa I government •. 

E. Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 u.s.c. 601 et seq.) 

The proposed management rreasures result In both positive {and possible negative) economic Impacts 
to the smal I businesses associated with the mackerel fishery. Virtually all the businesses asso­
ciated with the mackerel fishery are classified as smal I businesses, and wll I consequently receive 
most of the economic gains resulting from the proposed measures; conversely, mosT businesses wl11 
be affected from negatl11e economic Impacts, If any. The benefits to the fishery, and regional and 
national economies, as wel I as the nurrber of fishermen affected by the proposed'management 
measures Is discussed In Sections IV. A and C (Including Table 3). 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmoa-,IIIN'lo 
Admlnlatratlon 

50 CFR Part842 
(Docket No. 21021-2111 

Coutal Migratory Pelagic Ae�ourcee 
of th• Gulf of Mulco and th• South 
Atlantic . . 
AGBNCY:National Oceanic and 
Atmoapheric Adminiltration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 
.ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: NOAA laaun final 
regulationa implementing the FlaherJ 
Management Plan for the Co�1tal 
Migratory Pelagic Ruource•of the Gulf 
of Mexico and the South Atlantic. The 
intended effect of thne regulations la to 
reduce user-group confilctl and prevent 
overfishing of the kinsand Spaniab 
mackerel and cobla atocka. 
EPnCTIV8 DATE February 4. 198S. 

ADDlll!SSU: A copy of the combined 
final regulatory flexibility _!U1alysia/ 
regulatory impact review may be 
obtained from Jack T. Brawner, Regional 
Director, Southeaat Region, National 
Marine Fisheries Service, 9450 Koger 
Boulevard, SL Peteraburg. Florida 3370Z. 
,OIi l'\IRTHU INl'ORMAnON CONTAC'r. 
Jack T. Brawner, 81~141. 
SUPPLIMINTARY INFORMATION:The 
Alliatant Administrator for Flaheriu. 
NOAA. approved the Fl1b917 
Managuqent Plan for Coaatal Migratory 
Pelagic Reaourcea of the Gulf of Mexico 
and the South Atlantic (FMP) on April 1, 
1982. under the authority of the 
Magnuaon Fishery·Conaervatlon and 
Management Act (Magnuson Act). 
Tbeae regulatlona implement the FMP, 
which w�1 prepared jointly by the· Gulf 
of Mexico and South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Councils (Coundls). A 
propoaed rulemaking w�1 published on 
May 18, 1982 (47 FR 21279), lnlUatinga 
45-day comment pariod whiclunded 
July Z.198Z. · 
· The propond contained 
information on the coastal miptory 
pelagic fishery, Its economic value, and 
lta relative importance to the 
recreational and commercial sectors. 
. The major problem, in the fiahery (1.e.,­
preventton of overflshlns and gear · ·
confllcts) and themanagement JDUIW'n 
to resolve them were also dlacussed ID 
detail. 

.-ulemaldna

In the propond replatloaa. I &IZ.5 
pertunlnsto NtCOrdkeepq and 
reporttns wu rnerved. Thia 1ection ii 
also being ruerve.d in tlm final rule . 
becaUl8the reporting syatam hu not 
been completely developed and forma 
have not yet been prepared.It ii .- . 
anticipated that themandatory~ 
system will be implemented when • 
smnpllng~urea and raportiJl8 
formaare developed and approved. The 
form� will be aubmitted to the Officeof 
Management and Budget for clearance· 
under section 3501 of thePaperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980. 

Section 8'2.7( e) in the propoaed 
regalattom prohibited fishinafor kins 
mackerel with gill nets having a me�h· 

•·lize of le11 than 4'4inchn. In the6nal 
rule.this section bu been changed to 

. prohibit po11u1ion of Jcinsmackerel ID 
the FCZon board a veael with gill neta 
leu than tlm size, except as provided 
for 1111der I &12.24(a)(Z).Section · 
.8'2.24(a)(Z)hu been reviaedto allow ua 
inddental catch oflcini mackerel "qual 
to ten percent of the total catch by 

'number of Spanish mackerel on board• 
vnsel with gill nets with a mesh size 
amaller than 4'4lncba (stretched mesh), 
Theae two changes have been made to 
facilitate enforcement of the FMP. 

