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Introduction
The Blacktip Shark (Carcharhinus limbatus) is a large species 

of requiem shark found across the globe in tropical and sub-
tropical waters (Castro 1996, Burgess and Branstetter 2009). 
Blacktip Shark are among the most abundant shark species 
in the coastal regions of the Gulf of Mexico (GOM; Bethea et 
al. 2015) and are an important species both commercially and 
recreationally (de Silva et al. 2001, SEDAR 2018, NOAA Fish-
eries 2019). In 2018, the commercial landings of the Blacktip 
Shark in the GOM was estimated at 365.8 mt dressed weight 
(NOAA Fisheries 2019). Due to fishing pressures and nursery 
habitat degradation, the Blacktip Shark is classified as near 
threatened by the IUCN (Burgess and Branstetter 2009). 

Understanding interactions among species is vital to build-
ing accurate ecosystem models, which inform both single spe-
cies and ecosystem—based management strategies (Sagarese et 
al. 2017, Marshall et al. 2019). The most fundamental species 
interactions are predator—prey relationships. The Blacktip 
Shark is described as piscivorous, but also prey upon squid and 
crustaceans (Dudley and Cliff 1993); however, the specifics of 
their diet vary at regional scales (Barry et al. 2008). There have 
been several studies quantifying Blacktip Shark diets within 
the GOM (Hoffmayer and Parsons 2003, Bethea et al. 2004, 
Barry et al. 2008, Plumlee and Wells 2016) and their diets may 
differ among life stages (Barry et al. 2008). Prey accumulation 
curves of these previous studies did not reach an asymptote, 
indicating that further research is needed to fully characterize 
Blacktip Shark diets. 

This study uses stomach contents analysis of opportunisti-
cally collected juvenile and adult Blacktip Shark, with the aims 
of further describing their diet within the northwestern GOM 
and comparing our results to those of previous studies. We 
also investigate differences in diet between different sexes and 
life stages.

Materials and Methods
Blacktip Shark specimens were collected opportunistically 

from recreational anglers at Galveston, TX, and Venice, LA, in 
the northwestern GOM from June—August 2016, February—
September 2017, and July—August 2018. Bait type was not re-

corded; however, bait type was noted when stomach contents 
appeared to reflect bait. Upon collection, specimens were 
measured to the nearest cm using straight fork length (FL) and 
sex was recorded. Stomachs were immediately fixed in 10% 
formalin before being transferred to 70% ethanol for storage 
until processing. 

Stomachs were weighed to the nearest 0.1 g, opened, and 
contents were sorted using metal sieves with mesh sizes of 1.27 
cm, 1400 μm, and 500 μm. Contents were identified to the 
lowest possible taxon and weighed to the nearest 0.1 g. Dis-
sociated otoliths were present in the stomach contents; these 
were weighed, identified to lowest possible taxon, and sorted 
into left and right otoliths where possible. From these otoliths 
the number of individuals was taken as the greater of either 
left or right otolith counts per taxon (Phillips et al. 2003). In 
several cases, stomach contents consisted of identifiable dis-
sociated otoliths which clearly originated from unidentifiable 
teleost bodies in the same stomach (i.e. teleost bodies with 
empty saccules exposed), but the otoliths could not be directly 
matched to individual bodies. In these cases, weight for each 
taxon (Wb

Ta
) within a stomach was estimated according to the 

following equation:

Equation 1: WbTa = WOTa + WbU x      ,

where WO
Ta

 is the weight of the otoliths of the taxon, Wb
U
 is 

the weight of all unidentifiable teleost bodies, N
Ta 

is the num-
ber of individuals of the taxon within the stomach as deter-
mined by otolith identification, and N

U
 is the total number of 

all unidentifiable teleost bodies.
Stomach contents were analyzed using the standard met-

rics percent weight (% W), percent number (% N) and percent 
frequency of occurrence (% O; Cortés 1997). The index of 
relative importance (IRI; Pinkas et al. 1971) was calculated as 
below and converted to a percentage (% IRI) :

Equation 2: IRI = (%W + %N) x % O.

