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ABSTRACT: Offshore oil and gas platforms in the northern Gulf of Mexico are known aggrega-
tion sites for red snapper Lutjanus campechanus. To examine habitat use and potential mortality
from explosive platform removals, fine-scale movements of red snapper were estimated based on
acoustic telemetry from March 2017 to July 2018. Study sites in the northern Gulf of Mexico, USA,
included one platform off coastal Alabama (30.09°N, 87.88°W) and 2 platforms off Louisiana
(28.81°N, 91.97°W; 28.92° N, 93.15° W). Red snapper (n = 59) showed a high affinity for platforms,
with most (94 %) positions being recorded within 95 m of the platforms. Home range areas were
correlated with water temperature and inversely correlated with dissolved oxygen concentrations.
During summer and fall, red snapper used larger areas and many fish (54 %) emigrated from their
platforms but most (83 %) returned in <3 d. Site fidelity for red snapper was 31% yr~' and resi-
dency time was 7 mo, but the probability-of-presence at platforms was 70 % after 1 yr, indicating
the importance of platforms for this species. Overall fishing mortality was high for platforms (F =
0.86, 95% CL = 0.47-1.40), but since the stock is managed on a quota basis this high mortality
should have little effect on total stock abundance. Thus, platforms can still provide an important
habitat for red snapper, and consideration of area use patterns, fishing mortality and environmen-
tal factors can reduce red snapper mortality when scheduling explosive platform removals. As
such, the present study indicates that an optimum time for explosive removal would be in late
summer after the red snapper fishing season is completed.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Oil and gas platiorm removal

Oil and gas platforms (hereafter platforms) provide
both ecological and economic value to the northern
Gulf of Mexico. Addition of platforms has only added
about 20 km? of artificial reef habitat to the naturally
unstructured seafloor in the northern Gulf of Mexico
(Reynolds et al. 2018). While the total amount of plat-
form habitat is small compared to the total amount of

*Corresponding author: szedlst@auburn.edu

natural hard substrate (1578 km? Gallaway et al.
2009), platforms can be very important habitat to reef
fishes in areas lacking natural reef habitat. In such
areas the addition of structured habitat is valuable to
a number of species, ranging from encrusting organ-
isms to economically important reef fishes (Gallaway
& Lewbel 1982, Stanley & Wilson 1996, Schroeder &
Love 2004, Gallaway et al. 2009).

In 2017, there were approximately 2000 platforms
in the Gulf of Mexico. This number has been reduced
from a peak of around 4000, and will continue to
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decline as removals exceed installations (Pulsipher et
al. 2001, Kaiser & Pulsipher 2003). Platforms and all
associated structures must be completely removed to
4.6 m below the seafloor 1 yr after lease termination
in order to minimize safety hazards and harm to the
environment (Code of Federal Regulations 2013).
Total removal by explosives is one method of removal
and accounts for about 40 % of all platform removals
(Gitschlag et al. 1997, Kaiser & Pulsipher 2003, Bar-
kaszi et al. 2016). Underwater explosives generate
shock waves and acoustic energy that result in sub-
stantial fish mortalities (Gitschlag et al. 1997, 2000,
Schroeder & Love 2004). Hundreds to thousands of
fish are killed during a platform explosion, with vari-
ations due to structure, water depth and removal
schedule (Gitschlag et al. 1997). Atlantic spadefish
Chaetodipterus faber, blue runner Caranx crysos, red
snapper Lutjanus campechanus and sheepshead
Archosargus probatocephalus account for nearly 85 %
of the total fish mortality from explosive removals in
the northern Gulf of Mexico (Gitschlag et al. 2000).

1.2. Red snapper on platiorms

In some areas of the Gulf of Mexico, a substantial
portion of the red snapper population resides around
platforms. Natural habitat is limited along the shal-
low West Louisiana Shelf, and in this area platforms
provide the majority of habitat for age-1 and age-2
red snapper (Karnauskas et al. 2017). Red snapper
live near platforms most likely for increased shelter
and food resources (Stanley & Wilson 2003, Gallaway
et al. 2009, Simonsen et al. 2015). Relative biomass
estimates indicate that red snapper are often a domi-
nant species on standing platforms (Reynolds et al.
2018), and that platforms may help in production of
this species (Gallaway et al. 2009).

Gallaway et al. (2009) indicated that platforms pro-
vide valuable habitat for red snapper, but they may
also make fish more susceptible to fishing mortality
(F). Red snapper recruit to platforms around age-2,
which is about the same time they begin entering the
fishery (Gitschlag et al. 2003, Gallaway et al. 2009).
Platforms are popular fishing sites that are easily
accessible to both commercial and recreational fish-
ers and have been estimated to attract nearly 87 % of
all boating activity, adding hundreds of millions of
USD to the local economies for fishing-related activi-
ties (Gallaway & Lewbel 1982, Hiett & Milon 2002).
Fisher surveys at popular boat launch locations off
Louisiana reported that most fishers visited around 7
platforms trip™' (Gordon 1993). Platforms showed a

higher total mortality (Z) for red snapper (Z = 0.54;
Gitschlag et al. 2003) compared to submerged artifi-
cial reefs whose locations were either published
(locations available to public from state agencies) or
unpublished (locations limited, Z = 0.39-0.48; Top-
ping & Szedlmayer 2013, Williams-Grove & Szedl-
mayer 2016b, Szedlmayer et al. 2020). However, on a
total population basis only about 3-5% of the total
red snapper stock occurs on platforms (Karnauskas
et al. 2017, Szedlmayer et al. 2020). While the com-
bined effects of platform removal and platform fish-
ing mortalities may not be large considering the total
population, the effects on the local fisheries can be
substantial.

1.3. Telemetry studies on platiorms

Advances in telemetry have enhanced habitat use
studies of fish species by providing continuous pres-
ence—absence and accurate position data (Williams-
Grove & Szedlmayer 2020). Telemetry has been ap-
plied in several previous platform studies and
provided important insights on the movement pat-
terns of other species (Jorgensen et al. 2002, Lowe et
al. 2009, Brown et al. 2010, Anthony et al. 2012, Mire-
les et al. 2019). In contrast to the Gulf of Mexico's
platforms where fishing is permitted, most platforms
in other areas have limited public access and thus
they act as de facto marine reserves (Schroeder &
Love 2004, Lowe et al. 2009). For example, telemetry
studies on reef fishes (e.g. widow rockfish Sebastes
entomelas, cabezon Scorpaenichthys marmoratus,
lingcod Ophiodon elongatus and California sheep-
head Semicossyphus pulcher) off California indi-
cated the importance of platforms as habitat to these
and other economically important species (Lowe et
al. 2009, Anthony et al. 2012, Mireles et al. 2019).

In the Gulf of Mexico, several studies have used
telemetry to examine red snapper movement pat-
terns on other types of artificial reefs (Szedlmayer
1997, Szedlmayer & Schroepfer 2005, Topping &
Szedlmayer 2011a, Piraino & Szedlmayer 2014,
Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a, 2017). These
telemetry studies on smaller artificial reefs were suc-
cessful in tracking red snapper over long time peri-
ods (~2 yr) and reported high site fidelity (72-88 %
yr ). In contrast, only 2 previous telemetry studies
attempted to estimate red snapper movement pat-
terns on standing platforms, and results were less
conclusive compared to the studies on smaller artifi-
cial reefs due to method difficulties and limited study
durations (7-200 d; Peabody 2004, McDonough 2009).
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Thus, little information is available on habitat use by
red snapper around platforms.

The present study examined red snapper habitat
use patterns around platforms, using the VEMCO
Positioning System (VPS). This technology has pro-
vided major advances in accuracy (+2-7 m), fre-
quency of positions (~5-10 min intervals between fish
positions) and study periods (e.g. months to years),
and at the time of the study was the best method
for determining red snapper movement patterns
(Andrews et al. 2011, Piraino & Szedlmayer 2014,
Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a). As removal of
platforms continues in the northern Gulf of Mexico
with little new construction of platforms, it is impor-
tant to estimate the potential future effect of this
habitat loss on the red snapper stock. To help in this
evaluation, movement patterns were quantified by
measuring residency time, site fidelity, probability-
of-presence and home range area around platforms.
Red snapper positions were examined for diel and
seasonal patterns and compared to environmental
parameters (DO concentrations, salinity, tempera-
ture). We also estimated instantaneous natural (M)
and fishing (F) mortality independent of fisher re-
porting, which are critical parameters for red snap-
per stock assessments. An important practical appli-
cation of this study may be the use of red snapper
movement patterns around platforms to inform the
scheduling of removals, with the intent of minimizing
red snapper mortalities from explosive removals. For
example, can time periods be identi-

Within each stratum, one platform was randomly
selected among all platforms with at least 4 legs that
were located between the nearshore State bound-
aries and 30 m depths for the offshore limit.