The final rule differs from the 
proposed rule in that aeveral minor 
technical modifications were made for 
clarification in the definitions of fishery 
conservation zone and commercial.. 
fisherman, I 84Z.Z.and in the textaof 
U 842.1(d) and (1), 642.S(b),and 
642.24(a). Errors in the location of Points 
3 and 4 on Table 1 of§ 642.26(a)(l)(f) are 
corrected. The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) 
requested mlnqr revision• of § 642.8to 
reflect recent change, In USCG boarding 
procedures and of I 842.8 to reflect the 
recent revision of SOCFR.Part 621 (Civil 
Procedures); these are revised in the 
final rule.Alao, changes were 
incorporated in the final rule in response 
to comment� recalved during the p~bllc 
comment period. These changes ar, 
dllCUI~ ~low, ,· 

~•J.s ad Retponw 
· ~e Council � and theF1orida 
DepartmentofNaturalReaourcea
lFDN©que1tloned conaistency of the 
proposed reguletiom with the FMP 
concemlnsthe mandatory requirement 
of placing obaervera on pune-selne 
v~aels. l'be Councils requested, 
modlficatton of I &12.1(t)and 
I &12.24(b)(4)to clarify their intent that 
all purse-eelDevessels fishing for 
Spanish and kinamackerel must have 
an observer on board.unless such 
obNl'V8I'cannot be madeavailable by 
theNational Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS), Section 642.24{b)(4) WU 
rewritten in respODSeto thi1request. 

The Councils also recommended that 
I &12.24(b)(1)and (Z) be changed to 
specify the contents of the letter of 
Intent and telephone notification pri,or to 
fishins with purse aelnn. Thne include 
the number of vaael.s and area to be 
fished, and Information on the port of 
departure and return. Sectiona 
6'2.24(b)(1) and (2) wen revised to 
complywith this requnt. 

FDNRquestioned implementation1of 
the PMPwithout an effec:tive statiatical 
report1nasystem. The Southeut : 
F'llberiea Center will utilize its pre~t 
collection system with an expeditious 
analyais of dealer and processor data 
for the commercial fiahe:ry.The catch 
data from charter boat&,expanded to 
other recreational aegmenta,will be 
used for determination of the 
recreational fishery catch. These 
methods will be adequate for . 
management purposes until the FMP'a 
mandatory statiattcal reporting aystem 
ii developed and implemented. 

The State of Mlaissippi commented 
that the replatlona were inconsiatent 
with its Coastal Zone Management 
Program(CZMP) due lo their coverqe 
of area• within Mlssiuippf Soun~ over 
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which the juriadlcation is,dbputed. 
between Mi11ia1ippi and;theUnited· 
Sta ta. These areu are referred. to as· 
encla~es,J.e .. areauurroundedby State• 
waters but subject.to Federal 
jurisdlctioa. MJasinippJ' s. conclusion,of 
inconsistency. depends upon the 
questionof jurisdiction.over. these 
enclava, rather thanany substantive 
conflict betweenJbepropa1ed 
regulations and the• tenets of its CZMP. 
The present furidlcahtatus of these 
enclaves ii that they are under Federal 
jurisdiction. and not within Miuis1ippi's 
coastal zone•managemeat juriadictfom 
NOAA's. Office of;Cautal Zone. 
Management. In a•aupplemental ftndma
dated January 28.1981.specified that the 
enclaves are. not part ofMisaisaippi'il 
coastal zone. Therefore, aa a matter of 
law, there is no inconsistency with 
Miasisaipprs•CZMP~ 

The FDNR questioned the consistency 
of the regulatic,ns with Florida's CZMP, 
to the extent that the regulations allow 
the harvest of coastal pelagic flab with 
purse .seines.; State law, incorporated 
into Florida'a·CZMP, prohibitsthe 
utilization ofsuch gear to talc:e,tood fish 
within and without the. waters of Florida­
(Florida Statutes I 370.071(31). Florida'.s 
cJaim of inconsistency is without legal 
foundation for the following reasons: 

1. The Gulf of Mexico. Fishery 
Management Council forwarded copies 
of the FMP to. Florida's O.ffice of Coastal 
Zone Management on April 8, 1981, and 
on October 18, 1981, with letters 
requesting comments on its fmdlng,of 
consistency with Florida's CZMP: The 
FMP sent In October contains an 
extensive discussion of the purse~seine 
measures and:reasons.(lncluding, 
statutory prohibitions) for rejecting 
Florida's ban on the use of this gear, . 
Florida did.not respond. to either of 
these letters until FDNR-submifted its 
comments on the .proposed regulations 
last July. In accordance with the 
provisions of 15 CFR 930.41, it.is 
appropriate for the Federal agency to 
presume State agency agreement to the 
Federal detenninatfon of consistency 
after 45 days, NOAA has. properly 
assumed Florida's agreement with the. 
Gulf Council's conclusion of · 
consistency, 
. 2. The Administrator, NOAA, has · 
tndependently reviewed the issue. of 
consistency with Florida's CZMPand 
detennined that the FMP is consistent to 
the maximum.extent practicable. The 
regulation regarding purse seines is 'in, 
concert with the articulated goal .of.· 
Florida's CZMP regarding the utilization. 
of the marine resources of.the State, as 
set forth. at page u;;.33 of.the.CZMP. 
Though the Federal and State. 