For comparison between sexes and life stage, teleost (un-
identified Teleostei, Sciaenidae, Hemiramphidae, Carangidae, 
Trichiuridae, Ariidae, Clupeidae and Elopidae), elasmobranch 
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(Rhinopteridae) and crustacean (unidentified Crustacea, 
Penaeidae and Squillidae) prey were grouped into families, 
and mollusks (unidentified Mollusca, Gastropoda and Cepha-
lopoda) were grouped into classes. Permutational multivariate 
analyses of variance (PERMANOVA) were used to test for dif-
ferences in diet between sexes and life stages. Individuals were 
classified as either juvenile or adult based on length at 50% 
maturity (L

50
) for Blacktip Shark (female L

50
 = 119.2 cm FL, 

male L
50

 = 105.8 cm FL; Baremore and Passerotti 2013). Ho-
moscedasticity of dispersions were tested using permutation 
tests for homogeneity of multivariate dispersions (PERMDISP). 
All analyses were performed on Bray—Curtis matrices of un-
transformed percent weight (% W) and percent number (% N). 
Where significant results were obtained, analysis of similarity 

(SIMPER) was carried out to determine contribution of taxo-
nomic groups to dissimilarity. Diet was not compared between 
the 2 sampling locations due to the comparatively low number 
of samples from Venice, LA (n = 2) compared to Galveston, 
TX (n = 68). Statistical analyses were carried out in R version 
4.0.0 (R Core Team 2020) using the vegan package (Oksanen 
et al. 2019).

Results
A total of 90 Blacktip Shark stomachs were processed, of 

which 56 (62%) contained identifiable contents. Due to a la-
belling error, 20 stomachs did not have associated sex, length 
or location data, and were excluded from statistical analyses. 
A total of 28 taxa were identified, of which 11 were identified 
to the species level (Table 1). The prey accumulation curves 

SC26

TABLE 1. Stomach contents of Blacktip Shark (n = 90) captured in the northwestern Gulf of Mexico 2016-2018 by taxonomic group.  
Data were rounded to 2 decimal places post-processing.  IRI – Index of Relative Importance.

Group	 Class/Family	 Lowest Taxonomic Group	 % Weight	 % Number	 % Occurrence	 % IRI