The East platform was a large complex composed
of 3 connected platforms (total area = 1467 m?) and
was located over sand substrate in 17 m depths,
25 km (30.09°N, 87.88°W) southeast of Dauphin
Island, Alabama, USA. Both Center and West plat-
forms were single structures with 4 legs attached to
the seafloor. The Center platform (total area =
263 m?) was located 86 km (28.81°N, 91.98°W) south-
east of Pecan Island, LA, over mud-silt substrate in
30 m depths. The West platform (total area = 297 m?)
was located 106 km (28.92°N, 93.15°W) southwest of
Pecan Island, LA, on sand substrate at 23 m depths.

The East VPS array was deployed on 28 March
2017, the Center on 4 July 2017 and the West on
7 July 2017. Array design was similar to previous
studies (Piraino & Szedlmayer 2014, Williams-Grove
& Szedlmayer 2016a), but was adapted for the larger
size of platforms with 6 Vemco VR2Tx receivers
spaced for maximum detection efficiency (100 % at
400 m; Piraino & Szedlmayer 2014). A center receiver
was placed 20 m north of each platform with sur-
rounding receivers placed 300 m to the northeast,
northwest, southeast and southwest of the center re-
ceiver and a south receiver was placed 424 m south of
the center receiver (Fig. 2). Receivers were attached
to mooring lines 1.5 m (East platform) or 4.5 m (Cen-

fied when red snapper are farther
away from platforms, thus potentially

reducing mortalities from explosive 31°N+
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2. MATERIALS AND METHODS 30°N-
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in the northern Gulf of Mexico at the
beginning of 2017 (Fig. 1). We selected
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Fig. 1. Location of platforms used for studying movement patterns of red snap-
per in the northern Gulf of Mexico. Black squares: the 3 study platforms off

coastal Alabama and Louisiana, USA
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Fig. 2. East platform and posi-
tions of VEMCO VR2Tx receiv-
ers (gray circles). One receiver
was placed near the platform
(20 m), 4 receivers were placed
300 m northwest, northeast,
southeast and southwest from
the center receiver and one re-
ceiver was placed 424 m south of
the center receiver. A control
transmitter (cross) was placed
114 m northeast of the center
receiver. Large circle: 100 % de-
tection area for transmitters
by at least 3 receivers; white
squares: platform to scale. Small
black circles: positions of a red
snapper Lutjanus campechanus
(fish no. F206); white polygon
line: the 95% kernel density
estimation area contour. Inset
shows the locations of nearby
artificial reefs

ter and West platforms) above the seafloor depend-
ing on depth (Topping & Szedlmayer 2011a, Piraino
& Szedlmayer 2014). Dissolved oxygen (DO) meters
(U26-001, Onset Incorporated) were placed 40 cm
above the seafloor and salinity meters (U24-002-C,
Onset Incorporated) were placed below the receiver
on the center receiver mooring line at each platform.
These Onset remote meters sampled at 10 min inter-
vals. Temperature, salinity and DO concentrations
were also measured from a surface-vessel-operated
YSI meter (Model 6920, YSI Incorporated) at each
platform during all platform visits. A control trans-
mitter (V16-6x) was placed 1.5 m above the seafloor
on a mooring line approximately 100 m north of the
center receiver to determine the accuracy of posi-
tional data and array performance. Receivers and
environmental loggers were retrieved and replaced
every 4 mo by SCUBA divers. Receiver detection
data of transmitter-tagged red snappers was post-
processed by VEMCO for fish positions based on the
time differential of a transmitted signal arrival at 3 or
more receivers (Vemco).

2.2. Tagging procedure

Red snapper individuals (n = 71) were tagged with
acoustic VEMCO V16-6L transmitters (69 kHz, 20-69 s

signal interval, 5 yr battery life, power: 152 dB) on
the platforms, following previous tagging protocols
(Piraino & Szedlmayer 2014, Williams-Grove & Szedl-
mayer 2016a). Prior to fish tagging, DO concentration
was measured at the maximum depth with the sur-
face-operated YSI meter and if <2.5 mg 17!, tagged
fish were not released. Only fish >430 mm total
length (TL) were tagged and released in the present
study. Fish were captured with hook-and-line, anes-
thetized in 150 mg 17! MS-222 (tricaine methane-
sulfonate) for 90 s, weighed (0.1 kg), measured (TL,
mm), injected with 0.4 ml kg™! oxytetracycline dehy-
drate (an antibiotic to reduce infections) in the epax-
ial muscle and surgically implanted with V16-6L
transmitters into the peritoneal cavity. Each fish
was also tagged with an external anchor tag (Floy®
FM-95W) for identification by fishers and on return
tagging efforts. After recovery, fish were released
within a predator protection cage that remotely
opened on the seafloor (Piraino & Szedlmayer 2014,
Williams et al. 2015). Fish that did not leave the cage
on their own initiative after a minimum of 15 min
submersion in the cage were not released. At the
start of the study, 12-15 transmitter-tagged fish were
released at each platform, and after fish emigrated
or were caught, additional fish were tagged and
released on return trips to maintain the number of
tagged fish around 10 fish platform™.
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2.3. Fine-scale tracking

The VPS arrays were used to identify tagged fish
as active (continuously swimming), caught (sudden
disappearance near reef center, F), emigrated (tracked
for a period of time before progressively moving far-
ther away from the reef center and then disappear-
ing) or deceased (tag becomes stationary; Williams-
Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a,b). Fish positions were
analyzed with R v.3.4.3 (R Core Team 2017) for home
range area estimates (95 % kernel density estimation
[KDE]; Calenge 2006, Piraino & Szedlmayer 2014,
Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a). The response
variable was area use (95% KDE) for each platform
by individual tagged red snapper, in hourly intervals
for diel comparisons and monthly intervals for all
other comparisons. Area use was compared to fish
size (TL), diel 3 h periods and seasonal time periods
with generalized linear mixed models, with individ-
ual fish as repeated measures over time, with the
GLIMMIX procedure in SAS v.9.4 software (Ven-
ables & Dichmont 2004, Seavy et al. 2005, Bolker et
al. 2009). After significant differences were detected
with the mixed models, a Tukey-Kramer test was
used to show specific differences. Diel periods were
combined into 3 h intervals and then defined as day
(08:00-17:00 h), night (20:00-05:00 h), dawn (05:00—
08:00 h) or dusk (17:00-20:00 h). Dawn and dusk
were defined based on sunrise and sunset times
throughout the year from the US Naval Observatory
(Washington, DC, USA). Seasons were divided into
summer (June—-August), fall (September—-November),
winter (December-February) and spring (March—-
May). Mean environmental measures of DO concen-
tration, salinity and temperature were calculated by
month for each platform. Effects of environmental
factors on fish home range area (95% KDE) were
analyzed with repeated measures ANOVA, with DO
concentration, salinity and temperature as continu-
ous predictor variables and individual fish as re-
peated measures over time, with the GLIMMIX pro-
cedure in SAS v.9.4 (Schabenberger 2005, Kwok et
al. 2008, Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer 2017).

Fish positions (easting and northing) were meas-
ured as distances (m) from the platform, with
ArcMap v.10.4.1 (ESRI) (McKinzie et al. 2014). Dis-
tances from the platforms were calculated based on
the distance between a fish position and the closest
point of platform structure when fish positions were
outside the platform legs. Positions inside the plat-
form structure were defined as a distance value of
0 m. Fish were considered near a platform if positions
were located <95 m from the platform. This distance

(<95 m) was based on the mean radius of all 95%
KDE areas +1 SD of the 95% KDE for each platform,
fish and month (n = 372). Fish positions that were
>95 m were considered not associated with platform
structure. After fish positions were assigned as lo-
cated inside (0 m), near (<95 m) or away (295 m) from
the platforms, percent frequencies of positions were
compared among these 3 locations.

2.4. Residency, site fidelity and probability-oi-
presence

Fish were identified as active resident, caught (F),
emigrated or deceased (M) based on detection pat-
terns, and these categories were applied to residency,
site fidelity and mortality estimations (Williams-
Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a,b). Residence time was
defined as the time when 50% of the transmitter-
tagged fish remained at their release platform over
the study period (Schroepfer & Szedlmayer 2006,
Topping & Szedlmayer 2011b, Williams-Grove &
Szedlmayer 2016a). Site fidelity was defined as the
maximum likelihood survival (S) of fish remaining at
the release platform after 1 yr at liberty (Schroepfer &
Szedlmayer 2006, Topping & Szedlmayer 2011b,
Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a). A known-fate
model in the program MARK was used to estimate
residence time and site fidelity for tagged red snap-
per assuming a common start date (White & Burn-
ham 1999, Schroepfer & Szedlmayer 2006, Topping &
Szedlmayer 2011b, Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer
2016a). Fish that died or were caught were right-
censored (removed) from the model and thus S was
based on the conditional probability of surviving only
emigration events for the study period. Due to fre-
quent emigrations and subsequent returns of trans-
mitter-tagged individuals to the platforms, a proba-
bility-of-presence was also calculated based on the
mean daily percent of transmitter-tagged fish pres-
ent over 1 yr (Lowe et al. 2009, Afonso et al. 2012). In
the calculation of probability-of-presence, fish that
died or were caught were removed.