regulations are noUdentfcal. identity la 
not requiredby the·Coastal Zone .. 
ManasementAct (CZMA). The statutory 
requinment of consistency is qualified. 
Consistency fa required only to the ·· 
·"maximum.extent .practicable" (CZMA
I 301(c)(l)). Thia qualified requirement 
of consistency requires that Federal 
actlvitfu be fully consistent with State 
cautal zone programs· "unless 
compliance is prohib_ited baaed on the· 
requinments ofexisting law applicable 
to.the-Federal asency's operations'.' (15 
CPR93Ct32(a)). In this instance, NOAA 
laa,nstrained by-the Magnuson Act. .. To 
Implement a regulation prohibiting the 

. ue of purse seines for the ·blll'Yest of 
coastal.pelagic fish would violate 
several of the national standuda of the 
Magn1110n A~ Therefore, .to the 
~um extent practicable, this 
replatfon is consistent with Florida's 
CZMP. The Admiaietrator of NOAA has 
coaaidered and.rejected-Florida's 
request to delay implementation of the 
PMP because the State did not respond 
to the Council's consistency 
determination within the 45:-day period, 

· and because Florida has offered no 
challenge to NOAA's determination.that 
the FMP is consistent with the CZMP "to 
the maximum extent practicable." · 

One commenter questioned whether 
her statements presented during public 
hearinp had been considered. This 
commenter also questioned why her 
written comments had not been 
appended to the final EnVU"Onmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS}. A review of 
tbei administrative record. established 
during the-preparation of the FMP; 
showed that the comments were 
consideredib! the Councils, their 
Scientific and ·statistical Committees, 
and NMFS~ The written comments were 
not app~nded to the FEIS because-they 
were.not submitted during the National 
Environmental Policy Act comment 
period. 

Claaaiftcation 

The, Assistant Administrator for 
Fisheries, NOAA (Assistant 
Administrator), after considering.all 
comments received on the FMP and the 
proposed regulations, has detennined 
that the·FMP and final regulations 
comply with the national standards, 
other ·provisions of the Magnuson Act, 
and other applicable law, 

The adoption and implementation of 
the FMP is a major Federal action that 
willhave a significant impact on the, 
quality ofthe human environment. 
Under the National Environmental 
Policy Act and NOM Directive 02.;..10, a 
draft environmental impact statement 
was filed with the Environmental 
Protection Agency. The notice of 

availability was published on February 
5. 1980 (45 FR 7831]. The final 
environmental impact statement was­
filed and thei•nottce,of availability was 
published on April 30. 1982 (47 FR 
18652]. . 

The Administrator, NOAA. has 
determined that these proposed 
regulationsarenot majorunder 
Executive Order·l2291, A Regulatory 
Impact.Review(RJR} has.been prepared 
that analyzes the exp,ected benefits and 
costs of the regulatory action~ The • 
review provides the·basia for. the 
Adminiatrator'.a determination. The 
ffilP's·manasement measures ·are 
designed. to maintain .current la.ndlnss 
and theproductivity of each user group, 
while. preven~g over.fishing of the· king' 
and Spanish.mackerel andco.bia stoclcs. 

The RJRindicates that the proposed 
regulatiom will result in benefits to 
fishermen and•the- economy that are 
great'ti'..Jhan.the.uaociated·Federal 
coats to manase the fishery on a 
colitlnuing,baais. Benefits that will 
accrue from implementation of the 
proposed measures, come from the 
prevention of overfishing. The benefit, in 
terms of pounds of fish. is the difference 
between the OY specilied in the plan 
and.the amount caugpt after overfishing1 
occun;.in monetary terms, the benefit is 
the difference between .the contribution 
to. the Gross National Product (GNP) by 
OY and the contribution to GNP 
usociated with ·the catch after 
overfishing occurs. The expected 
benefits range from $5.6 to $27.9 million 
annually over the next five yeani. 
Empirical data.indicated that the lenl 
of ftshingeffortby commercial and 
recreational fishermen is increasing 
rapidly, and mackerel stocks and catch 
will decline if effort increases; 

These regulations wilLhave, a 
significant impact .on a substantial 
number of small entitles, under the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act. A final · 
rqulatory flexibility analysis (RFA) has 
been prepared in compliance with the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act and has been. 
combined with the RlR summarized 
above. Copies of the final RFA/RIR are 
offered to the public. 

The•-FMP·and.implementing. 
resulaUons will not increase· the Federal 
paperwork burden as defined: by the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, because the 
data collection system will Dot be 
implemented at this time. Section 
842:24{b) of the implementing 
regulations requires that owners or 
operators of purse-seine,vessels fishing 
for king and Spanish mackerel report 
their catch for each trip by telephone. 
Since there are:fewer than 10 vessels in 
this fleet, this information is to be 

http:occun;.in
http:subject.to


5272 Federal Register /. Vol. 48, No. 25 / Friday, February 4, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 

gathered from fewer than 10 persons, so 
no "collection of information" is 
involved for purposes of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act. 

