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AMENDMENT 50EFTOHERE MANAGEMEN
PLAN FOR THESHREEFSTURCESGUINF THE
OF MEXI CO | NENWVDROGBMENTAL
ASSESSMENT ( EA)

Proposed Actions: This individual state amendment EA is prepared pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act to assess the environmental impacts associated with a regulatory
action. This EA tiers off Amendment AQo the Fishery Management Plan for the Reef Fish
Resources of the Gulf of Mexico, which includes a programmatic environmental impact
statement (EIS). The EIS analyzes the impacts of a reasonable range of alternatives intended to
provide limited authorit to Florida, Mississippi, Alabama, Louisiana, and Texas to manage
recreational fishing of red snapper. These actions would allow those states the flexibility to
manage recreational fishing of red snapper in federal waters in the Gulf of Mexico adjacent t
their state waters. This amendment contains the environmental assessments that address the
authority structure and quota adjustments for Florida. The programmatic EIS analyzes the direct,
indirect, and cumulative effects of the actions and alternaitiefsded in all six documents.

Responsible Agencies and Contact Persons

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council (Council)813-3481630

4107 W. Spruce Street, Suite 200 8133481711 (fax)
Tampa, Florida 33607 http://www.gulfcouncil.org
Ava Lasseterdva.lasseter@gulfcouncil.grg

National Marine Fisheries Service (Lead Agency) 727-824-5305

Southeast Regional Office 727-824-5308 (fax)

263 13" Avenue South http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

Lauren Waterglauren.waters@noaa.gov
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The MagnusofStevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magrisiswens Act)

requires that a fishery impact statement (FIS) be prepared for all amendments to fishery
management plansihe FIS containsl) an assessment of the likely biologicalservation,
economic, and social effects of the conservation and management measures on fishery
participants and their communities; 2) an assessment of any effects on participants in the
fisheries conducted in adjacent areas under the authority of anatheryAMlanagement

Council; and 3) the safety of human life at sBetailed discussion of the expected effects for all
alternatives considered is provided in Chapter 4. The FIS provides a summary of these effects.

In recent years, the recreationahfisg season for red snapper in GafiMexico (Gulf) federal

waters becamerogressively shortatespite regular increases in the recreational annual catch

limit (ACL). In response, recreational anglers asked for greater flexibility in the management of

the recreational harvest of red snapper including setting the fishing seasoAmenidment0

to the Fishery Management Plan for the Reef Fish Resources of the Gulf of Mstebbishes

the structure through which a Gulf state may establish a stateyemeat program that provides
flexibility in the recreational management of

Amendmen60 consists o6ix amendments: Amendment 50A consists of actions affecting all
Gulf states and the overall federal managdrénred snapper, regardless of whether all states
have a state management program. In addition, each Gulf state has its own amendment
(Amendments 5080F) consisting of management actions applicable to the state. The Gulf of
Mexico Fishery Management Gocil (Council) selected the same suite of preferred alternatives
for each state in Amendments 56BF. Table 1 provides an outline of the separate
amendments, actions, and preferred alternatives in Amendment 50.

Table 1. Overview of amendments, actiqresd preferred alternatives.
Amendment 50AT Program Amendment

Action 1.17
Preferred Alternative 2 | Include private angling component only in state management.
Action 1.21 This action is not applicable becauseliie vessels are naicluded in
Not applicable the preferred alternative under Action 1.1.
Action 2'i Divide the private angling ACL among the states: Alabama (26.29

Florida (44.822%), Louisiana (19.120%), Mississippi (3.550%), an
Texas (6.210%).

Allow Texas, Florida, and Alabama to request closure of specified
of federal waters adjacent to their respective state waters to recreg
fishing for red snapper.

Amendments 50B50F i Individual state amendments forLouisiana, Mississipp,
Alabama, Florida, and Texas

Preferred Alternative 8

Action 37
Preferred Alternative 2

Action 171 Delegate the authority to establish the fishing season, bag limit,
Preferred Alternative 2, | minimum size limit, and optionally a maximum size limit, for the
Options 2a, 2c, 2d recreational harvestf red snapper by private anglers.

Adjust the statebs quota baseq(
increasing the quota by the amount of an underage, and decreasin
guota by the amount of an overage.

Action 21
Preferred Alternative 2

Amendment 50E: Florida Fishery Impact Statement
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Amendment 50A would allow state management programs to be established for the private
angling component onlyThe private angling component inclgdanglers fishing frorprivately
owned vesselandfor-hire vessels without a federal permit (e.g., statensed). (Because the
Council decided to include only the private angling component in state management, Action 1.2
is not applicable as it pertains to the inclusion of federally permittedifevessels.) The

remaining actions would divide the privategling component ACL among the five states and
establish a procedure for Texas, Florida, and Alabama to request closure of specified federal
waters adjacent to their state waters to recreational fishing for red snapper. Texas intends to
close all federawvaters adjacent to its state waters for the duration of the year except during a
specified time during which a portion of Texa
federal waters. Florida and Alabama may use the authority to close federalbegterd the
approximate 2@athom or 35fathom depth contour while the respective state waters are open.

As approved for each of the five Gulf states, AmendmentsZaBvould delegate to each state

the authority to establish the fishing season,limaig, minimum size limit, and optionally to
establish a maximum size | imit, for the harve
component of the reeational sectorWith delegation, red snapper remains under federal

jurisdiction, subject to @trwide closure if the National Marine Fisheries Service determines

that the total recreational sector ACL has be
recreational harvest of red snapper by private anglers must adhere to the goals of thmesd sna
rebuilding plan and be consistent with the MagnuSwvens Act and other applicable laws.
Amendments 50B0F also establishastdepeci f i ¢ quota adjustment,
guota would be decreased by xtebdedthe previoustyeart he st
(i .e., overage adjustment), or increased by t
the previous year (i.e., carryover). The carryover of unused quota would be available only if the
separate amendment developing thisvision is implemented.