2.5. Mortality estimates

A known-fate model was used to estimate instanta-
neous mortality rates (F, M, Z; Ricker 1975) for each
platform in the program MARK with a staggered
entry start date and conditional probabilities. Annual
estimates were based on monthly time intervals for
the study period (March 2017-July 2018; Topping &
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Szedlmayer 2013, Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer
2016b). Instantaneous annual mortality rates were
based on total S adjusted to 12 mo (Starr et al. 2005,
Topping & Szedlmayer 2013, Williams-Grove &
Szedlmayer 2016b). Recreational fishing seasons were
open for 42 d from 1 June-4 September 2017 in
Louisiana and Alabama, for 60 d from 24 May-
12 Aug 2018 in Louisiana and 27 d from 1 June-
22 July 2018 in Alabama. Commercial fishing sea-
sons were based on individual quotas and open all
year round.

3. RESULTS
3.1. Tagging and VPS events

In total, 71 red snapper were tagged on 3 platforms
in the northern Gulf of Mexico. Of those fish, 12 were
removed from further analyses due to tagging mor-
tality and emigration within a 6 d tagging recovery
period (Topping & Szedlmayer 2011b, Piraino & Szedl-
mayer 2014, Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a),
leaving 59 fish that survived and were tracked for
extended periods (95% >30 d; Fig. 3). All fish were
larger than the Gulf of Mexico federal recreational
length minimum of 406 mm TL (n = 59), and ranged
in size from 439-868 mm TL (mean: 563 + 93 mm).

3.2. Fine-scale tracking

We determined 875295 accurate (+7 m) positions
(~5 min intervals) from all platforms (Figs. 2, 4 & 5).
Mean home range area (95 % KDE) was significantly
larger at the Center (15064 m?) and West (19959 m?)
platforms compared to the East platform (8380 m?,
F, 312 =23.87, p <0.0001). Red snapper showed unique
patterns of area use depending on platform, but
remained close to all platforms (28.2 + 33.9 m) with
10 % of positions within the platform structure, 84 %
near the platform structure and 6 % away from plat-
form structure (Fig. 6). Fish size was not significantly
related to mean monthly home range area (F;s; =
0.28, p = 0.597).

3.3. Diel area use

There was a significant diel period (3 h bins) and
platform interaction effect on red snapper area use
(F23,4964 = 9.79, p < 0.0001). Due to this significant in-
teraction effect, diel patterns were compared sepa-

rately for each platform. Fish at the East platform indi-
cated no significant differences in area use over diel
periods (Fy,1061 = 1.62, p = 0.125; Fig. 7). Fish at the Cen-
ter platform showed significantly smaller area use dur-
ing dawn (06:30 h) compared to all other time periods,
no difference between day (12:30-15:30 h) and night
(21:30-03:30 h) and smaller area use during early day
(09:30 h) compared to later in the day (12:30-15:30 h,
F; 1873 = 6.68, p < 0.0001; Fig. 7). Fish at the West plat-
form showed significantly increased area use during
the midday (09:30-15:30 h) compared to all other time
periods (Fz, 5025 = 14.88, p < 0.0001; Fig. 7).

3.4. Seasonal area use and environmental measures

There was a significant interaction effect of season
x platform on area use by red snapper, and differences
were likely due to location and environmental varia-
tion among platforms (Fy; 303 = 17.62, p < 0.0001). Due
to this significant interaction effect, patterns of area
use on platforms were compared separately. Red
snapper at the East platform showed significantly
smaller areas in the spring compared to other seasons
(F5,108 = 3.33, p = 0.022), whereas fish at the Center
and West platforms used significantly smaller areas in
the winter compared to other seasons (East: F; g3 =
11.39, p < 0.0001; West: F; 1,5, = 33.45, p < 0.0001; Fig. 8).

For all platforms, monthly area use by red snapper
had a significant positive relation with temperature
(F1,303 = 112.9, p < 0.0001) and an inverse relation
with DO concentrations (F; 303 = 54.8, p < 0.0001).
Fish at the Center and West platforms showed larger
area use during months with higher temperatures
and lower DO concentrations (Fig. 9) Relations
between monthly area use patterns and temperature
and DO concentrations were less apparent at the
East platform and in general had less range and
lower area use compared to Center and West plat-
forms (Fig. 9). Area use was not significantly affected
by salinity (F; 577 = 0.61, p = 0.43) and ranged from
30-38 ppt by month. These mean monthly salinities
at platforms were well within the upper and lower
thresholds for Lutjanidae (Huff & Burns 1981, Castillo-
Vargasmachuca et al. 2013).

3.5. Site fidelity and residency

Many fish (46 %; 27 of 59) showed homing behav-
ior, with long-term, short-term or both types of hom-
ing events. Long-term homing events (n = 24) were
defined as absences from a platform for >3 d before
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Fig. 3. Tracking periods for red snapper Lutjanus campechanus (n = 59) on

platforms in the northern Gulf of Mexico. Black bars: active on platform; vertical

dashed lines: fishing seasons from June—September 2017 and after June 2018.

Letters represent final status of fish: A: active at end of study; E: emigrant at end
of study; M: natural mortality; F: fishing mortality

that left and returned after <3 d were
still considered resident to their origi-
nal tagging location, whereas fish that
were absent for >3 d were considered
emigrants with respect to residency and
site fidelity calculations. This residence
criterion was based on the time dura-
tion of absences for fish (n = 17) that
showed multiple emigrations and
returns, with most (86 %) absences <3 d.
For example, fish no. F223 left and
returned to the Center platform 41
times (all <3 d) and was resident at the
platform for 387 d until making a final
emigration. Several fish showed both
short-term and long-term homing
events at the Center platform (n = 1),
West platform (n = 7) and East platform
(n = 1), with most occurring in the sum-
mer and fall months. Among all plat-
forms, 8 fish showed permanent one-
time emigrations (no returns) ranging
from 34-385 d after tagging to the end
of the study.

Site fidelity on all platforms was 31 %
yr! (total S=0.28,95% CL =0.13-0.51)
and residency time was 7 mo (Fig. 10).
Site fidelities and residency times var-
ied among platforms. Fish at the East
platform had the lowest site fidelity at
27% yr ! (total S = 0.24, 95% CL =
0.06-0.71) and residency time was 5 mo.
Fish at the Center platform had a site
fidelity of 38 % yr* (total S = 0.35, 95%
CL = 0.11-0.75) and residency time
was 12.5 mo. Fish at the West platform
had the highest site fidelity at 42 % yr™
(total S=0.39,95% CL =0.22-0.66) and
residency time was 4.5 mo. In contrast,
probability-of-presence was 70% over
1 yr for all platforms (polynomial regres-
sion, r? = 0.99, Fy 353 = 61568, p < 0.001;
Fig. 10).

3.6. Fishing and natural mortality
F was determined for 18 of 59 trans-

mitter-tagged red snapper. Most fishing
mortalities determined from VPS posi-

subsequent returns (i.e. after 4-184 d). Short-term tions were validated by fisher-reported recaptures
homing events (n = 119) were defined as absences (89 % reporting rate), with time between tagging and
from platforms for <3 d with subsequent returns. Fish capture ranging from 15-373 d. Total instantaneous
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annual Ffor all fish at all platforms was 0.86 (Table 1, A total of 3 natural mortalities occurred over all

Fig. 11). Variations in F occurred among platforms, platforms, with S,1#19 = 0.92 (95% CL = 0.77-0.97)
with F = 0.73 (East platform), F = 0.12 (Center plat- and M = 0.08 (95% CL = 0.03-0.26, 12-145 d after
form) and F=1.48 (West platform) (Table 1). release; Fig. 11). Natural mortalities (n = 2) were
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detected at the Center platform with an annual Sy, =
0.79 (95% CL = 0.45-0.95) and M = 0.23 (95% CL =
0.05-0.80) and at the West platform (n = 1) with an
annual Sy;=0.92 (95% CL = 0.59-0.98) and M = 0.09
(95% CL = 0.01-0.53).

Z for all platforms was 0.94 (95% CL = 0.53-1.49)
but varied among platforms. At the East platform, Z =
0.73 (95% CL = 0.24-1.64), at the Center platform,
Z =10.35(95% CL = 0.10-0.96) and at the West plat-
form, Z=1.57 (95% CL = 0.81-2.50).