The Coastal Zone Management offices 
for each State having an approved 
program under the CZMA and whose 
territorial waters are adjacent to the 
management area were provided copies 
of the FMP for review as to consistency 
with their coastal zone management 
programs. The only comments-are 
discussed above. NOM has concluded 
that. to the maximum extent practicable, 
the FMP is consistent with the 
applicable coastal zone management 
programs. The Slates of Georgia and 
Texas do not have approved programs. 

The Assistant Administrator has 
determined that there is a good cause to 
waive the 30-day period of delayed 
effectiveness required under the 
Administrative Procedure Act. Fishing · 
activity for Spanish mackerel begins to 
intensify in October, and effective 
regulations are essential during that 
period to ensure orderly prosecution of 
the fishery. The re'gulations establish 
annual quotas and allocations for 
various user groups. Delaying 
implementation of the regulation would 
also interfere with the orderly 
installation of observers aboard purse­
seine vessels, and thereby result in 
adverse impacts on this segment of the 
fishery during the initial part of the. fall 
fishing season when mackerel are most 
susceptible to that gear. For these 
reasons, the Assistant Administrator 
has found that it would be impracticable 
to delay the effective date of this action. 

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 642 

Fish. Fisheries, Fishing, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements. 

Dated: February 1, 1983. 
WilliamH. Stevensoa, 
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 

50 CFR is amended by adding a new 
Part 642 to read as follows: 

PART 642-COASTAL MIGRATORY 
PELAGIC RESOURCES OF THE GULF 
OF MEXICO AND SOUTH ATLANTIC 

Subpart A-General Provisions 

Sec. 
642.1 Purpose and scope. 
642.2 Definilion1. 
642.3 Relation to other law1. 
642.4 Pennits and fee�. 
642.5 Recordkeeping and reporting 

requirement � [Reserved]. , 
642.6 Vessel identification [Reserved). 
642.1 Prohibition �• 
642.8 Facilitation of enforcement. 
642.9 Penaltle1. 

Subpart a-Management Measure� 
Sec. 
642.20 Season �• 
642.21 Quotai. 
642.22 Closure �. 
642.23 Size restrictions. -
642.24 Vessel, gear, equipment limitation1. 
642.25 Specifically authorized activilie1. 
642.28 Area, lime limitation �• 

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq. 

Subpart A-General Provisions 
§ 642.1 Purpose and scope. 

(a) The purpose ot this Part is to 
implement the Fishery Management 
Plan for Coastal Migratory Pelagic 
Resources developed by the Gulf of 
Mexico and South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Councils under the 
Magnuson Act . 

(b) This Part regulates fishing for 
coastal migratory pelagic fish by fishing 
vessels of the United Slates within the 
fishery conservation zone off the 
Atlantic coastal States south of the 
Virginia-North Carolina border end in 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

§ 642.2 Definitions. 

In addition to the definitions ·in the 
Magnuson Act, and unless the context 
requires otherwise, the terms used in 
this Part shall have the following 
meaning: 

Authorized Officer means: 
(a) Any commissioned. warrant, or 

petty officer of the U.S. Coast Guard: 
(b) Any certified enforcement officer 

or special agent of NMFS: 
(c) Any officer designated by the heed 

of any Federal or Slate agency which 
has entered into an agreement with the 
Secretary and the Commandant of the 
U.S. Coast Guard to enforce the 
provisions of the Magnuson Act; or 

(d) Any U.S. Coast Guard personnel 
accompanying and acting under the 
direction of any person described in 
paragraph (a) of this definition. 

Center Director means the Center 
Director, Southeast Fisheries Center, 
NMFS, 75 Virginia Beech Drive, Miami, 
Florida 33149; telephone 305-361-5781. 

Coastal migratory pelagic fish means 
the following species: 
King mackerel, Scomberomorus cavalla 
Spanish mackerel, Scomberomoros 

maculatus 

Commercial fisherman means a 
person who sells, trades, or barters any
part of his catch of coastal migratory 
pelagic fish. _ 

 

Dealer means lhe person who first 
receives or purchases fish directly from 
a commercial fisherman. 

Fishery conservation zone {FCZJ 
means that area adjacent to the United 
States which, except where modified to 
accommodate international bounda'ries, 
encompasses all waters from the 
seaward boundary of each of the coastal 
Slates to a line on which each point is 
200 nautical miles from the baseline 
from which the territorial sea of the 
UnitedStates is measored. 

Fishing means any activity, other than . 
scientific research conducted by a 
scientific research vessel, which 
involves: 

(a) The catching, taking, or harvesting 
of fish: . , 

(b) The attempted catching, taking, or 
harvesting of fish; 

Jc) Any other activity which can 
reasonably be expected to result in the , . 