Mollusca		  	 			   0.46

		  Unidentified Mollusca	 <0.01	 0.34	 1.72	 0.01

	 Gastropoda	 Unidentified Gastropoda	 <0.01	 0.34	 1.72	 0.01

	 Cephalopoda	 	 			   0.44

		  Unidentified Cephalopoda	 0.31	 2.38	 8.62	 0.36

		  Unidentified Loliginidae	 0.33	 0.34	 1.72	 0.02

	 	 Loligo sp.	 0.51	 0.34	 3.45	 0.04

		  Lolliguncula brevis	 0.19	 0.68	 1.72	 0.02

Crustacea		  	 			   0.65

		  Unidentified Crustacea	 <0.01	 0.34	 1.72	 0.01

	 Squillidae	 Squilla empusa	 0.49	 0.68	 1.72	 0.03

	 Penaeidae	 	 			   0.61

		  Unidentified Penaeidae	 1.03	 0.68	 3.45	 0.09

		  Penaeus sp.	 1.25	 2.38	 8.62	 0.48

		  Penaeus duorarum	 1.39	 0.34	 1.72	 0.05

Elasmobranchii						      0.03

	 Rhinopteridae	 Rhinoptera bonasus	 0.63	 0.34	 1.72	 0.03

Teleostei						      98.95

		  Unidentified Teleostei	 13.88	 38.10	 77.59	 61.70

		  Unidentified Perciformes	 0.80	 3.40	 6.90	 0.44

	 Elopidae	 Elops saurus	 14.85	 0.34	 1.72	 0.40

	 Clupeidae					     2.36

		  Unidentified Clupeidae	 0.15	 0.68	 3.45	 0.04

		  Brevoortia patronus	 15.50	 2.04	 8.62	 2.31

	 Ariidae	 Unidentified Ariidae	 2.92	 2.72	 6.90	 0.60

	 Trichiuridae	 Unidentified Trichiuridae	 0.68	 1.36	 6.90	 0.22

	 Carangidae	 Chloroscombrus chrysurus	 3.91	 4.42	 6.90	 0.88

	 Hemiramphidae	 Hemiramphus sp.	 0.43	 0.34	 1.72	 0.02

  	 Sciaenidae					     32.33

		  Unidentified Sciaenidae	 8.07	 5.44	 13.79	 2.85

		  Cynoscion sp.	 2.56	 2.38	 5.17	 0.39

		  Cynoscion arenarius	 0.59	 0.34	 1.72	 0.02

		  Cynoscion nothus	 3.33	 1.02	 5.17	 0.34

		  Menticirrhus sp.	 3.96	 0.68	 3.45	 0.24

		  Menticirrhus littoralis	 0.20	 0.68	 3.45	 0.05

		  Micropogonias undulatus	 23.08	 28.23	 36.21	 28.43
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did not reach asymptote (Figure 1) indicating that the diet of 
Blacktip Shark in the northwestern GOM was not fully char-
acterised by our study.

Stomach contents were dominated by teleosts (98.95% IRI), 
with minor contribution from crustaceans (0.65% IRI), mol-
lusks (0.46% IRI), and elasmobranchs (0.03% IRI). Most tele-
osts were unidentifiable (61.70% IRI). The most important te-
leost family was Sciaenidae (32.33% IRI), particularly Atlantic 
Croaker (Micropogonias undulatuş  28.43% IRI), which was the 
most important prey item identified to species level, and the 
second most important overall after unidentified teleost. Gulf 
Menhaden (Brevoortia patronus) was another important species 
(2.31% IRI) which made up the majority of Clupeidae (2.36% 
IRI). The majority of crustaceans were penaeid shrimps (0.61% 
IRI), and the majority of mollusks were cephalopods (0.44% 
IRI). Cownose Ray (Rhinoptera bonasus) comprised the elasmo-
branch portion of the diet (0.03 % IRI). To our knowledge, this 
study is the first to report the mantis shrimp Squilla empusa as 
a component of Blacktip Shark diets globally, and halfbeaks 
(Hemiramphus sp.) as a diet component in the northern GOM 
(Figure 2, Table 1). The stomach contents from 6 individuals 
were hypothesized to be discards from shrimp boats (11% of 
stomachs with contents), as they featured multiple taxa, includ-
ing shrimp, in similar states of digestion. 

Of the 47 individuals containing stomach contents avail-
able for statistical analysis, 27 were female and 20 were male 
(57% and 43%, respectively). There was no significant differ-
ence in the diets of males and females for either % W (PER-
MANOVA, pseudo—F

1,45
 = 0.62, permuted P—value = 0.62) or 

% N (PERMANOVA, pseudo—F
1,45

 = 0.40, permuted P—value 
= 0.75).

For the ontogenetic comparison, 32 individuals were classi-
fied as juveniles and 15 as adults (68% and 32%, respectively). 
There was no difference in diet between juveniles and adults 
for % W (PERMANOVA, pseudo—F

1,45
 = 2.10, permuted P—

value = 0.09); however, there was for % N (PERMANOVA, 
pseudo—F

1,45
 = 3.52, permuted P—value = 0.03). The SIMPER 

analysis indicated this difference was driven by greater propor-
tions of unidentified teleosts, Clupeidae and Penaeidae in the 
diets of juveniles (38.88%, 5.10% and 3.72% dissimilarity, re-
spectively) and greater proportions of Sciaenidae, Ariidae and 
cephalopods in the diets of adults (34.64%, 5.21% and 4.34% 
dissimilarity, respectively). 