4. DISCUSSION

platforms showed little difference in area use during
day and night, while fish at the West platform had
greater area use in the day. One difference was that
light intensity varied among platforms, and this varia-
tion in artificial light intensity could explain the diel
differences observed among platforms. The East and
Center platforms had extensive illumination (24 h); in
contrast, the West platform (where fish area use was
greatest during the day) only displayed small naviga-
tion lights. Red snapper are an opportunistic species
that feed on a variety of reef and open-habitat associ-
ated prey items (Ouzts & Szedlmayer 2003, Szedl-

In this study, we successfully tracked
red snapper (n = 59) around 3 plat-
forms in the northern Gulf of Mexico.
Over 875000 accurate fish positions
(7 m) were recorded continuously
(~5 min intervals) over the 16 mo study
period and provided a greater under-
standing of how red snapper use plat-

forms as habitat. Red snapper had a . o
high affinity for platforms, with 94 % ° oo 8
of all positions recorded near the oo Sae

structure (within <95 m), indicating
that these platforms provide important
habitat for this species, similar to stud-
ies on other artificial reef structures in
the northern Gulf of Mexico (Topping ®
& Szedlmayer 2011b, Piraino & Szedl-
mayer 2014, Williams-Grove & Szedl-
mayer 2016a).

4.1. Diel patterns

Significant diel differences in area
use patterns have been reported for
red snapper on artificial reefs, with dif-
ferent patterns among studies. For ex-
ample, in studies that examined small
artificial reefs (concrete pyramids and
metal cages), red snapper showed
greater area use during the night (Top-
ping & Szedlmayer 2011a,b), greater
areas during the day (Piraino & Szedl-

n = 16596

95% KDE = 13801 m?

)
oY S0
00 o D
°
8¢

% o

°°°

oo

0 ©
°

mayer 2014) or diel patterns that de-

pended on location (Williams-Grove &
Szedlmayer 2016a). The present study
showed both significant and non-sig-
nificant diel patterns depending on the
platform. Fish at the East and Center

Fig. 6. Example of home range (95 % kernel density estimation [KDE] area) of

ared snapper Lutjanus campechanus on the East platform (fish no. F206). Gray

dots: VEMCO Positioning System-calculated positions; double black lines:

home range (95% KDE area); black polygons: perimeter of 3 drilling struc-

tures that were attached to the seafloor and connected with the superstructure
above the waterline
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4000 East pressure during these lower light
as periods (Piraino & Szedlmayer 2014,
3000 1 —1 Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a).
2000 4 A A A A A g A A Similar behavior might be expected
around platforms due to associated
1000 larger predators (Stanley & Wilson
1997, 2004, Reynolds et al. 2018). This
& 0 T T T T T T T pattern was observed at the Center
3 Center platform, with the smallest area use
% 5000 1 recorded at dawn when larger preda-
+ 4000 «} {; tors were likely more active, but not at

LU
Q the East or West platforms. Previous
— 3000 - ac| |[AB AB A ol |ac studies have reported mixed results
3 © on the effects of platform lighting.
GE) 2000 1 2 Keenan et al. (2007) suggested that
§ 1000 platforms provide an enhanced for-
g aging environment for larval, juve-
*@ 0 . . . . . . . . nile and adult fishes by providing
< West _I_ sufficient light to locate and capture
5000 —I— _I_ prey, as well as by attracting and
—I— A A & _I_ —I— concentrating positively phototaxic
4000 4 B —I— _I_ ool |sc prey. Supporting this contention, Foss
3000 - D CD (2016) indicated that a higher abun-
dance of fish prey items was observed
2000 4 in the diets of red snapper at lit plat-
forms. In contrast, Barker & Cowan
1000 - (2018) suggested that although fishes
are attracted to the vertical relief of
’ 00'30 03'30 06'30 09'30 12'30 15'30 18'30 21'30 the structure, they may be avoiding
i the artificial light field at the surface

Time (h)

Fig. 7. Comparison of diel area use for red snapper Lutjanus campechanus on

platforms in the northern Gulf of Mexico. Gray bars: least square mean home

range (95 % kernel density estimation [KDE] area) for 3 h intervals. Different
letters indicate significant differences within a platform (p < 0.05)

mayer & Lee 2004, Wells et al. 2008, Simonsen et
al. 2015, Schwartzkopf et al. 2017, Szedlmayer &
Brewton 2020). Standing platforms aggregate a large
number of fish species, including small schooling
fish (e.g. antenna codlet Bregmaceros atlanticus) that
have been identified in red snapper diets (Stanley &
Wilson 1997, Simonsen et al. 2015, Reynolds et al.
2018). Platform lights tend to attract prey items to the
illuminated surface waters and likely enhance the
ability of the visually oriented red snapper to locate
prey at night (Simonsen et al. 2015). This creates for-
aging opportunities during both day and night and
could explain the lack of diel area use patterns ob-
served on the East and Center platforms.

Larger area use during the day compared to night
and crepuscular periods has been related to red
snapper potentially reacting to increased predation

either to escape nocturnal predation
or to forage away from the platform.
One difficulty with these previous
studies and the present study is the
small sample size of compared plat-
forms. Thus, the patterns observed
here regarding area use by red snapper on lighted
versus unlighted platforms need to be interpreted
with caution.

4.2. Seasonal movements

Seasonal differences in red snapper area use
were correlated with environmental changes. Area
use decreased during the winter months at the
Center and West platforms, as temperature de-
creased and DO concentrations increased. This is
consistent with previous observations that red
snapper congregate near platforms during winter
(Stanley & Wilson 1997). Metabolic rates in most
fish are lower in the winter; thus, fish need less
prey and forage over smaller areas compared to the
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H 10000 1 AB for example, Atlantic croaker Micro-
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£ 0 chilli, spot Leiostomus xanthurus, sum-

g West mer flounder Paralichthys dentatus

g 30000 + T and mudminnows Umbra limi all re-

; 25000 4 J. T sponded to hypoxic conditions by
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- 20000 - T A or leaving affected areas (Johnston &

1 Dunn 1987, Rahel & Nutzman 1994,

15000 + B Rabalais et al. 2001, Bell & Eggleston

10000 - 2005, Craig & Crowder 2005). Previous

T studies have also reported that red

5000 - C snapper move up in the water column

above hypoxic bottom conditions based

0 y y y y on telemetry (Williams-Grove & Szedl-

winter spring summer fall mayer 2017) and hydroacoustic sur-

Season veys on platforms (Stanley & Wilson

Fig. 8. Seasonal areas of red snapper Lutjanus campechanus on 3 platforms in
the northern Gulf of Mexico. Gray bars: least square mean home range (95 %
kernel density estimation [KDE) area). Different letters indicate significant

differences (p < 0.05)

warmer summer months (Johnston & Dunn 1987%).
Red snapper area use was larger in the summer and
fall months and coincided with most (96 %) short-
term homing events. Temperatures were higher and
DO concentrations were lower during the summer
and fall, and red snapper likely expanded their for-
aging area to meet increased metabolic rates. Pre-
vious red snapper studies have observed similar
increased area use in the summer in relation to
temperature (Piraino & Szedlmayer 2014, Williams-
Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a). In contrast, the East
platform did not show a decrease in area use
during the winter (Fig. 8). Monthly area use pat-
terns at the East platform had less range and
smaller areas compared to the Center and West
platforms. This decreased area use at the East
platform and lack of a seasonal pattern may be
related to the larger size of the East platform: the

2004). To further investigate vertical
responses to abiotic variables, future
platform studies should tag red snap-
per with depth transmitters and deploy
remote environmental meters.

4.3. Homing behavior

Overall, 46 % of transmitter-tagged red snapper
(n = 27) displayed homing behavior, with both short-
term (<4 d; 83 %) and long-term (4-184 d; 17 %) peri-
ods absent from platforms with subsequent returns to
their home platform. Homing behavior has been well
documented in many fishes, ranging from pelagic to
reef-dwelling species, and has been related to repro-
duction, shelter and foraging (Matthews 1992, Ogura
& Ishida 1995, Robichaud & Rose 2001, Kolm et al.
2005, Dgving et al. 2006, Loher 2008, Lowe et al.
2009, Mitamura et al. 2009, Rooker et al. 2014, Her-
big & Szedlmayer 2016, Lewandoski et al. 2018). For
example, a tracking study observed homing behavior
in vermilion rockfish Sebastes miniatus and lingcod
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Ophiodon elongatus on platforms with movements
among platforms and natural reefs (Anthony et al.
2012). In that study, when vermilion rockfish and
lingcod were translocated from platforms to natural
reefs, they moved back to the platforms over 11-19
km distances in <24 h, indicating that platforms pro-
vided preferred habitat over natural reefs for these
species (Anthony et al. 2012).