Biological Effects

The delegation established through AmendmentsSOFA could result in positive biological

effects if the states are better at constraining private angling component landings to the ACL(s)

than under federahanagement. These effects would be more likely for state management

programs that rely on more comprehensive and timely monitoring of landings and are able to

close the fishing season and prohibit further harvest before the quota is relichedtats are

unable to successfully constrain landings to the private angling component ACLs, there could be
increased negative impacts if the AGlexceeded. Howeveeach state is required to constrain

private angler landings to its ACL and paybackoverag i n t he event the sta
exceeded. Thisaybackvoul d hel p ensure that in the event
constrained to the ACL, the state responsible for the overage is held accountable the following

fishing year by having its portioof the ACL reduceghereby reducing the biological impact in
subsequentyears. n t he event a stateds | andings do not
provision would increase impacts to thielogical environmenthrough ensuring the maximum

amaunt of fish are landed, but should not significantly affect the stock because the allowable

catch is based on assuming landings will meet the ACL. Because the carryover provision would

not be applied in the event the total stock ACL was exceeded inrafggtaeng year, fishing

I Carryover Provisions and Framework Modifications Amendment

Amendment 50E: Florida Fishery Impact Statement
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mortality beyond what had been prescribed in the approved catch limits would not occur. This
would be beneficial to the biological environment due to constraining the harvest and continuing
to rebuild the stock.

Establishing grocedure to allow states tequestlosure of portions of federal waters adjacent

to that statebds waters for the recreational
indirectly impactthe biologicalenvironment by affecting when and where fishingaaducted.

Effects from fishing on the biological environment are generally tied to fishing,edfufa

closure in one area could shift effort to another area. Under this scenario, an increase in fishing
in a particular area or over a particular tipggiod would likely add to any adverse effects on the
biologicalenvironment from fishing. Adverse effects would be lessened if resultant area
closures for red snapper resulted in a reduction in fishing effort for red snapper or reef fish.
Although the et effects fromestablishing this proceduage not expected to be different than

under current management, there could be differences in effects within particular areas and these
effects may change in time. For example, if state management resultsaigememt measures

that allow fishing effort within an area to increase compared to present levels, then there would
likely be an increase in adverse effedgsirther, his actionwould require boundary lines to

establish tharea(s) within which a stateould prohibit the harvest of red snapper by private
anglers Thus the effects to the biological environment would only be within tlctssedareas.

The biological environment of areas closed to fishing that were traditionally open could benefit
due toless impacts from recreational red snapper fishing pressure and fishing gear. However, if
fishing is constrained or shifts to specific smaller areas, those areas would experience increased
negative effects on the biological environment due to increas@dd pressure on a smaller

area. The impacts on the biological environment would include an increase in dead discards,
barotrauma, or increased fishing pressure on younger fish. If deeper areas are closed to fishing,
this would be biologically benefial. Closing deeper areas would decrease fishing pressure on
older larger red snapper that live in deeper waters. However, discards of red snapper in the
closed area could increase because fishing for other species could continue; mortality of those
discads would be higher than discards in shallower water due to barotrauma.

Delegating the authority to the states to modify thedraysize limitscould affect the biological
environmenin different ways A lower bag limit could increase the number otdisls,

resulting in negative impacts. However, a higher bag limit could result in reaching the ACL
more quickly, which would reduce the number of fishing days and potentiatgasaliscards
duringa s tchde@ season. For delegation of the mininsize limit, the greater the

minimum size, the more likely fisherm&mould need to discard undersized fish, and therefore
fishing effort and negative effects on the biological environment would increase; however, at the
same time larger fish would contute to meeting the ACmore quicklyand reduce the amount

of effort, decreasing negative impacts to the biological environment. More importantly, a larger
minimum size limit allows more red snapper to survive longer and contribute reproductively to
the sbck, which would be beneficial to thxological environment A maximum size limit

would overall be a beneficial impact to thielogical environmenthecause it would reduce

fishing mortality of larger, older fish, which contribute to the reproductitergml of the stock

more than smaller younger fish. However, larger fish are generally found in deeper water;
therefore, fish discarded because they are larger than the maximum size limit would likely have a
higher mortality rate due to barotrauma.

Amendment 50E: Florida Fishery Impact Statement
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Econanic Effects

The delegation established through Amendments50RAisexpected to result in economic

benefits to the private angling component due to the additional management flexibility it grants
participating states. The expected economic benefits taemguantified, because they would
depend on the measures implemented by each $tatther, eonomic benefits cannot be

guantified at the state leveletause available estimates of economic value per fish harvested are
not statespecific,andshifting resources from one state to another would result in distributional
effectsthatwould not be expected to result in direct economic effasttong as the aggregate

red snapper private angling ACL remains const&tdwever the selected allocatiomould be

expected to result in indirect economic benefits by contributing to making state management
possible and thus affording additional management flexibility to Gulf st&stablishng a

framework procedurt allow Gulf states to request thithe National Marine Fisheries Service

close some or all federal waters adjacent to their respective state waters to red snapper fishing by
private anglers would not be expected to affect aggregate recreational red snapper harvests and
would not be expected to resitchanges in economic value.

Delegatingthe authority teestablish the bag limit, minimum size limit, and optionally a

maximum size limit to th&ulf states could result in management measures better suited to
private anglers in these statdadirect economic benefits witd be expected to result due to

these statespecificmanagement measures followingplementation of state management
Implemening statespecificaccountability measusavould be expected to result in indirect
economic effets due to the increased likelihood of overage paybacks and underage carryovers
for Gulf states. For paybacks and carryovers, indirect economic losses and benefits would be
expected to result todividual states, respectively.