Discussion
Our study supports previous findings of the primarily pi-

scivorous diet of the Blacktip Shark in the northern GOM, 
along with minor consumption of crustaceans and cephalo-
pods (Hoffmayer and Parsons 2003, Bethea et al. 2004, Barry 
et al. 2008, Plumlee and Wells 2016). The lack of asymptote in 
the prey accumulation curve, and the discovery of previously 
unreported species in stomach contents (Figure 2) highlights 
the importance of continued research into the diverse diet of 
the Blacktip Shark and possibly other species of sharks. 

The most abundant prey species, Atlantic Croaker, is a 
common teleost in the northwestern GOM (Lewis et al. 2007). 
Given the low commercial and recreational interest in Atlantic 
croaker, it is unlikely that this food source is greatly impacted 
by human activity, though a growing fishery for juvenile At-
lantic Croaker as live bait may have an impact in the future 
(VanderKooy 2017). The higher importance of Atlantic Croak-
er in our study and that of Bethea et al. (2004) compared to 
other studies (Hoffmayer and Parsons 2003, Barry et al. 2008, 
Plumlee and Wells 2016; Figure 2) is likely because both stud-
ies extrapolated identified otoliths to weights, which was not 
done in the other 3 studies. 

Comparison of our results with those from a study of Black-
tip Shark along the Florida Gulf coast (Heupel and Hueter 
2002) emphasises the need for regionally specific analysis of 
Blacktip Shark diets. Heupel and Heuter (2002) report that 
Pinfish (Lagodon rhomboides) was the most abundant identifi-
able species in Blacktip Shark stomachs from Terra Ceia Bay, 
Florida, and did not report the occurrence of Atlantic Croak-
er. We did not find Pinfish in our study and this prey species 
was not found in other studies in the northern GOM (Hoff-
mayer and Parsons 2003, Bethea et al. 2004, Barry et al. 2008, 
Plumlee and Wells 2016; Figure 2), despite the species being 
common in the area (Lewis et al. 2007). It may be that Pinfish 
form part of the unidentified component of the northwestern 
GOM study results. The lack of Atlantic Croaker in Florida 
studies is unsurprising, as they are rare south of Tampa Bay 
(VanderKooy 2017). The switch to the consumption of Pin-
fish where Atlantic Croaker are not present may indicate that 
Blacktip Shark has an opportunistic general diet.

Our study suggests shrimp fishery discards may contribute 
to Blacktip Shark diets. Blacktip Shark feeding on shrimp 
fishery discards has been previously reported (Castro 1996), 
and the species is known to congregate around shrimp trawl-
ers in the GOM. Shrimp fisheries are characterised by very 
high levels of bycatch (Karp et al. 2011, Scott—Denton et al. 
2012), including species commonly found in Blacktip Shark 
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Figure 1. Randomized prey accumulation curve for Blacktip Shark (Carcha-
rhinus limbatus, n = 90) captured in the northwestern Gulf of Mexico 2016-
2018. Mean and standard deviation are plotted.
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stomachs such as Atlantic Croaker and seatrout (Cy-
noscion spp.). More research is needed to understand 
and quantify the importance of shrimp bycatch to 
Blacktip Shark diets.