Homing behavior has also been previously re-
ported for red snapper in the northern Gulf of Mex-
ico, with fish returning to their original tagging site
after extended time periods (23-90 d; Topping &
Szedlmayer 2011b, Piraino & Szedlmayer 2014,
Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a). Red snapper
in the present study returned to their original plat-

Black circles: temperature; white
circles: DO

form after both short (<3 d) and long periods away
(4-184 d). Short-term movements (1-4 h) have pre-
viously been documented in red snapper on gas
pipelines with frequent movements outside the
receiver range (Szedlmayer & Schroepfer 2005).
Movements outside the receiver range in the present
study were likely to nearby open habitat or reef
structures for foraging. Benefits of emigrating to
these secondary sites likely outweighed the risk
associated with moving away from protective reef
habitats by increasing foraging opportunities and
prey availability. How red snapper navigate between
reefs is still unknown; however, it is possible that
each platform has its own unique sound or chemical
signature that aid in homing (Lowe et al. 2009).
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23 mo (Piraino & Szedlmayer 2014,
Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a).
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In contrast, lower red snapper site
fidelities were reported on a ‘ship’ arti-
ficial reef (27% after 200 d) and
around a complex of concrete culverts
and a tugboat (58 % after 200 d; Garcia
2013). Larger reefs, like platforms and
- ships, are complex habitats that sup-
port high abundances of large fish
(Stanley & Wilson 1996, 1997, 2000,
Reynolds et al. 2018). These higher
abundances can create both intraspe-
cific and interspecific competition for

limited resources, causing red snapper
to make short-term foraging emigra-
tions for increased prey at other sites,
as indicated in the present study on
the Center and West platforms.

Fish at the East platform had the
lowest site fidelity (27 % yr~!) and had
fewer short-term homing events. How-
ever, 4 fish that made long-term emi-
grations did return to the East plat-
form. This platform was located in close
proximity (1.5 km) to many smaller
artificial reefs (Alabama Department of

Conservation and Natural Resources
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2016, Mudrak & Szedlmayer 2020b;
Fig. 2). Small artificial reefs are typi-
cally dominated by red snapper, and

Fig. 10. Red snapper Lutjanus campechanus survival (S) and probability-of-
presence on platforms in the northern Gulf of Mexico. For the survival plot,
dashed lines are the proportion of fish that were resident each month and
points and error bars are estimates of S for each month. Gray diamond:
median residence time (7 mo). For the probability-of-presence, the black line
is a 6 factor polynomial regression (r? = 0.99) of cumulative probability of pres-
ence on time since tagging. Open circles: cumulative percent presence at 10 d

thus interspecific competition may be
reduced in comparison to larger plat-
forms (Mudrak & Szedlmayer 2012).
Fish at the East platform may have
emigrated and taken up residence on

intervals after tagging

4.4. Residency, site fidelity and
probability-of-presence

Red snapper site fidelity (31% yr!) and median
residency time (7 mo) were lower than other teleme-
try-based estimates on smaller artificial reefs (Szedl-
mayer & Schroepfer 2005, Topping & Szedlmayer
2011b, Piraino & Szedlmayer 2014, Williams-Grove
& Szedlmayer 2016a). The first long-term (5 yr) track-
ing study of red snapper on artificial reefs indi-
cated a median residency time of 18 mo and a site
fidelity of 72% yr~! (Topping & Szedlmayer 2011b).
More recent studies also observed high site fidelity

nearby smaller artificial reefs to re-

duce interspecific competition and

predation pressure from the typically

larger predators attracted to platforms. This sugges-
tion was supported by 2 reported captures of trans-
mitter-tagged red snapper from a small artificial reef
in close proximity to the East platform. In turn, the re-
duced number of short-term emigrations and returns
at the East platform may also be attributable to F oc-
curring at other reef sites after leaving the platform.
Red snapper residing on platforms clearly showed
different behavior and movement patterns com-
pared to smaller submerged artificial reefs (Topping
& Szedlmayer 2011b, Piraino & Szedlmayer 2014,
Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a). They had a
much greater tendency to emigrate away from the
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Table 1. Fishing mortality (F, and 95% CI) of red snapper for each platform
and overall (total)

after absences of >3 d from their tag-
ging platforms. To further examine the
importance of platforms for red snap-

Platform Tracked Caught Survival 95% CI F 95% CI per and account for these returns, a
probability-of-presence was estimated
East 26 S 0.48 0.19-0.79 073~ 0.24-1.64 based on the percentage of days spent
Center 11 1 0.88  0.49-098 0.12  0.02-0.71 p g YS SP
West 22 12 0.23 0.09-0.47 1.48 0.74-2.41 on the platform Compared to the total
Total 59 18 0.42 0.25-0.63 0.86  0.47-1.40 days tracked (Lowe et al. 2009, Afonso
et al. 2012). This estimate indicated

platform with subsequent returns. These multiple
excursions indicate that estimates of residency and
site fidelity may be misleading and underestimate
the actual importance of platform habitat for this spe-
cies, because in the present study if a red snapper
was absent for >3 d it was considered permanently
emigrated; i.e. 15 transmitter-tagged red snapper
emigrated then returned 24 times after absences of
4-184 d. Although useful for comparisons to previous
studies, our definition of residency and site fidelity
does not account for these returns of red snapper

that transmitter-tagged red snapper
spent 70 % of their time residing on a platform over a
1 yr period. This probability-of-presence would also
likely be an underestimate, because some fish that
emigrated and did not return to a platform may have
been caught by fishers at other sites, thus being arti-
ficially prevented from returning. This higher proba-
bility-of-presence indicates the importance of plat-
forms as red snapper habitat, and concurs with
previous studies of artificial habitat for this species
(Topping & Szedlmayer 2011b, Piraino & Szedlmayer
2014, Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a).
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b
9

Instantaneous F mortality
F =-In(0.42) = 0.86
95% CL = 0.47-1.40

Fig. 11. Red snapper Lutjanus cam-
pechanus survival (S) from fishing
mortality (F) or natural mortality (M)
on platforms in the northern Gulf of
Mexico. Dashed line: proportion of
fish that survived F or M at the end
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4.5. Mortality

High F (0.86) in the present study led to high Z
(0.94). These estimates were much higher in compar-
ison to estimates of Z on smaller artificial reefs (Z =
0.39-0.54; Topping & Szedlmayer 2013, Williams-
Grove & Szedlmayer 2016b, Szedlmayer et al. 2020).
Likewise, Zin the present study was greater than age-
based methods of Z on platforms (Z = 0.54; Gitschlag
et al. 2003). Higher Fon platforms compared to smaller
submerged artificial reefs (F = 0.22-0.44; Topping &
Szedlmayer 2013, Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer
2016b, Mudrak & Szedlmayer 2020) was most likely
due to platforms requiring less effort by fishers to
locate and apply fishing effort compared to sub-
merged reef habitats (Gordon 1993). Fishing mortal-
ity on the present platforms was also much higher
than the maximum F threshold indicated in previous
stock assessments (Fypyr = 0.059, SEDAR 2018).
However, the fraction of the total stock associated
with platforms may be small (Karnauskas et al. 2017,
Szedlmayer et al. 2020), and because the fishery is
managed on a quota allocation to each state region,
it is of little concern that F is high on a particular
habitat type (Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management
Council 2019).

The estimate of M in the present study (0.08) was
similar to previously reported M = 0.11 (Topping &
Szedlmayer 2013), M = 0.10 used in previous stock
assessments (M = 0.10, SEDAR 2013; M = 0.094,
SEDAR 2018) and a slightly lower M = 0.04 reported
by Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer (2016b). These low
rates of M observed on the platforms and in previous
studies were likely due to high rates of F (i.e. fish
were caught before they had a chance to die of natu-
ral causes) along with the high life expectancy of red
snapper (>40 y; Szedlmayer & Shipp 1994, Wilson &
Nieland 2001). Also, the size of tagged red snapper
(mean + SD TL: 563 = 93 mm) in the present study
were most likely at the life stage with the lowest
M (Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer 2016b). The mor-
talities that were observed likely occurred from pre-
dation, as it is well known that larger predators
(e.g. great barracuda Sphyraena barracuda, goliath
grouper Epinephelus itajara and sharks Carcharhi-
nus spp.) reside around platforms (Ajemian et al.
2015, Reynolds et al. 2018).

4.6. Implications for removal schedule

Methods for removal of platforms range from top-
pling to complete removal (Continental Shelf Associ-

ates 2004). Explosive removal is one commonly ap-
plied method for complete removal based on safety,
economics and simplicity (Kaiser & Pulsipher 2003,
Barkaszi et al. 2016). However, explosive removals
can result in substantial mortality of resident fishes
(Continental Shelf Associates 2004). The safe range
for red snapper from the detonation point is 230 m
(Young 1991, Continental Shelf Associates 2004).
Almost all red snapper positions (99 %) in the present
study were within the affected 230 m zone with a
mean distance of 28 m from platform structure, thus
most red snapper would not survive explosive re-
movals. However, if explosive removals are applied,
our study suggests that removals during the late
summer after the red snapper fishing season would
be the optimum time to reduce red snapper mortali-
ties. F on platforms was high (0.86), and this may cre-
ate a time period of lower red snapper densities prior
to immigration of new fish (Stanley & Wilson 1997,
Nieland & Wilson 2003, Gallaway et al. 2009). Also,
area use was greater and movements away from
platforms were more frequent during the summer and
fall when DO concentrations were lower or hypoxic,
again suggesting that late summer into fall (July—
November) would be an optimal time to carry out
explosive removals to reduce red snapper mortality.