Social Effects

Themagnitude of the expectasdcialbenefitsfrom delegating limited management authority to

the statesvould dependon the degree to which flexibility for managing toward local preferences
is increased or decreased from current management. A central dasswmplerlying state
management is that social benefits would increase by allowing greater regional flexibility in the
recreational harvest of red snapper, because management measures could be established that
better match the preferences of local constits. On the other hand, there may be a todidie

terms of maximizing flexibility at the expense of an overly complex regulatory system.
Establishing an allocatioaf the private angling component ACL among the stttasclosely

reflects actual padipation and fishing effort by each stateuld be expected to minimize any
potential negative effectsHowever fishing participation and effort may not remain constasat
many factors affect change in effort and participatibarther, he portion oftotal recreational
landings by each stataries from year to year, alg removing the flexibility of variable

annual landingssome negative effects may occ@onstraining landings to a greater number of
smaller ACLs could be more complard requirencreased monitoring of landings. The greater
number of small ACLs would alsocrease the likelihood of triggering a pestason overage
adjustmentwhich would be applied in the event a state exceeds its portion of the private angling
component ACL.However, because the overage adjustment would only apply to an individual
state that exceeded its portion of the ACL, other states would not be affected by having their

Amendment 50E: Florida Fishery Impact Statement
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ACLs reduced, which would result some positre effects for anglers in those otls¢aes.

Further, inthe event a quota carryover is triggered for a state, positive effects would be expected
for the stateds aunsggensa wesutdebemaddedot ounh
ACL in the following year

Indirect effectamay esultfrom establishing procedure to allow statesrexjuest closure of

areas of federal waters adjacent to state waters, and these effects would relate to how the use of
closed areas restricts fishing activity that would otherwise occur. If a staldisdsts closed

areas within federal waters adjacent to the stegtgative effects would be expected to result for
anglers fishing from neighboring states. These negative effects would be greater for anglers who
fish near the state that is establishing the closed areas. However, a state intending to close
federal wates would do so to extend fishing opportunities for its anglers in shallower waters, as
fewer and smaller fish are generally caught closer to shore. Thus, there isdftradiee use

of closures in federal waters, which may provide some benefitsé#otasté s angl er s i f
of the season were to be longer, and negatively affect anglers, both of the state adopting the
closure and of other states who prefer to catch larger fish further offshore.

The closures that may be requested include clodiimgderal waters off Texas, or closing

federal waters beyond the approximation of thée28om or 35fathom depth contour off

Florida and Alabama. To accomplish the closure described for Texas, federal waters would be
closed for all but the dates of thpen season. In contrast, the closures proposed by Florida and
Alabama would entail much shorter closures, as the areas of federal waters would only be closed
while the respective stateds season iendeopen.
greater negative effects. However, the ability to extend the season length for harvest by closing
the selected areas of federal waters could be expected to result in greater benefits fordttsat state
anglers Nevertheless, negative social effectisdnglers from other states, frequent openings

and closings of federal waters to match a potential weetaslydseason, and enforcement

difficulties when state and federal water regulations differ would be expected to be greater under
this closure authay.

Delegatingthe authority teestablish the bag limit, minimum size limit, and optionally a
maximum size limit to th&ulf states could result in management measures better suited to
private anglers in these statdadirect social benefits vatd be epected to result due to e
statespecificmanagement measures followimgplementation of state management

The Gulf red snapper stock is managed under t
Therefore, the actions of this amendmart notexpected to impact fishery participants in areas
adjacent to the Gulf, such as fisheries managed under the Caribbean and South Atlantic
Councilsbé jurisdictions.

Recreational angle@re notexpected to have additional incentives to participate in raplpsay
fishing under adverse weather or ocean conditi@ns result of the proposed limited delegation
to the states Therefore, safetgt-sea issuearenot expected toesultfrom this action

Amendment 50E: Florida Fishery Impact Statement
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CHAPTER NIT.RODUCTI ON

1.1 Background

From1996i 2014 the recreational fishing season for red snappé&ulf of Mexico (Gulf)

federal waters became progressively shoispiteregularincreagsin the recreational annual

catch limit (ACL)since 2010shorter federal seasons have continued as the iguwataght in a

shorter amount of time and inconsistent state water seasons became llo2@a5,the
recreationakectorwas divided into a pvate angling component and a federaltioe

component Separate fishing seasons are established for each component based on the
component annual catch targets (ACT), which a
snapper ACL by the established tauf

Currently, the recreational harvest of red snapper in federal waters@lthis constrained by a

2-fish bag limit, 16inch total length minimum size limit, and a fishing season that begins on

June 1 and closes when the ACT of each recreational component (i.e., private angling and federal
for-hire) is projected to be caughfor the 2018 and 2019 red snapper fishing seasons, the

private angling componestasomwasset by each of the five Gulf states through exempted

fishing permits (EFP), while the federal foire component seaseorasset by the National

Marine Fisheries ServigMFS)? The purpose of the EFPs is to allow states to demonstrate

the effectiveness of state management of recreationally caught red snapper and data collection
methods through-gear pilot programs.