Gulf Menhaden have been previously reported to 
form a small but significant component of Blacktip 
Shark diets (Hoffmayer and Parsons 2003, Bethea 
et al. 2004, Barry et al. 2008, Plumlee and Wells 
2016; Figure 2), which was verified in the present 
study. Identification of predators of Gulf Menha-
den is crucial, as the menhaden (Brevoortia spp.) 
fishery is the second largest in the USA in terms of 
landings, of which the majority is Gulf Menhaden 
(National Marine Fisheries Service 2020). Despite 
their economic and ecological importance, the ma-
jority of expected predation on Gulf Menhaden re-
mains unaccounted for (Sagarese et al. 2016). SIM-
PER analysis indicated that Clupeidae (primarily 
Gulf Menhaden) was a greater component of the 
diet of juvenile vs. adult Blacktip Shark. Similarly, 
2 studies that found Gulf Menhaden to be a larger 
component of the Blacktip Shark diets (Bethea et 
al. 2004, Barry et al. 2008) studied neonates and 
juveniles exclusively. In comparison, this study, 
along with Plumlee and Wells (2016) studied juve-
niles and adults and found that Atlantic Croaker 
were the largest proportion of the identifiable diet 
(Figure 2). Hoffmayer and Parsons (2003) reported 
a high frequency of occurrence of Gulf Menhaden 
in Blacktip Shark stomachs, although life stage was 
not reported in this study. It is possible that a com-
ponent of the unidentified teleosts in our study and 
others were Gulf Menhaden. The need to identify 
Gulf Menhaden in Blacktip Shark diets could be 
resolved using DNA metabarcoding. 

There is still work to be done to fully quantify 
the contribution of different teleost species to the 
Blacktip Shark diet, and to fully realise the small 
but species rich non—teleost portion of the diet. As 
with other Blacktip Shark diet studies in the north-
ern GOM (Hoffmayer and Parsons 2003, Bethea 
et al. 2004, Barry et al. 2008, Plumlee and Wells 
2016), this study resulted in a large proportion of 
teleost material which could not be identified (61.70 
% IRI in our study). DNA metabarcoding is increas-
ingly used in diet studies (Berry et al. 2015, Harms—
Tuohy et al. 2016) and offers a potential method for 

FIGURE 2. Comparison of % frequency of occurrence (% O) 
of taxonomic groups of Blacktip Shark (Carcharhinus limbatus) 
prey across 5 studies in the northern Gulf of Mexico. Taxo-
nomic groups are sorted into A. miscellaneous, B. Mollusca, 
C. Crustacea, D. Elasmobranchii and E. Teleostei. Where stud-
ies reported life stages separately (i.e., Bethea et al. 2004 
and Barry et al. 2008), a weighted average was taken using 
number of stomachs with contents. Darker shading indicates 
a higher % O.
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overcoming this problem. Fully understanding the diets of the 
Blacktip Shark is essential to building robust and accurate eco-

system models on which ecosystem—based fishery management 
can be based.

Literature Cited

Acknowledgements
We thank D. Anthony, J. Brogdon and members of the Shark Biology and Fisheries Science Laboratory at Texas A&M 

University at Galveston for their assistance in identifying stomach contents. Sarah Alewijnse was supported by the Natu-
ral Environment Research Council [grant number NE/L002531/1]. We are grateful to the anonymous reviewers, whose 
constructive feedback greatly improved the manuscript.

Baremore, I.E., and M.S. Passerotti. 2013. Reproduction of the 
Blacktip shark in the Gulf of Mexico. Marine and Coastal 
Fisheries 5:127–138. https://doi.org/10.1080/19425120.201
2.758204

Barry, K.P., R.E. Condrey, W.B. Driggers III, and C.M. Jones. 
2008. Feeding ecology and growth of neonate and juvenile 
blacktip sharks Carcharhinus limbatus in the Timbalier–Terre-
bone Bay complex, LA, USA. Journal of Fish Biology 73:650–
662. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095—8649.2008.01963.x

Berry, O., C. Bulman, M. Bunce, M. Coghlan, D.C. Murray, and 
R.D. Ward. 2015. Comparison of morphological and DNA 
metabarcoding analyses of diets in exploited marine fishes. 
Marine Ecology Progress Series 540:167–181. https://doi.
org/10.3354/meps11524

Bethea, D.M., J.A. Buckel, and J.K Carlson. 2004. Foraging ecol-
ogy of the early life stages of four sympatric shark species. 
Marine Ecology Progress Series 268:245–264. https://doi.
org/10.3354/meps268245