. catching, taking, or harvesting of fish; or 
(d) Any operations at sea in support 

of, or in preparation for, any activity 
- described in paragraph (a), (b), or (c) of 

this dermitfon. . 
Fishing vessel means any vessel, boat, 

ship, or other craft which is used for, 
equipped to be used for, or of a type 
which is normally used for: 

(a) Fishing; or 
(b) Aiding or assisting one or more 

vessels at sea in the performance of any 
activity relating to fishing, including,' but 
~ot limited to, preparation, supply, 
storage. refrigeration, transportation, or 
processing. 

Fork length means the distance from 
the lip of the head lo the center of the 
tail ( caudal fin). . · 

Magnuson Act means the Magnuson 
Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act (18 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.). 

NMFS means the National Marine 
Fisheries Service. 

Operator, with respect to any vessel. 
means the master or other individual on 
board and in charge of that vessel. 

Owner, with respect to any vessel, 
means: 1 

(a] Any perso·n who owns that vessel 
in whole or in part 

(b] Any charterer of the vessel, 
whether bareboat, time, or voyage: or 

(c] Any person who acts in the 1 

capacity of a charterer. including, but 
not limited to, parties to a management 
agreement, operating agreement, or • 
other similar arrangement that besto~s 
control over the destination, function, or 
operation of the vessel: and 

(d) Any agent designated as such by 
any person described in paragraphs (a), 
[b), or (c] of this definition. 

Cero mackerel, Scomberomoros regalis 
Cobia, Rachycentron canadum 
Little tunny, Euthynnus alletteratus 
Dolphin, Coryphaena hippuros 
Bluefish, Pomatomus saltatrix (GuJI of 

Mexico only) 

Person means any individual (whether 
or not a citizen of the United Slates], 
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. 
corporation. partnenhip, ulOc:iation. or 
other entity (whether or not orgllDizedor 
mating under the laws of any State), 
and any Federal. State. local, or foreign 
aovernment or any entity of any such 
aovernment. 

Proceaaormeam a per �OA who 
proceaes Bah or Bah products for. 
commercial UN or conaumptfon. . 

&,ional Dinctor meam the Regional 
Director, Southeast Region. NMFS, 
Duval Building,94SOKogerBoulevard, -: 
SL Petersburg, Florida 33102; teieehoae,. 
813-393-31.41, or a deaipee. 

SIICfftary meam _the Secretary of 
Commerce or a desagnee. 

U.S. fi•h procn60rmeam a facility c
Ioc:ated within th~ United States for, and 
vessels, of the Uruted States 111ed for or o
equipped. for, the processfns of Bah !or p
commercial use or conaumptfoa.-

U.S.-harve•t«l fi•h means Bahcaught, ·
taken. or harvested by va1els of the 
United States within any foreign or ·
domestic fishery regulated under the 
Magnuson Act. . 

Ve••el of lh.11Uruted Slata• means: 
(a) Any vesael documented or · 

numbere~ by the U.S. Coast Guard 
under Umted States law; or . 

(b)_AIJ.y vesseL under five net tona, 
that 1s registered under the laws of any 
State. 
f 842.3 Relation ta other lawa. 
~ (a) Persona affected by these 
regulations should be aware that other 
Federal and State statutes and 

. regulations may apply to their activities. 
(b) Certain responsibilities relating to 

data collection and enforcement may be 
performed by authorized State 
personnel under a cooperative 
agreement entered Into by the State, the 
U.S. Coaet Guard, and the Secretary. 

(c) These regulations apply within the 
boundaries of any national park. 
monument, or marine sanctuary In the 
Gulfof Mexico and South Atlantic :f'CZ.

(c) Po1aa1 In or harvest from the FCZ 
Spaniah mackerel under the minimum 
size limit specified In I 642.23(a)(1), 
except for the catch allowance specified 
In I 842.23(a)(2]; 

(d) Poueu In or harvest from the FCZ 
cabia under the minimumsize limit · 
apeci.fied In I 842.23(b); . . 

(e) Po.,... In the FCZkinsmackerel 
on board a vueel with gill nets with a 
minimummesh size less than that 
1pecified In I 842.24(a)(1), except for a 
catch allowance u specified in 
t &12.24(a)(2); 

(f) Fish for ldng or Spanish mackerel 
uamg a purse seine, except In 
ompliance with t 642.24(b}; 

(g) Po11es1, have custody or control 
f. ship, transport, offer for sale, sell, 
urchase,Import, lllDd, or export llDY 

Bah or parts thereof taken or retained In 
 violation of the Magnuson Act, this Part, 
or any other replation undei: the 
Magnuson Act; 

(h) Refuse to permit an Authorized 
Officer to boarda Bahing vessel 11.1bject
to such penon'a control for purposes of 
conducting any search or Inspection In 
connection with the ento~ement of the 
Magnuson Act, this Part. or any other 
regulation or penait ft1ued wider the 
Magnuson Act; · 