Fishermen from different areas of the Gulf have estgd more flexibility in recreational red
snapper management so that regulations provide greater socioeconomic benefits to their
particular areaState managememefers to allowing a state to set some recreational regulations
(e.g., bag limits, fishingeason dates) in contrast to uniform recreational regulations applied to
fishing inall federal waters in the Gulf

A state management progralaveloped through thisloridaManagement for Recreational Red
Snapper Amendmeiidmendment 50E)hereafter referred to as tRridaAmendmentwould
enableFloridato establistvarious regulationspecificto therecreationaharvest of red snapper

This amendment is related to tBtate Managememtrogram foRecreationaRed Snapper
Amendmen{Amendment 50AProgramAmendmeny, which consists of actions affecting all

Gulf states and the overall federal management of red snapper, regardless of whether or not all
states pursue a state management progtarnihe Program Amendment, the Gulf of Mexi

Fishery Management Council (Council) would establish 1) the components of the recreational
sector that would be included under a stateos
recreational red snapper ACL among the Gulf states, and 3) a prededstates to request

closure of federal waters adjacent to state wafEine Council has also developed individual

state amendments for each of the other Gulf states (Amendmeni3 808 F).

2 For more information, see:
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable fisheries/gulf fisheries/LOA and EFP/2018/RS%20state%20pilot/home.html
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This FloridaAmendment contains actions to defthe Floridastate management program for
the recreational harvest of red snapper. The first actosidergwo approaches for
implementingstatemanagementthe delegationof limited authority toFloridato specify
management measurasthe useof a conservation equivalency plafCEP) Under the
delegation, Florida would specify the fishing season as well as other limited management
measures, as authorized. Under a (JH&ridawould specify thefishing seasomand bag limit

that wouldconstrain harvet toFloridad portionof the recreational sector AQestablished in
theProgramAmendment) Under either approachkl|oridacould selectheapplicablemeasures
that it determines amostappropriatdor management afs portion of the stock For exanple,
Floridaspecific regulations could accommodate the local differences in tourist seasons or
weather conditionfom other parts of the GulfFloridawould establish the specific regulations
pertaining to the season structure and possibly other maeageneasures, using the process for
the selected approach (delegation or CEe second action addresseusting the
recreational red snapper ACLs (quotias)he event th&loridaharvest of red snappir greater

or less tharFloridad s p o rhe ieaeatioralfsector ACL.

The private angling component consists of anglers fishing from privately owned vessels, rented
vessels, and fehire vessels without a federal permit (i.e., statensed fothire vessels). These
statelicensed fothire vessels may not harvest red snapper from federal waters, including under

any state management plan. The federahii@@ component consists of anglers fishing from
vessels with a federal charter/ headboat per mi
alternative in the Program Amendment is for state management to include only the private

angling componentlf the Council changes its preferred alternative in the Program Amendment

to allow Florida to choose whether to manage théiie component;lorida would have to

notify NMFS by letter specifying if it will manage that component within 30 days of Council

approval of the Program Amendment.

Although astatemanagemenprogramwould allowfor the establishment @frtain management
measuresnostsuited tothe state gatemanagement may not result in additional fishing gdays
particularlyif Floridaestablishes its seasamenfishing effortis greatest However, providing
Floridawith theflexibility to establishsomemanagement measures is expddo result irsocial
and economic benefits, as it is assumedRlaidawould providefishing opportunities

preferred by anglers landing red snapper in the.stdéverthelesproposedtatemanagement
measuresust achieve the same conservatijods as thecurrentfederal management measures
(i.e., constraifandingsof participating fishermen tBloridad allocaed portionof the
recreationakectorACL).

Understatemanagemented snapper would remain a federally managed species. The Council
and NMFS would continue tmverseemanagement of the stock. This includes continuing to
comply with the mandate to ensure th&alred snapperecreationaACL is not exceeded and

that corservation objectives are achievetheC o u n &ciehtificsand Statistical Committee
would continue tadetermine thecceptabldiological catcHor red snappemhile the Council

and NMFS would determine the total recreaticedtorACL and ACT, a porion of which

would be allocatetb Florida All federal regulations for the harvest of red snapper would
remain effective The existing federal regulations, including the bag limit and season start date,
would be applicable to anglers landing red snappany state that does not have an approved
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state management progratdponFloridad s st at e maamagp®valeandt pr ogr
implementationthe applicable existing default federal regulations would be waived for anglers

on vessels landing iRlorida or fishing inFlorided s ar ea of jJurisdicti on
described in more detail beloidMFS would retain authorityor the emaining management
regulationgncludingimplemening ACL adjustmentsiegulatingfederalpermits andmanaging
thecommercial red snapper individual fishing quota program

Section 407(d) of the Magnus@tevens Fishery Conservation and Managemeninacidates
that separate quotas be established@ddonmercial fishing andecreational fishing, which
includes both therivate angling ad federal fothire componentsWhen the recreational sector
ACL is reached, further harvest of red snappest beprohibited for the duration of the year.
This means that even if a state under a state management program has remeataj NS
mustprohibit further harvest of red snappgem federal watersnce the recreational sector ACL
is determined to have been met.

Description of Boundaries between States

If not all states participate in state management, the federal tdefgulations would apply to

defined areas of federal waters off of each-participating state. For a state with an approved
state management program, the default federal regulations would be waived in the defined area
off that state and the state wowlstablish its fishing season for red snapper landed in the state
from both federal and state waters, and potentially other management measures consistent with
the delegation or CEPThe boundaries ifigure 11.1 were agreed upon by the representatives
from each state marine resource agency at the February 2013 Council meeting and would
represent the boundaries between states for the purpose of any state having an active state
management prograrni needed Federal waters refer to the area extending fronsélasvard
boundaries of the Gulf states of Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas, as those
boundaries have been defined by Jawt to 200 nautical miles (nm) from shoi®ince 2016, dr
pumposes of management under the Reef Fishery Management Plathe seaward boundary

of each of the Gulf states is 9 nm from shore
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Figure 1.1.1 Mapwith greenshading to identifystate waterfrom federal waterand
established and proposed boundaries between states extending into federallatgray line
passing through points B, D F, and H indicates the outer boundary for federal waters.