Bethea, D.M., M J. Ajemian, J.K. Carlson, E.R. Hoffmayer, J.L. 
Imhoff, R.D. Grubbs, C.T. Peterson, and G.H. Burgess. 2015. 
Distribution and community structure of coastal sharks in 
the northeastern Gulf of Mexico. Environmental Biology of 
Fishes 98:1233–1254. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10641—014—
0355—3

Burgess, G.H., and S. Branstetter. 2009. Carcharhinus limbatus. 
The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. https://www.iuc-
nredlist.org/species/3851/10124862 (viewed on 2/26/2020)

Castro, J.I. 1996. Biology of the blacktip shark, Carcharhinus lim-
batus, off the southeastern United States. Bulletin of Marine 
Science 59:508–522.

Cortés, E. 1997. A critical review of methods of studying fish feed-
ing based on analysis of stomach contents: Application to elas-
mobranch fishes. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic 
Sciences 54:726–738. https://doi.org/10.1139/f96—316

de Silva, J.A., R.E. Condrey, and B A. Thompson. 2001. Profile 
of shark bycatch in the US Gulf of Mexico menhaden fishery. 
North American Journal of Fisheries Management 21:111–
124. https://doi.org/10.1577/1548—8675(2001)021<0111:PO
SBIT>2.0.CO;2

Dudley, S.F.J. and G. Cliff. 1993. Sharks caught in the pro-
tective gill nets off Natal, South Africa. 7. The blacktip 
shark Carcharhinus limbatus (Valenciennes). South Afri-
can Journal of Marine Science 13:237–254. https://doi.
org/10.2989/025776193784287356

Harms—Tuohy, C.A., N.V. Schizas, and R.S. Appeldoorn. 2016. 
Use of DNA metabarcoding for stomach content analy-
sis in the invasive lionfish Pterois volitans in Puerto Rico. 
Marine Ecology Progress Series 558:181–191. https://doi.
org/10.3354/meps11738

Heupel, M.R. and R.E. Hueter. 2002. Importance of prey den-
sity in relation to the movement patterns of juvenile blacktip 
sharks (Carcharhinus limbatus) within a coastal nursery area. 
Marine and Freshwater Research 53:543–550. https://doi.
org/10.1071/MF01132

Hoffmayer, E.R. and G.R. Parsons. 2003. Food habits of three 
shark species from the Mississippi Sound in the northern 
Gulf of Mexico. Southeastern Naturalist 2:271–280. https://
doi.org/10.1656/1528—7092(2003)002[0271:FHOTSS]2.0.
CO;2

Karp, W.A., L.L. Desfosse, and S.G. Brooke. 2011. U.S. National 
Bycatch Report. NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS—F/
SPO—117E. U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fish-
eries Service, Silver Spring, MD, USA. 508 p.

Lewis, M., S. Jordan, C. Chancy, L. Harwell, L. Goodman, and 
R. Quarles. 2007. Summer fish community of the coastal 
northern Gulf of Mexico: Characterization of a large—scale 
trawl survey. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 
136:829–845. https://doi.org/10.1577/T06—077.1

Marshall, K.N., L.E. Koehn, P.S. Levin, T.E. Essington, and O.P. 
Jensen. 2019. Inclusion of ecosystem information in US fish 
stock assessments suggests progress toward ecosystem—based 
fisheries management. ICES Journal of Marine Science 76:1–
9. https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsy152

National Marine Fisheries Service. 2020. Fisheries of the United 
States 2018. https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/ national/com-
mercial—fishing/fisheries—united—states—2018 (viewed on 
2/26/2020)

NOAA Fisheries. 2019. 2018 Atlantic Shark Commercial Fishery 
Landings and Retention Limit Update. https://www.fisheries.
noaa.gov/atlantic—highly—migratory—species/2018—atlantic—
shark—commercial—fishery—landings—and—retention (viewed 
on 2/26/2020) 

Oksanen, J., F.G. Blanchet, M. Friendly, R. Kindt, P. Legendre, 
D. McGlinn, P.R. Minchin, R.B. O’Hara, G.L. Simpson, P. 
Solymos, M.H.H. Stevens, E. Szoecs, and H. Wagner. 2019. 
Vegan: Community Ecology Package. R package version 2.5—
6. https://CRAN.R—project.org/package=vegan.