 

(I) Forcibly to a11ault, resiat, oppose. 
fmpede, Intimidate, threaten. or interfere 
with any Authorized Officer in the 
conduct of any search or inapection 
described In parasraph (h) of this 
section; · 

OJResist a lawful arrest for any act 
prohibited by this Part; 

Ck)Interfere with, delay, or prevent. 
by any meana,the apprehension or 
arrest of another person. knowing that 
11.1ch other person hae committed any 
act prohibited by this Part; or 

(1)Transfer directly or indirectly, or 
attempt to IO transfer, any U.S.-

 harvested co&1tal misratory pelagic fish 
to any foreign fishing vessel, while such 
vessel la In the FCZ.unleea the !oreigri 
Bahing vessel has been i111ued a permit 
under Section 204 of the Magnuson Act 
,vhich authorizes the receipt by such 
vessel of U.S.-harvested coastal 
misratory pelagic fish: 

f 142.4 Pffll'llta and ,..._ 
No permits or fees are required far 

domestic recreational or commercial , 
fishing vessels engaged in fishing In the 
coastal migratory pelagic fishery. 

f 842.5 Recordkeeplng and reporting 
1'9qulrementa. [RaNned] 

f 1142.8 V...., Identification. [Reserved] 

f 1142.7 Prohibition._ 

It ls unlawful !or any person to: 
(a) Fail to comply immediately with 

enforcement and boarding procedures 
1Pecified in §~2;8: . 
. (b_l Fish for king or Spanish mackerel 
in VlolaUonof any area closures or 
•eason closures as specified in § 642.22 
or 16-\Z.26; 

(m) Violate any other provision of this 
Part. the Magnuson Act. or any 
regulation or permit i11ued under the 
Magnuson Act. 

t 142.1 Fadlltatfon of enforcement. 

(a) General. The owner or operator of 
any fishing vessel subject to this Part 
shall immediately comply with 
instructions issued by an Authorized 
Officer to facilitate safe boarding and 
inspection of the vessel, its gear, 
equipment, logbook, and catch for 

purposeso"t°enforcfngthe Magnuson Act 
and this ParL . · . 

(b) Sipals. Upon being approached 
by a U.S.Coast Guard cutter or aircraft. 
or other vessel or aircraft authorized ta 
enforce the Masnuson Act, the operator 
of a fishing veeael shall be alert f!J~ 
sf&aala conveying enforcement 
Instructions. The following signals 
extracted from the International Code of 
Signals are among those which may be 
ue~ · 

(1) '1." meamns ''You should stop your 
· vusel Instantly," 

(2) "SQ3" meaning "Yau should stop 
or heave to; I am going to board you," 

(3) "AAAA AA etc." la the call to an 
unknown station. to which the signaled 
vessel should respond by identifying the 
veaael by radio, visual signals or 
illumlnatfna:the vesae1 identification. 
and 

(4).::"RY-Cf" meaning '"You should 
procee"d at slaw speed. A boat is coming · · 
to you."· · 

· 

(c) Boarding. A venel aignaled_to stop 
or heave to for boarding shall: 

(1) Stop immediately and lay ta or 
maneuverin such a way u to permit the 
Authorized Officer and his party ta 
come aboard: 

(2) Provide a ladder, enough light. and'. 
a safety line when necessary or · 
raquestedby the Authorized Officer to 
facilitate the boarding and inspection; 
and 

(3) Talce such other actions as 
necessery to ensure the safety of the 
Authorized Officer and his party and 
facilitate the boarding. 

I 142.9 PenaltleL 
Any person or fishing vessel found to . 

be in violation of this Part is subject to 
thecivil and criminal penalty provisions 
and !orfeiture provisions o! the 
Magnuson Act. and to 50 CFR Part 820 
(Citations). 50 CFR Part 621 and 15 CFR 
Part 904 (Civil Procedures), and other 
applicable law. 

Subpart &-Management Measures 

f f.42.20 S..sonL 

The fishing year of all species of 
coastal misratory pelagic resources 
begins on July 1 and ends on June 30. 

f 842.21 Quota& 

(a) Hook-and-line and net fishing.-{1) 
King mackerel. The total allowable 
catch for king mackerel is 37 million 
pounds per yea,:. 