All lines begin at the boundary between state waterdeatatal wates. Line A-B, defining

federal watersff Texas is already codifiedn federal regulationas a line from 29°32.1' N

latitude, 93°47.7' W longitude to 26°11.4' N latitude, 92°53.0' W longitude, which is an

extension of the boundary betwdavuisianaand Texas (50 CFR 622.2). Likewise, linek
definingfederal watersff Florida, is codified as a line at 87°31.1' W longitude extending

directly south from the Alabama/Florida boundary (50 CFR 622.2). The other two lines have not
been codified, but weragreed upon by the Council

Line EF is a line at 88°23.1' W longitude extending directly south from the boundary between
Alabama and Mississippi.

Line CGD is a line at 89°10.0' W longitude extending directly south from the South PasslLight
the Mississippi River delta in LouisiandJnlike the other lines, this line is not based on the
boundary between Louisiana and Mississippi because doing so would be impracticable.
Louisiana has jurisdiction over the Chandeleur Islands, which extend into s@uénsof
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Mississippi. A line based on the state waters boundary just north of the islands could result in
inequitable impacts on Mississippi anglers as it would identify federal waters that are off both
Mississippi and Louisiana as being exclusivelylagtiisiana. A line based on the state land
boundary would be even further west and would reducextemtof federal watersff

Louisiana. Therefore, this line was considered a fair compromise by representatives of both
states.

1.2 Purpose and Need

Thepurposeis togive the state dfloridatheflexibility to establish certaimanagement
measures fothe recreational harvest of red snappeFloridaanglers

Theneedis toreconsidethe management of the recreational harvest of red sneyiper the
context of thestatesof the Gulf: to prevent overfishing while achieving, on a continuing basis,
the optimum yield from the harvest of red snapper by the recreationaPstadterinto account

and allow for variations among, and contingencies ifigiheries, fishery resources, and

catche§ and provide for the sustained participation of the fishing communities of the Gulf and
to the extent practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts on such comniunities

1.3 History of Management

The Program Amendent contains a complete history of managermertinentto recreational

red snapper and the Council és consideration

red snapperand is incorporated here by referenéecomplete history of managemeunt the
Reef Fish Fishery Management Pian is avail

3 National Standard https://www.ecfr.gov/cgbin/text
idx?SID=71b8c6026001cb90e4b0925328dce685&mc=true&node=se50.12.600 1310&8gn=div

4 National Sandard 6https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi
bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=6b0acea089174af8594db02314f26914&mc=true&r=SECTION&n=s650.12335
5 National Standard gittps://www.ecfr.gov/cgi
bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=6b0acea089174af8594db02314f26914&ne8at=SECTION&N=se50.12.600 1345
5 http://www.gulfcouncil.org/fishery_management_plans/reef fish_management.php
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CHAPTER 2. MATN AAGETNEER NAT | VE S

2.1 Action 17 Authority Structure for State Management

Alternative 1: No Action. Retain current federal regulations for management of recreational
red snapper ifederal waters afhe Gulf of Mexico (Gulf).

Preferred Alternative 2. Establish a management progrmatdelegatesmanagement
authorityfor recreational red snapper fishimgfederal waterso Florida If Floridab s r e d
snapper harvest plan is determined to be inconsistent with the requirements of deligation,
recreational harvest of red snappethe feleral waters adjacent Eoridawould be subjedto
the default federal regulatiofer red snapperFloridamustestablisithe red snapper season
structurefor the harvest oits assigned portion of the recreatiosatctorannual catch limit
(ACL), montor landings, and prohibit further landings of red snapper when the ACL is reached
or projected to be reacheth addition,delegatedhuthorityfor managing theecreationaharvest
of red snappemayinclude establishing or modifying the

Preferred Option 2a: bag limit

Option 2b: prohibition on forhire vessel captains and crew from retaining a bag limit.

Preferred Option 2c: minimumsize limitwithin the range o014 to 18 inches total
length (TL)

Preferred Option 2d: maximum size limit

Alter native 3: Establish a management program in whitdridasubmis aplandescribing the
conservation equivalery measure§loridawill adopt for the management of its portion of the
recreational sectdkCL in federal waters The plan , which may besubmitted annually or
biannually must specify the red snapper season struetodebag limitfor thes t a haevestsof
its assigned portion of the recreational sector ACL. To be a conservation equivalency plan
(CEP), the plan must be reasonably expetddinit the red snapper harvestRoridad s
assigned portion of the recreational sector ACLEIdfidad s p | an i sthalNatioear mi ned
Marine Fisheries ServicdNMFS) to not satisfy the conservation equivalency requiremérgs,
the recreationaharvest of red snapper in the federal waters adjacéotidawould be subject
to the default federal regulatiofe red snapper
Option 3a: The plan will be submitted directly tdMFS for review.
Option 3b: The plan will first be submitted totachnical review committeelThe
technical review committee reviews and may make recommendations on the plan, which
is either returned tBloridafor revision or forwarded to NMFS for final review.

Discussion

Default federal regulationgefer to the GuHwide regulations governing the recreational harvest
of red snapper in the Code of Federal Regulations (50 CFR Part 622). To im@&atent
management by delegation or GEihe current regulations would baived orsuspendedor

those anglers and vessels subject staté activedelegation oapproved CEP Defaultfederal
regulations for the recreational harvest of red snapper would be applied to the federal waters
adjacent to the state waterskdbridain the evenfFloridad delegation isletermined to be
inconsistentits CEP is not approvedr if Floridachooses not to participate in state
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managementA different process would be followed for delegatiban bra CEP, in that

delegation would remain in effect unless NMé&ermines the delegation is inconsist&ith

theReef Fish KsheryManagemen®lan (FMP; see Appendix A)while CEPs would require a

periodic determination that the plan is the conservation equivalent of the default federal
regulations.Federal wateradjacent to a state refer to the portion of federal waters bounded by

the statebs waters and the boundary I ine(s) s
each state.