Other removal options may be viable for the north-
ern Gulf of Mexico. Creating artificial reef habitat by
toppling or partial removal should be considered by
operators and Gulf of Mexico coastal states to main-
tain red snapper populations in targeted areas. Plat-
forms that are converted to artificial reefs for fish
stock enhancements have an estimated lifespan of
>300 yr and have proven to be suitable habitat for
red snapper and other sport fishes (Schroeder & Love
2004, Ajemian et al. 2015, Reynolds et al. 2018). The
conversion of platforms to artificial reefs would po-
tentially help maintain red snapper populations at
their present levels in areas without natural reefs, in
contrast to removals that likely would reduce red
snapper stocks in these areas (Gallaway et al. 2009,
Lowe et al. 2009). However, the relatively ease of
locating such platforms may increase F, and any
decisions to remove or create new artificial reefs out
of non-producing platforms needs to consider red
snapper vulnerability to harvest.

4.7. Conclusions
Platforms provide important habitat for red snap-

per in the northern Gulf of Mexico, as red snapper
were closely associated with platform structures
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(94 % of positions within or near the platform). Indi-
viduals showed similar area use during both day and
night at the East and Center platforms, whereas fish
at the West platform showed larger area use during
the day. These diel patterns were likely related to
both foraging behavior and platform lighting. Sea-
sonal patterns of area use were related to changes
in both temperature and DO concentrations. Fish
showed the largest area use and made frequent
emigrations with quick returns in the late summer
and early fall, which again was most likely linked
to foraging behavior. Red snapper had an overall
site fidelity of 31% yr! and a median residency
time of 7 mo on platforms, and this is lower than
previous estimates on smaller submerged artificial
reefs. However, site fidelities and residency times are
known underestimates, as it is unknown how long
a fish was present at each platiorm before the
study began (Williams-Grove & Szedlmayer 2016a).
In addition, based on probability-of-presence calcu-
lations, red snapper were residing on platforms more
frequently than indicated by survival analysis and
over a 1 yr period spent 70 % of their time over on the
platforms.

Fwas high (0.86) and M was low (0.08), suggesting
that platforms may make red snapper more vulnera-
ble to the fishery. However, the proportion of the
total red snapper stock present on platforms is small
(Karnauskas et al. 2017, Szedlmayer et al. 2020), and
because the stock is managed under a quota system,
high F on a particular habitat type like platforms
would probably have little effect on the overall stock
(Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 2019).
Despite this increased F and small proportions, plat-
forms are still important, particularly in areas where
there are little other reef habitats (natural or artifi-
cial, e.g. West Louisiana shelf), and can provide the
basis for a local fishery. However, only 3 out of
approximately 2000 platforms in the northern Gulf of
Mexico were examined in the present study, and
there remains a need for further studies of platform
use by red snapper.

Considering the practical application when sched-
uling platform removals, factors such as area use pat-
terns, F and environmental conditions should be
evaluated to reduce red snapper mortalities. As such,
we suggest that an optimum time for explosive re-
moval would be in late summer, after the red snapper
fishing season is completed.

Acknowledgements. We thank A. Altobelli, R. Beyea, E.
Fedewa, M. McKinzie, P. Mudrak, A. Osowski and M. Paris
for their assistance with field work. We also thank M. Belter

for review of an earlier version of the manuscript. This study
was funded by the US Department of the Interior, Bureau
of Ocean Energy Management, Environmental Studies
Program, Washington, DC, through contract number
M16PC00005 with LGL Ecological Research Associates, Inc.
All applicable international, national, and institutional
guidelines for the care and use of animals were followed. All
work was carried out under Auburn University Animal Care
and Use Committee approval, under Protocol 2015-2712.
This is a contribution of the Alabama Agricultural Experi-
ment Station, and the School of Fisheries, Aquaculture, and
Aquatic Sciences, Auburn University.

LITERATURE CITED

]éAfonso P, Graca G, Berke G, Fontes J (2012) First observa-

tions on seamount habitat use of blackspot seabream
(Pagellus bogaraveo) using acoustic telemetry. J Exp
Mar Biol Ecol 436-437:1-10

]<Ajemian MJ, Wetz JJ, Shipley-Lozano B, Stunz GW (2015)

Rapid assessment of fish communities on submerged oil
and gas platform reefs using remotely operated vehicles.
Fish Res 167:143-155

Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Re-
sources (2016) Alabama offshore and inshore artificial
reefs. www.outdooralabama.com/artificial-reefs (accessed
7 January 2020)

A¢ Andrews KS, Tolimieri N, Williams GD, Samhouri JF, Harvey

CJ, Levin PS (2011) Comparison of fine-scale acoustic
monitoring systems using home range size of a demersal
fish. Mar Biol 158:2377-2387

Anthony KM, Love MS, Lowe CG (2012) Translocation,
homing behavior and habitat use of groundfishes
associated with oil platforms in the East Santa Barbara
Channel, California. Bull South Calif Acad Sci 111:
101-118

Barkaszi MJ, Frankel A, Martin JS, Poe W (2016) Pressure
wave and acoustic properties generated by the explosive
removal of offshore structures in the Gulf of Mexico.
OCS Study BOEM 2016-019. US Department of the Inte-
rior, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Gulf of
Mexico OCS Region, New Orleans, LA

]\<Barker VA, Cowan JH (2018) The effect of artificial light on

the community structure of reef-associated fishes at oil
and gas platforms in the northern Gulf of Mexico. Envi-
ron Biol Fishes 101:153-166

A’Bell GW, Eggleston DB (2005) Species-specific avoidance

responses by blue crabs and fish to chronic and episodic
hypoxia. Mar Biol 146:761-770

A¢Bolker BM, Brooks ME, Clark CJ, Geange SW, Poulsen JR,

Stevens MHH, White JSS (2009) Generalized linear
mixed models: a practical guide for ecology and evolu-
tion. Trends Ecol Evol 24:127-135

A¢Brown H, Benfield MC, Keenan SF, Powers SP (2010) Move-

ment patterns and home ranges of a pelagic carangid
fish, Caranx crysos, around a petroleum platform com-
plex. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 403:205-218

]\<Calenge C (2006) The package 'adehabitat’ for the R soft-

ware: a tool for the analysis of space and habitat use by
animals. Ecol Modell 197:516-519

]\viCastillo-VargasmaChuca S, Ponce-Palafox JT, Rodriguez-

Chévez G, Arredondo-Figueroa JL, Chévez-Ortiz E, Sei-
davi A (2013) Effects of temperature and salinity on
growth and survival of the Pacific red snapper Lutjanus


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2012.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2015.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00227-011-1724-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10641-017-0688-9
https://doi.org/10.3856/vol41-issue5-fulltext-22
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2006.03.017
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps08465
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00227-004-1483-7

Everett et al.: Red snapper movements around oil and gas platforms

171

peru (Pisces: Lutjanidae) juvenile. Lat Am J Aquat Res
41:1013-1018
Code of Federal Regulations (2013) Decommissioning activ-
ities 30 C.F.R. § 250.1723. US Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement,
Washington, DC
Continental Shelf Associates (2004) Explosive removal of
offshore structures: information synthesis report. OCS
Study MMS 2003-070. US Department of the Interior,
Minerals Management Service, Gulf of Mexico OCS
Region, New Orleans, LA
A Craig JK, Crowder LB (2005) Hypoxia-induced habitat shifts
and energetic consequences in Atlantic croaker and
brown shrimp on the Gulf of Mexico shelf. Mar Ecol Prog
Ser 294:79-94
HDoving KB, Stabell OB, Ostlund-Nilsson S, Fisher R (2006)
Site fidelity and homing in tropical coral reef cardinal-
fish: Are they using olfactory cues? Chem Senses 31:
265-272
Foss K (2016) Feeding ecology of red snapper and greater
amberjack at standing platforms in the northern Gulf of
Mexico: disentangling the effects of artificial light. MSc
thesis, Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, LA
Gallaway BJ, Lewbel GS (1982) The ecology of petroleum
platforms in the northwestern Gulf of Mexico: a commu-
nity profile. FWS/OBS-82/27. US Department of the Inte-
rior, Bureau of Land Management, Gulf of Mexico OCS
Regional Office, Washington, DC
A Gallaway BJ, Szedlmayer ST, Gazey WJ (2009) A life his-
tory review for red snapper in the Gulf of Mexico with
an evaluation of the importance of offshore petroleum
platforms and other artificial reefs. Rev Fish Sci 17:
48-67
Garcia A (2013) A comparison of site fidelity and habitat use
of red snapper (Lutjanus campechanus) to evaluate the
performance of two artificial reefs in South Texas utiliz-
ing acoustic telemetry. MSc thesis, University of Texas,
Brownville, TX
Gitschlag GR, Herczeg BA, Barcak TR (1997) Observations
of sea turtles and other marine life at the explosive
removal of offshore oil and gas structures in the Gulf of
Mexico. Gulf Res Rep 9:247-262
Gitschlag GR, Schirripa MJ, Powers JE (2000) Estimation of
fisheries impacts due to underwater explosives used to
sever and salvage oil and gas platforms in the US Gulf
of Mexico: final report. OCS Study MMS 2000-087. US
Department of the Interior, Minerals Management Serv-
ice, Gulf of Mexico OCS Region, New Orleans, LA
Gitschlag GR, Schirripa MJ, Powers JE (2003) Impacts of red
snapper mortality associated with the explosive removal
of oil and gas structures on stock assessments of red
snapper in the Gulf of Mexico. Am Fish Soc Symp 36:
83-94
Gordon WR Jr (1993) Travel characteristics of marine
anglers using oil and gas platforms in the central Gulf of
Mexico. Mar Fish Rev 55:25-31
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council (2019) State
management program for recreational red snapper. Final
amendment 50A to the fishery management plan for the
reef fish resources of the Gulf of Mexico. Gulf of Mexico
Fishery Management Council, Tampa, FL
ﬁiHerbig JL, Szedlmayer ST (2016) Movement patterns of
gray triggerfish, Balistes capriscus, around artificial reefs
in the northern Gulf of Mexico. Fish Manag Ecol 23:
418-427