(I) Annual quotas are 28 million 
pounds (or the recreational fish~ry and 9 
million pounds for the commt:rc1al 
fishery. A fish i:, counted against the 
commercial quota if it is sold. 

http:813-393-31.41
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[ii}The commercial quota is further 
divided between hook-and-line fishing 
and net fishing as follows: 

Hook and Line: 3,877,200 pounds 
Net: 5,122,SQO pounds · 

(2) Spanish mackerel. The total 
allowable catch for Spanish mackerel in 
27 IJ1illion pounds per year, 

(l,) Purse seine fishing.-{1) King 
mackerel. The harvest of king mackerel 
by purse seines is limited to 400,000 
pounds in the Atlantic an~ 400,()()ij . 
pounds in the Gulf of Mexico per fishing 
year. King mackerel harvested by purse 
seines are included in the net quotas 
under paragraph (a}(l}(ii) of this section. 

(2) Spanish mackerel. The harvest of 
Spanish mackerel by purse seines is 
limited to 300,000 pounds in the Atlantic 
and 300,000 pounds in the Gulf of . 
Mexico per fishing year. Spanish . 
mackerel harvested by purse seines are 
included in the total allowable Spanish 
mackerel catch under paragraph (a}(2) of. 
this section. 

(3}Geographic boundary. The 
boundary between the Gulf of Mexico 
and the Atlantic Ocean begins at the 
intersection of the other boundary of the 
FCZ and the 83" W. longitude, proceeds 
north to 24•35• N. latitude (Dry 
Tortugas), east to Marquesas Key, then 
through the Florida Keys to the 
mainland. 

§ 642.22 Closures. 

(a) The Secretary, by publication of a 
notice in the Federal Register, shall 
close the king or Spanish mackerel 
fishery for a particular gear type or user 
group when the quota for that gear type 
or user group under § 642.21(a}(1) or (b) 
has been har\'esteq. 

(b} The Secretary, by publication of a 
notice in the Federal Register, shall 
close the king or Spanish mackerel 
fishery when the total allowable catch 
for the fishery under § 642.21(a)(1) or (2) 
has been harvested. 

§ 642.23 Size reatrfctlonL · 

(a) Spanish mackeref-(1) Minimum 
size. The minimum size limit for the 
harvest or possession of Spanish 
mackerel in the FCZ is 12 inches (fork 
length) for both the recreational and 
commercial fisheries, except for the 
incidental catch allowance under 
paragraph (a}(2) of this section. 

(2) Catch Allowance. A catch of 
Spanish mackerel under the 12-inch.fork 
length is allowed equal to five percent of 
the total catch by weight of Spanish . 
mackerel on board. · 

(b) Cobia. The minimum size limit for 
the possession of cobia in ~he FCZ is 33 
inches (fork length). 

§ 642.24 Vessel, gear, equipment 
llmltatlons. I 

(a} Gill nets. -{1) Minimum size. The 
minimum mesh size for gill nets used to 
fish for king mackerel is 4J'. inches 
(stretched mesh). 

(2) Catch allowance. A catch of king 
mackerel is allowed equal lo ten percent 
of the total catch by number of Spanish 
mackerel on board a vessel with gill 
nets with a minimum mesh size smaller 
than that specified in paragraph (a}(l) of 
this section. · 

(b) Purse seines. Owners or operators 
of purse seine vessels fishing for king or 
Spanish mackerel shall: 

(1) Send a letter of intent to fish for 
king or Spanish mackerel, indicating the 
number of vessels and area to be fished, 
to the Regional Director (i) at least three 
months in advance of beginning fishing 
each fishing year, or (ii) within a shorter 
time period deemed reasonable by the 
Regional Director and publicized in the 
news media; 

(2) Notify the Center Director by · 
telephone, 48 hours in advance of each 
trip, of departure information (port. 
dock, date, and time) and of the 
expected landing information (port. 
dock, and date); 

{3) Report to the Center Director, by 

telephone, the quantity of.landings, by 
species, for each trip as soon as 
practical after landing, and not later 
than 15 hours after unloading; 

(4) Accommodate observers for 
scientific and statistical purposes; and 

(5) Provide for embarkmcnt and 
disembarkment of observers as 
determined bY. the Center D_irector. 

·1642'i5 Speclflcally authorized actlvllleL 
The Secretary may authorize, for the 

acquisition of information and data, 
activities otherwise prohibited by these 
regulations. 
§ 642.28 Area, time llmltatlona. 

(a) Field orders.-Sub1ect to the 
procedures and restrictions set forth in 
paragraphs (b) and (c} of this section. 
the Secretary may take any of the 
following actions by field order under 
the circumstances specified: 

!:iJifthe Secretary determines that a 
conflict exists in the king mackerel 
fishery between hook-and-line and 
gillnet fishermen in an area of the FCZ 
between 2-r 0.6' N. latitude and 27" 50' 
N. latitude off the east coast of the State 
of Florida, the Secretary may: 

{i)Prohibit use of gillnet gear lo take 
king mackerel within the areas (depicted 
in Figure 1 and described in Table 1) 
~ncompassed by points 1, 2, 5, and 6; 2, 
3, 4, and 5; or 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6; 

Table 1 
Point 1-Bethel Shoal light at 27• 44.3' N. 