In the event thahe defaulfederalregulations are implemented félorida, NMFS would

publish a notice with the Office of tlieederal Registeannouncing such an actioAmong

other regulations that apply to reef fish fishing in gendhnalcurrentfederal regulationfor the
recreational harvest of red snappeiude a2-fish bag limit, minimum size lintiof 16 inches

TL, and a June 1 season opening; the season closes when the receaatisaiatatch target

(ACT; currently set 20% below the ACby component ACTs projected to be mefThese

regulations have been established and revised over time through past actions, which considered a
variety of alternatives that were analyzed as part of the degisaimg process.

Alternative 1 (No Action) would retain current management measimethe recreational

harvestof red snapper in federal waters of the Gulf, as described above for the federal default
regulations.Currently, each Gutatedecides wheto open and close its state waters to fishing,
while NMFS opers and close federalwaters to fishingonsistent with the regulations
implementing the FMP The states also decide on any other management megsiriesas bg

limit and minimum size limitthat are applicable in state waters while @&eéf of Mexico

Fishery Management Cogih(Council decides which management measures are applicable in
federal waters. Many, but not all, of these management measures are consistent between the
states as well as with the fedemagulations

Preferred Alternative 2 andAlternative 3 propase different approaches to state management of
recreational red snapper fishibg Florida Under both alternatives, red snapper would remain
under federal jurisdiction, subject to Gwfde closure if NMFS determines that the total
recreational sector ACis met. The Council would also continue to set the stock status
determination criteria and catch limitEssentially, whileFloridawould be given some
management authority to determine some of the regulations that apply to the harvest of red
snappernone of these alternatives provide the complete authority to manage red snapper
advocated for by some supporters of state managermbatmanagement measures

implemented byloridamust adhere to the goals of the rebuilding plan and be consistent with
federal and other applicable laws

By adopting state managememderdelegation(Preferred Alternative 2) or conservation
equivalencyAlternative 3), Floridawould establisimanagerant measuress appropriatep

constrain landings to its portion of the recreational sector f&Cthe receational harvest of red

shappeby each componergif applicable)andwould prohibit further landings and possession of

red snapper after its payh of the quota has been caugblnless it is necessary to establish state
management areas in federal waters, enforcemeutd primarily be carried ouin state waters
anddockside. Anglers participating Floridadd s st at e manage maRdaidapr ogr ar
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state waters and federal waters. WHRaridacloses its recreational season, further landings of
red snappein Floridawould be prohibited, regardless of where harvested.

Underbothalternatives, the respective permit and/or license requirements for anglers and
recreational vesselgould remain in place. Anglers fishing from privBt®wnedvessels must
comply with the required permit or licensing requirements to possess anddasrpper in
Florida Passengers owithire vessels would not be allowedfigh for or possesed snappein
federal watersinless the vessel has been issuéederal charter vessel/headboat permit for reef
fish.

In addition toFlorida the Councilis evaluating recreational red snapper state management for

the remaining Gulf states in separate amendments. In the event some states do not have
approved state management programs, the sum o
the State Mamgement Program for Recreational Red Snappsndmen{Program

Amendmeni) would be subtracted from the recreational sector ACL, or component ACLs, as
appropriate. Anglers landing red snapper in-participating states or fishing in federal waters
inanonparticipating stated6s area of jurisdiction
under the default federal regulations with the remaining balance of the recreational or component
ACL. NMFS would reduce the ACLs by the established buffer, atathlesh federal season

lengths for each component in federal waters adjacent to all states based on these ACTs. Section
2.1 of the Program Amendment further describes how regulations would be applied in this

situation, which would vary depending on thieealatives chosen by the Council.

While Alternative 3 would grant less management authority directlifltridathanPreferred
Alternative 2, bothalternatives provide flexibility téloridato modify the season structuicr
the harvest oits designged portion of theed snapperecreationaACL. Nevertheless, whether
delegation Preferred Alternative 2) or conservation equivalencplfernative 3) is selected,
Floridadb mianagement measures must be consistent with the FMP, includiregl theapper
rebuilding plan and thBlagnusorStevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
(MagnusonStevens Agt Consistency with the FMP requires, among other thprgsenting
overfishing,rebuilding declining reef fish stocks, monitoring the reef fish fishespserving
and increasingeeffish habitats, and minimizing conflicts between user grotberidawould
provide updates to the Council, as requested, on the status of its state management program,
including but not limited to its most recent landingg] snapper fishing season and any other
regulations, and its plan to address any quota overruns.

The following sections describe thelegation and CE&ternatives in more detail.

Delegation Preferred Alternative 2)

UnderPreferred Alternative 2, statemanagement is defined as the delegation of limited
management authayito a statewhich would then establish appropriate management measures
to constrain recreationi&ndingsto thes t a assighexl portion of the recreational sector ACL.
The MagwusonStevens Act allows for the delegation of managementstata to regulate

fishing vessels beyond their state waters, provided its regulations are consistent RidPthe

The delegation of management authorRyeferred Alternative 2) requires alreequarters
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majority vote of the voting members of the Coun8ke Appendix A for additional information
on the requirements of delegatiom c | udi ng t he Secretary of Comme
addressing a statebs r eguwithaiteFMPhs t hat are dee

Under delegationRreferred Alternative 2), Floridawould have management authority to

establish theecreationated snapper fishing seas@s well as otherecreationamanagement
measured selectedRreferred Options 2a 2c, 2dandOption 2b). In setting thdishing

seasonthe state would have the flexibility to select the season start date and could establish a
fixed closed season, split seasons (e.g., spring and fall season), and alternate season structures
(e.g., weekends only)A state could also establish regional seasons, such as separate fishing
seasons for the Florida Panhandle and west Flotidhe state is managing both the private

angling and federal felnire components, the state could establish different seasoeado
component, but the state must constrain | andi
of the ACL. In addition, the state could reopen its fishing season if quota remains after the initial
season closes.