Alewijnse and Wells

Phillips, K.L., P.D. Nichols, and G.D. Jackson. 2003. Size—related 
dietary changes observed in the squid Moroteuthis ingens at the 
Falkland Islands: Stomach contents and fatty—acid analyses. 
Polar Biology 26:474–485. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00300—
003—0509—9

Pinkas, L., M.S. Oliphant, and I.L.K. Iverson. 1971. Food hab-
its of albacore, bluefin tuna, and bonito in California wa-
ters. California Department of Fish and Game. Fish Bulletin 
152:1—105. https://escholarship.org/uc/item/7t5868rd

Plumlee, J.D. and R.J.D. Wells. 2016. Feeding ecology of three 
coastal shark species in the northwest Gulf of Mexico. Ma-
rine Ecology Progress Series 550:163–174. https://doi.
org/10.3354/meps11723

R Core Team. 2020. R: A Language and Environment for Statisti-
cal Computing. Version 4.0.0. R Foundation for Statistical 
Computing, Vienna, Austria. https://www.R—project.org/

Sagarese, S.R., M.A. Nuttall, T.M. Geers, M.V. Lauretta, J.F. Wal-
ter, III, and J.E. Serafy. 2016. Quantifying the trophic impor-
tance of Gulf Menhaden within the northern Gulf of Mexico 
ecosystem. Marine and Coastal Fisheries 8:23–45. https://
doi.org/10.1080/19425120.2015.1091412

Sagarese, S.R., M.V. Lauretta, and J.F. Walter, III. 2017. Progress 
towards a next—generation fisheries ecosystem model for the 
northern Gulf of Mexico. Ecological Modelling 345:75–98. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2016.11.001

Scott—Denton, E., P.F. Cryer, M.R. Duffy, J.P. Gocke, M.R. Har-
relson, D.L. Kinsella, J.M. Nance, J.R. Pulver, R.C. Smith, 
and J.A. Williams. 2012. Characterization of the US Gulf of 
Mexico and South Atlantic penaeid and rock shrimp fisher-
ies based on observer data. Marine Fisheries Review 74:1–27. 
http://spo.nmfs.noaa.gov/mfr744/mfr7441.pdf

SEDAR. 2018. Update assessment to SEDAR 29: HMS Gulf of 
Mexico Blacktip shark. Southeast Data Assessment and Re-
view, Charleston, South Carolina, USA. https://sedarweb.
org/docs/suar/BT%20GOM_update_report_2018_for%20
distribution.pdf (viewed on 2/26/2020)

VanderKooy, S.J. 2017. Biological Profile for the Atlantic Croaker 
Fishery in the Gulf of Mexico. GSMFC 266. Gulf States Ma-
rine Fisheries Commission, Ocean Springs, MS, USA. 182 p.

SC30

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00300-003-0509-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00300-003-0509-9
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/7t5868rd
http://spo.nmfs.noaa.gov/mfr744/mfr7441.pdf
https://sedarweb.org/docs/suar/BT GOM_update_report_2018_for distribution.pdf
https://sedarweb.org/docs/suar/BT GOM_update_report_2018_for distribution.pdf
https://sedarweb.org/docs/suar/BT GOM_update_report_2018_for distribution.pdf

	Diet of the Blacktip Shark (Carcharhinus limbatus) in the Northwestern Gulf of Mexico
	Recommended Citation

	journal Volume 31 GCR cover--2020
	alewijinse and wells final.pdf