Hiett RL, Milon JW (2002) Economic impact of recreational
fishing and diving associated with offshore oil and gas
structures in the Gulf of Mexico: final report. OCS Study
MMS 2002-010. US Department of the Interior, Mineral
Management Service, Gulf of Mexico OCS Region, New
Orleans, LA

FSHuff JA, Burns CD (1981) Hypersaline and chemical control
of Cryptocaryon irritans in red snapper, Lutjanus
campechanus, monoculture. Aquaculture 22:181-184

]\'{Johnston IA, Dunn J (1987) Temperature acclimation and
metabolism in ectotherms with particular reference to
teleost fish. Symp Soc Exp Biol 41:67-93

ﬁi.]orgensen T, Lekkeborg S, Soldal AV (2002) Residence of
fish in the vicinity of a decommissioned oil platform in
the North Sea. ICES J Mar Sci 59:5288-S293

] Kaiser MJ, Pulsipher AG (2003) The cost of explosive sever-
ance operations in the Gulf of Mexico. Ocean Coast
Manage 46:701-740

] Karnauskas M, Walter JF, Campbell MD, Pollack AG, Dry-
mon MJ, Powers S (2017) Red snapper distribution on
natural habitats and artificial structures in the northern
Gulf of Mexico. Mar Coast Fish 9:50-67

]% Keenan SF, Benfield MC, Blackburn JK (2007) Importance
of the artificial light field around offshore petroleum
platforms for the associated fish community. Mar Ecol
Prog Ser 331:219-231

A‘Kolm N, Hoffman EA, Olsson J, Berglund A, Jones AG (2005)
Group stability and homing behavior but no kin group
structures in a coral reef fish. Behav Ecol 16:521-527

A Kwok OM, Underhill AT, Berry JW, Luo W, Elliott TR, Yoon
M (2008) Analyzing longitudinal data with multilevel
models: an example with individuals living with lower
extremity intra-articular fractures. Rehabil Psychol 53:
370-386

ALewandoski SA, Bishop MA, McKinzie MK (2018) Evaluat-
ing Pacific cod migratory behavior and site fidelity in a
fjord environment using acoustic telemetry. Can J Fish
Aquat Sci 75:2084-2095

] Loher T (2008) Homing and summer feeding site fidelity of
Pacific halibut (Hippoglossus stenolepis) in the Gulf of
Alaska, established using satellite-transmitting archival
tags. Fish Res 92:63-69

] Lowe CG, Anthony KM, Jarvis ET, Bellquist LF, Love MS
(2009) Site fidelity and movement patterns of groundfish
associated with offshore petroleum platforms in the
Santa Barbara Channel. Mar Coast Fish 1:71-89

Matthews KR (1992) A telemetric study of the home ranges
and homing routes of lingcod Ophiodon elongatus on
shallow rocky reefs off Vancouver Island, British Colum-
bia. Fish Bull 90:784-790

McDonough M (2009) Oil platforms and red snapper move-
ment and behavior. MSc thesis, Louisiana State Univer-
sity, Baton Rouge, LA

A McKinzie MK, Jarvis ET, Lowe CG (2014) Fine-scale hori-
zontal and vertical movement of barred sand bass, Paral-
abrax nebulifer, during spawning and non-spawning
seasons. Fish Res 150:66-75

AMireles C, Martin CJB, Lowe CG (2019) Site fidelity, vertical
movement, and habitat use of nearshore reef fishes on
offshore petroleum platforms in southern California. Bull
Mar Sci 95:657-681

] Mitamura H, Uchida K, Miyamoto Y, Arai N and others
(2009) Preliminary study on homing, site fidelity, and diel
movement of black rockfish Sebastes inermis measured
by acoustic telemetry. Fish Sci 75:1133-1140


https://doi.org/10.3354/meps294079
https://doi.org/10.1093/chemse/bjj028
https://doi.org/10.1080/10641260802160717
https://doi.org/10.1111/fme.12190
https://doi.org/10.1016/0044-8486(81)90144-7
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=3332497&dopt=Abstract
https://doi.org/10.1006/jmsc.2001.1165
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0964-5691(03)00042-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/19425120.2016.1255684
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12562-009-0142-9
https://doi.org/10.5343/bms.2018.0009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2013.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1577/C08-047.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2007.12.013
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2017-0432
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012765
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/ari022
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps331219

172

Mar Ecol Prog Ser 649: 155-173, 2020

\,

]iMudrak PA, Szedlmayer ST (2012) Proximity effects of
larger resident fishes on recruitment of age-0 red snap-
per in the northern Gulf of Mexico. Trans Am Fish Soc
141:487-494

Mudrak PA, Szedlmayer ST (2020a) Fishing mortality esti-
mates for red snapper, Lutjanus campechanus, based on
acoustic telemetry and conventional mark-recapture. In:
Szedlmayer ST, Bortone SA (eds) Red snapper biology in
a changing world. CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL, p 75-94

Mudrak PA, Szedlmayer ST (2020b) Juvenile red snapper,
Lutjanus campechanus, densities on small artificial reefs
to estimate year-class strength. In: Szedlmayer ST, Bor-
tone SA (eds) Red snapper biology in a changing world.
CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL, p 27-46

Nieland DL, Wilson CA (2003) Red snapper recruitment to
and disappearance from oil and gas platforms in the
northern Gulf of Mexico. In: Stanley DR, Scarborough-
Bull A (eds) Fisheries, reefs, and offshore development.
Am Fish Soc Symp 36:73-81

] Ogura M, Ishida Y (1995) Homing behavior and vertical
movements of four species of Pacific salmon (Oncorhyn-
chus spp.) in the central Baring Sea. Can J Fish Aquat Sci
52:532-540

AOuzts AC, Szedlmayer ST (2003) Diel feeding patterns of
red snapper on artificial reefs in the north-central Gulf of
Mexico. Trans Am Fish Soc 132:1186-1193

Peabody M (2004) The fidelity of red snapper (Lutjanus
campechanus) to petroleum platforms and artificial reefs
in the northern Gulf of Mexico. MSc thesis, Louisiana
State University, Baton Rouge, LA

]\(Piraino MN, Szedlmayer ST (2014) Fine-scale movements
and home ranges of red snapper around artificial reefs in
the northern Gulf of Mexico. Trans Am Fish Soc 143:
988-998

Pulsipher AG, Iledare OO, Mesyanzhinov DV, Dupont A,
Zhu QL (2001) Forecasting the number of offshore plat-
forms on the Gulf of Mexico OCS to the year 2023. OCS
Study MMS 2001-013. US Department of the Interior,
Minerals Management Service, Gulf of Mexico OCS
Region, New Orleans, LA

R Core Team (2017). R: a language and environment for
statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical Com-

puting, Vienna. www.r-project.org

#Rabalais NN, Turner REE, Wiseman WJ (2001) Hypoxia in

the Gulf of Mexico. J Environ Qual 30:320-329

#Rahel FJ, Nutzman JW (1994) Foraging in a lethal environ-

ment: fish predation in hypoxic waters of a stratified
lake. Ecology 75:1246-1253

#Reynolds EM, Cowan JH, Lewis KA, Simonsen KA (2018)
Method for estimating relative abundance and species
composition around oil and gas platforms in the northern
Gulf of Mexico, USA Fish Res 201:44-55