Preferred Options 2a 2c, 2dandOption 2b providerecreationamanagement measures that
may be delegated suddition to the fishing seasoreferred Option 2awould delegate
authority toFloridato establish the recreational bag limit @ption 2b would allowFloridato
modify the pohibition on the captain and crew of a-fire vessel from retaining a bag limit. As
with setting the fishing seasaihgese optiongvould allow bag limits to be set regionally or by
component, if applicableThis would allow the states to balance catates and season length
for optimal fishing opportunitiesCurrently, the Florida bag limit is two fish per person per day
and no fish are allowed to be retained by captainand deev.c ause t he Council 6s
alternative in the Program Amendmentasnclude the private angling component o@ytion

2b is not applicable and would have no efféctelected as it applies to bag limits on fbire
vessels.

Preferred Options 2c and2d would delegatesetting the recreationadd snapper size limit to

Florida Establishing both a minimunPfeferred Option 2c) and maximum size limit

(Preferred Option 2d) would create a slot limit for the recreational harvest of red snapper. A
slot limit may ke desirablesprohibiting anglerérom landingthe largest fistfwhichweigh the

mos) would slow the rate at which the quotdilsed, helping to extend the fishing seasdhe

current minimum size limit for red snapper is 16 inches TL in Flptltmsame as federal
regulations Havingdifferentminimum size limitsamong statesay pose issues in terms of
conducting stock assessments. The red snapper stock is still under a rebuilding plan and stock
assessments must take into account minimum size limits for each sector and gegnigy/pe.
optionconstrais the minimum size limits that may be adopted by the states due to biological
concerns associated with highading and discard mortality. Thus, the minimum size limit that
may be delegated to the states is restricted to the rangardties TL to 18 inches TLAIl of

the minimum size limits within the range are estimated to be greater than the size of
reproductively mature fish. All red snapper (100%) are estimated to be reproductively mature at
age2 (SEDAR 31 2013) at approxim&te858 mm or 14 inches T{Szedlmayer and Shipp

1994). For this reason, minimum size limits smaller than 14 inches TL are not considered. The
largest minimum size limit within the range that could be delegated is 18 inches TL, which has
the largest spavimg potential for the stock.
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For Preferred Options 2a, 2c andOption 2b, specific regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations (Appendix B) would need towaived or suspended for anglers landing in the
participatingstate. Therefore, if thedelegation includes the bag limRreferred Option 2a) or
minimum size limit Preferred Option 2c), the state would be required to establish the season as
well as those management measures to remain consistent with the deldgatiOption 2b
andPreferred Option 2d, establishing state regulatiom®uld be optional However, as noted
above Option 2b would not beapplicablef the Council does not include the federal-fore
component in state management

Consenation Equivalency (Alternative 3)

UnderAlternative 3, Floridawould have the opportunity to submit a CEP to estakliate
management measures, including season start and end dates, season structure, anddsag limit,
the recreational harvest of red snapper on a yeatlyannuabasis These plans would be

reviewed by NMFS to insure the proposed management measures are a conservation equivalent
to the federal regulations.

Alternative 3 provides two options for the review process of CEPs. UBgéobn 3a, Florida

would submit its fan directly to NMFS for review while und@ption 3b, Florida would first

submit its CEP to a technical review committeljch would includeone member from each

state designated by the state fisheries direcitre technical review committee would pide

the initial review of the CEPs and may make recommendations on the plan, which would either
be returned to Florida for revision or forwarded to NMFS for final review and approval.
Because of the additional time needed for the technical review comitatteeet and review the
CEPs,Option 3b would potentially entail a longer process for consistency determination than
underOption 3a. On the other hand, the process urdption 3b provides for greater

participation and input by statevel managers and stakeholders, increasing the involvement of
locaklevel entities in thestatemanagement proces$he proposed process undgption 3b is

more similar to the MieAtlantic FisheryMa age ment Council 6s manageme|
flounder than i©ption 3a.

Table 2.1.1 provides an example timeline for the submittal and approval of the CEPs under
Alternative 3. This process would be altered for the first year of the program if this &tion
implemented mid/ear. UndeOption 3b, the CEP would be submitted to the technical review
committee and a separate timeline may be established by the committee. However, the
established timeline may also be applied for this option. The finalized wigmthe technical
review committee recommendation for approval would need to be submitted to NMFS by
November 1 to allow time to publighnotice in thé-ederal Registeby January ldentifying
Floridawith an approved CEP

Withoutanapproved CEPFloridaanglerswould be subject to the default federal regulatioifs.

the proposed management measures extend beyond the range analyzed in this amendment, then
NMFS may recommend preparing the appropriate documentation for the applicable laws to
supportthe decision (e.g., National Environmental Policy Act [NERA&lysi3. NMFS would
collaborate with Florida in developing the appropriate documentation with the understanding that
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the devel

opment of the document EPandimaynegd | ay N
further Council action for implementation.

Table 2.1.1. Example timeline for the review of CEPs by NMFS orténghnicalreview
committee forAlternative 3.