latitude, so•10.4' W. longitude: 
Point 2-A wreck 15 miles southeast or Fort 

Pierce Inlet at 27• Z3.5' N. latitude, 80' 03.7' 
W. longitude: 

Point 3-Marker WR 16, five miles northeast 
o( Jupiter Inlet at 27" 0.6' N. latitude, 80' 2.6' 
W. longitude: 

Point 4-27" 0.6' N. latitude. 79• 55.0' W. 
longitude at approximately the 100 fm. 
depth due east or Point 3: 

Point 5-27" 23.5' N. latitude, 79• 54.0' W. 
longitude at approximately the 100 rm. 
depth due east or Point 2: and 

Point ~27• 44.3' N. latitude, 79• 53.5' W. 
longitude al approximately the 100 fm. 
depth due east of Point 1. 

BIWNG COO£ 3510-22-11 
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(ii) Prohibit use of hook-and-line gear 
to take king mackerel in the FCZ 
landward of line between points 1 and 2, 
2 and 3, or 1, 2, and 3; 

(iii) In the first year a conflict arises, . 
close the FCZ between 27• 30' N. 
latitude and 27" 10' N. latitude lo the use 
of gill nets for taking king mackerel, and 
close the FCZ between 27" 30' N. 
latitude and 27• 50' N. latitude to the use 
of hook-and-line gear for taking king 
mackerel (in any .succeeding year that a 

·· conflict develops, the Secretary may 
change the zone that is closed to each 
gear): or · 

(iv) Alternate daily the use of each 
gear within the area between 27• 10' N. 
latitude and 27" 50' N. latitude es 
follows: 

(A) On even days of the month, close 
the area to the use of gillnet gear to take 
king mackerel. 

(BJ On odd days of the month, close 
the area to the use of hook-and-line gear 
to take king mackerel. 

(2) If a conflict described in paragraph 
(a}(l) of this section results in death or 
serious bodily injury or significant gear 
loss, the Secretary may close the fishery 
for king mackerel to all users in the FCZ 
between 21• 10' N. latitude and 27" 50' N. 
latitude. 

(b) Procedures. The Secretary shall 
use the following procedures in 
determining whether a conflict exists for 
which a field order is appropriate: 

(1) When the Secretary is advised by 
any person that a conflict exists, he will 
confirm the existence of such a conflict 
through information supplied him by 
t'-4'MFS,the U.S. Coast Guard, other 
appropriate law enforcement agencies, 
or personnel of the Slate of Florida 
agency with marine fishery_management
responsibility. 

 

(2) The Secretary shall also confer 
with the Chairmen of the South Atlantic 
and Gulf of Mexico Fishery 
Management Councils (Councils), the 
State of Florida agency with marine 
fishery management responsibility, and 
such other persons as the Secretary 
deems appropriate. · 

(c) Restrictions on field orders.-{1) 
No field order may be implemented 
which results in exclusive access of any 
user group or gear type lo the fishery· 
during the lime the field order is in 
effect. 

(2) No field order may be effective for 
more than five days, except under the 
conditions set forth in paragraph (c}(4) 
of this section. 

(3) When the Secretary submits to the 
Federal Register a field order for 
implementation under this section, he 
will immediately arrange for a fact­
finding meeting in the area of the 
conflict, to be convened no later than 72 

hours from the time of implementation 
of the field order. 

(i) The following persons will be 
advised of such a meeting: 

(A) The Chairmen of the Councils; 
(B)The State of Florida agency with 

fishery management responsibility; 
(C) Local media: 
(DJ Such user-group representatives or 

organizations as may be appropriate 
and practicable: and · 

(E) Other persons as deemed 
appropriate by the Secretary or as 
requested by the Chairmen of the 
Councils or the State of Florida agency. 

(ii) The fact-finding ir.eeting will be 
held for the purpose of evaluating the 
following: 

(A) The existence of a conflict 
needing resolution by· field order; 

(B) The appropriate term of the field 
order, i.e., either greater or less than five _. 
days: · .:..-· · 

(C) Other possible solutions to the 
conflict besides Federal intervention: 
and · 

(D) Other relevant matters. 
(4) If the Secretary determines, as a 

result of the fact-finding meeting, that 
the term of the field order should exceed 
five days, he may, after consultation 
with the Chairman of the Councils and · 
the Stale of Florida agency, extend such 
field order for a period not to exceed 30 
days from the date of initial 
implementation. If the Secretary 
determines that it is necessary or 
appropriate for the term of such field 
order to extend beyond 30 days, he may 
extend it a second time, after consulting 
with the Chairman of the Council, for 
such period of time as necessary to 
resolve the conflict 

(5) The Secretary may rescind a field 
order if he finds, through application of 
the same procedures set forth in 
paragraph (b) of this section, that the 
conflict no longer exists. 
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