Ricker WE (1975) Computation and interpretation of biolog-
ical statistics of fish populations. Bull Fish Res Board Can

191:1-382

HRobichaud D, Rose GA (2001) Multiyear homing of Atlantic
cod to a spawning ground. Can J Fish Aquat Sci 58:
2325-2329

]\(Rooker JR, Arrizabalaga H, Fraile I, Secor DH and others

(2014) Crossing the line: migratory and homing behaviors

of Atlantic bluefin tuna. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 504:265-276

Schabenberger O (2005) Introducing the GLIMMIX proce-

dure for generalized linear mixed models. In: Proc 30"

annual SAS users group int conf. SAS Institute, Cary,

NC, paper 196-30

A’Schroeder DM, Love MS (2004) Ecological and political
issues surrounding decommissioning of offshore oil facil-
ities in the Southern California Bight. Ocean Coast Man-
age 47:21-48

Schroepfer RL, Szedlmayer ST (2006) Estimates of residence
and site fidelity for red snapper Lutjanus campechanus
on artificial reefs in the northeastern Gulf of Mexico. Bull
Mar Sci 78:93-101

A¢Schwartzkopf BD, Langland TA, Cowan JH (2017) Habitat
selection important for red snapper feeding ecology in the
northwestern Gulf of Mexico. Mar Coast Fish 9:373-387

Seavy NE, Quader S, Alexander JD, Ralph CJ (2005) General-
ized linear models and point count data: statistical consid-
erations for the design and analysis of monitoring studies.
USDA For Serv Gen Tech Report PSW-GTR-191:744-753

SEDAR (Southeast Data, Assessment, and Review) (2013)
SEDAR 31: Gulf of Mexico red snapper stock assessment
report. SEDAR, North Charleston, SC

SEDAR (2018) SEDAR 52: Gulf of Mexico red snapper stock
assessment report. SEDAR, North Charleston, SC

,\'{ Simonsen KA, Cowan JH, Boswell KM (2015) Habitat differ-
ences in the feeding ecology of red snapper (Lutjanus
campechanus, Poey 1860): a comparison between artifi-
cial and natural reefs in the northern Gulf of Mexico.
Environ Biol Fishes 98:811-824

A¢Stanley DR, Wilson CA (1996) Abundance of fishes associ-
ated with a petroleum platform as measured with dual-
beam hydroacoustics. ICES J Mar Sci 53:473-475

Stanley DR, Wilson CA (1997) Seasonal and spatial variation
in the abundance and size distribution of fishes associ-
ated with a petroleum platform in the northern Gulf of
Mexico. Can J Fish Aquat Sci 54:1166-1176

J¢Stanley DR, Wilson CA (2000) Variation in the density and
species composition of fishes associated with three petro-
leum platforms using dual beam hydroacoustics. Fish
Res 47:161-172

Stanley DR, Wilson CA (2003) Seasonal and spatial variation
in the biomass and size frequency distribution of fish
associated with oil and gas platforms in the northern
Gulf of Mexico. In: Stanley DR, Scarborough-Bull A (eds)
Fisheries, reefs, and offshore development. Am Fish Soc
Symp 36:123-153

] Stanley DR, Wilson CA (2004) Effect of hypoxia on the distri-
bution of fishes associated with a petroleum platform off
coastal Louisiana. N Am J Fish Manage 24:662-671

ZStarr RM, O'Connell V, Ralston S, Breaker L (2005) Use of
acoustic tags to estimate natural mortality, spillover, and
movements of lingcod (Ophiodon elongatus) in a marine
reserve. Mar Technol Soc J 39:19-30

’\'g Szedlmayer ST (1997) Ultrasonic telemetry of red snapper,
Lutjanus campechanus, at artificial reef sites in the
northeast Gulf of Mexico. Copeia 1997:846-850

Szedlmayer ST, Brewton RA (2020) Diet analyses of red
snapper, Lutjanus campechanus, based on DNA barcod-
ing from artificial reefs in the northern Gulf of Mexico. In:
Szedlmayer ST, Bortone SA (eds) Red snapper biology in
a changing world. CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL, p 143-165

Szedlmayer ST, Lee JD (2004) Diet shifts of juvenile red
snapper (Lutjanus compechanus) with changes in habi-
tat and fish size. Fish Bull 102:366-375

] Szedlmayer ST, Schroepfer RL (2005) Long-term residence
of red snapper on artificial reefs in the northeastern Gulf
of Mexico. Trans Am Fish Soc 134:315-325

Szedlmayer ST, Shipp RL (1994) Movement and growth of
red snapper, Lutjanus campechanus, from an artificial


https://doi.org/10.1080/00028487.2012.667045
https://doi.org/10.1139/f95-054
https://doi.org/10.1577/T02-085
https://doi.org/10.1080/00028487.2014.901249
https://doi.org/10.2134/jeq2001.302320x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1937450
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2018.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1139/f01-190
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps10781
https://doi.org/10.1577/T04-070.1
https://doi.org/10.2307/1447304
https://doi.org/10.4031/002533205787521677
https://doi.org/10.1577/M02-194.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-7836(00)00167-3
https://doi.org/10.1006/jmsc.1996.0067
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10641-014-0317-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/19425120.2017.1347117
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2004.03.002

Everett et al.: Red snapper movements around oil and gas platforms

173

reef area in the northeastern Gulf of Mexico. Bull Mar
Sci 55:887-896
Szedlmayer ST, Mudrak PA, Jaxion-Harm J (2020) A compari-
son of two fishery-independent surveys of red snapper,
Lutjanus campechanus, from 1999-2004 and 2011-2015.
In: Szedlmayer ST, Bortone SA (eds) Red snapper biology
in a changing world. CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL, p 250-274
]\(Topping DT, Szedlmayer ST (2011a) Home range and move-
ment patterns of red snapper (Lutjanus campechanus) on
artificial reefs. Fish Res 112:77-84
A Topping DT, Szedlmayer ST (2011b) Site fidelity, residence
time and movements of red snapper Lutjanus camp-
echanus estimated with long-term acoustic monitoring.
Mar Ecol Prog Ser 437:183-200
ﬁiTopping DT, Szedlmayer ST (2013) Use of ultrasonic teleme-
try to estimate natural and fishing mortality of red snap-
per. Trans Am Fish Soc 142:1090-1100
#Venables WN, Dichmont CM (2004) GLMs, GAMs and
GLMMs: an overview of theory for applications in fish-
eries research. Fish Res 70:319-337
ﬁ<Wells RJID, Cowan JH, Fry B (2008) Feeding ecology of red
snapper Lutjanus campechanus in the northern Gulf of
Mexico. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 361:213-225
A White GC, Burnham KP (1999) Program MARK: survival
estimation from populations of marked animals. Bird
Study 46:5S120-S139

Editorial responsibility: Alistair Hobday,
Hobart, Tasmania, Australia

A‘Williams LJ, Herbig JL, Szedlmayer ST (2015) A cage
release method to improve fish tagging studies. Fish Res
172:125-129

]\(Wilhams-Grove LJ, Szedlmayer ST (2016a) Acoustic posi-
tioning and movement patterns of red snapper, Lutjanus
campechanus, around artificial reefs in the northern Gulf
of Mexico. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 553:233-251

A Williams-Grove LJ, Szedlmayer ST (2016b) Mortality esti-
mates for red snapper based on ultrasonic telemetry in
the northern Gulf of Mexico. N Am J Fish Manage 36:
1036-1044

] Williams-Grove LJ, Szedlmayer ST (2017) Depth prefer-
ences and three-dimensional movements of red snapper,
Lutjanus campechanus, on an artificial reef in the north-
ern Gulf of Mexico. Fish Res 190:61-70

Williams-Grove LJ, Szedlmayer ST (2020) A review of red
snapper, Lutjanus campechanus, acoustic telemetry
studies. In: Szedlmayer ST, Bortone SA (eds) Red snap-
per biology in a changing world. CRC Press, Boca Raton,
FL, p 49-74

Wilson CA, Nieland DL (2001) Age and growth of red snap-
per, Lutjanus campechanus, from the north Gulf of Mex-
ico off Louisiana. Fish Bull 99:653-664

Young GA (1991) Concise methods for predicting the effects
of underwater explosions on marine life. Naval Surface
Warfare Center, Silver Spring, MD

Submitted: January 13, 2020; Accepted: July 27, 2020
Proofs received from author(s): September 7, 2020


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2011.08.013
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps09293
https://doi.org/10.1080/00028487.2013.790844
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2004.08.011
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps07425
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2017.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/02755947.2016.1184197
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps11778
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2015.06.030
https://doi.org/10.1080/00063659909477239

	S74_RD11_cover.pdf
	2020 Everett Szedlmayer Gallaway, Red Snapper movements on oil-gas platforms, Mar Ecol Prog Ser.pdf