Timeline

Description

July 1

The state provides a brief written descriptiont®fpreliminary CEP for the
following year (e.g., the regulations they hope to implement the follow
yeal) to NMFS and the Councand demonstrate the proposal is support
by recentyear®landings and effort dataAt this time, NMFSwould relay

concens or alternative process requirements (e.g., additional NEPA

documentation required if the proposed regulations are outside the sc
analysisin this amendment and documentation for other applicable lav

September 1

The state submits the CEP to NBler theTechnical Review Committee

October 1

NMFS or theTechnical Review Committeesponds to the state with the
preliminary determination for whether the plan is a conservation equiyv
to the federal default regulations. At this time, NMFS orTieehnical
Review Committeenay approve the plan or request a revised CEP.

October 5

The state provides a revised CEP to NMFS oiTéehnical Review
Committeefor approval, if necessary.

November 1

If applicable, ther'echnical Review Committgarovides the recommende
state CEP to NMFS for final approval and processing.

January 1 (or
sooner)

NMFS publishes a notice in tirederalRegisteridentifying the stateas
having an approved CEP

Each CEP shall include the following:

1 Point ofcontact for the CEP

1 Point ofcontact with the authority tinplement fishery management measures

91 Proposed season structure and bag Bmdt other proposed management measures

1 Specificationf the CEP is intended to be applicable faor 2 years. Prior to approving
the second year of the plan, it would be evaluated based on data from the fir§thea
plan may require revisions based on the NMFS reviég-year CEP could only be
approved if there are 2 or more years beftate managemesunsetgif applicable)

1 Analysis demonstrating the ability of the CEP to constrain recreational hafves
snapper to the allocated quota with a description of the methodology.

1 Summayoft he pr evi ous Yy e afthé Barvgseconst@ainechat orbetow ( e . g .
the stateds quota, any i mpl)ementation

Explanation

= =4

ofhowthe CEP will be enforced.

If applicable, a description of the-geason monitorgnprogram and plan to prohibit

further harvest of red snappéthes t at eds portion of ist he

reached.

1 If necessary, additional analysis atmtumentation supporting the proposed QEliich
may include NEPAMagnusonrStevens At or other applicable laws. This would only
apply for CEP management strategies beyond the range analyhesdamendment

1 Any other supporting documentation for &P, such as scientific research.
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2.2 Action 27 PostSeasomQuota Adjustment

Alternative 1: No Action. Retainthe currentpostseason accountability measure (Afd)
managing overages of the recreatis®dtor ACLin federal waters athe Gulfanddo not add a
statespecific overage adjustmenf redsnappers overfished (based on the most recent Status
of U.S. Fisheries Report to Congreasjithe combinedrecreationalandings exceed the
recreational sectdkCL, reduce theecreational sectorACL, and applicable recreational
componeniACL in the following year byhe full amount of the overagenless the best

scientific information available determines that a greater, lesser, or no overage adjustment is
necessaryTheapplicable component ACwill be adjusted to refled¢he previously established
percent buffer There is currently nquota adjustment in the following year when recreational
landings remain below thed snapper quof@arryover)

Preferred Alternative 2: Add aFlorida-specfic overage and underage adjustment to the
existing postseason AM for the recreational sector red snapper ACthe combinedrlorida
recreational landings exceedare less thathe Florida combinedecreationaACLs (if
applicable), then in thimllowing year reduce or increase the total recreational quota and
Floridab somponenACL(s), in accordance with Council procedurieg,the amount of the
respective componeACL overageor underagén the prior fishing yeafas applicable)unless

the bet scientific information available determines that a greater, lesser, or no adjustment is
necessary|f appropriate, thélorida component ACTwill be adjusted to reflect the established
percent buffer.

Discussion:

This actionwould apply an overager underagexdjustment tahe stateACLs and the

recreational sector ACL. An overage adjustmenpagtack provisionis a type of

accountability measurédM); in the eventthatthAaCLi s exceeded, tACke f ol |l oy
would ke reduced. An underage adjustment, or carryover provision, is the oppdsite event

that landings remain below t#eCL, t he f o | AGh wauld be ingreaged.Bissaction

would be in addition to the existing pestason AM for an overageoketh r ecr eat i onal s
ACL.

Section 407(d) of the Magnus@tevens Act requires that the Council ensure the FMP (and its
implementing regulations) have conservation and management measures that establish a separate
guota (which is the ACL) for recreatiahfishing (private and fehire vessels) and prohibit the
possession of red snapper caught for the remainder of the fishing year once the quota is reached.
Section 303(a)(15) of the Magnus8tevens Act requires ACLs and associated measures to

ensure aaountability. The National Standard 1 guidelines identify two types of AMsseason

and postseason.These AMs are not mutually exclusive and should be used together where
appropriate.

In 2014, the Council adopted &-season AMhat required NMF$o determine the recreational
season length based an ACTthat is seR0%belowthe ACL. To correct or mitigate any
overages during a specific fishing year (50 CFR 600.310(g)), the Council also adpptdxhek
provision This AM applies if red snappes classified as overfished and requires NMFS to
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reduce the recreational sector ACL in the year following an overage by the full amount of the
overagaunless the best scientific information available determines that a greater, lesser, or no
overage adjument is necessaiilternative 1). Red snapper is not currently classified as
overfished; therefore, overage adjustments are not currently implemented.

The Individual State Amendments include botfs@ason and peseason AMs. Each

alternativeinAdt on 1 requires the state to fiestablish
harvest of its assigned portion of the recreational sector ACL, monitor landings, and prohibit
further landings of red snapper when the ACL is reached or projected to bedreache Thi s i s

same as the currentgeason AM, except that closures would occur separately for each state.
Action 2 addresses the pastason AM, requiring a payback of any ACL overagke payback
underPreferred Alternative 2 would be in addition to the current pestason AM and isot
dependent on stock status; the overage must be repaid even if the stock is not considered
overfished. In addition, the payback would occur separately for each state.

Alternative 1 (No Action) would continue to apply the existing pe&ason overage adjustment

AM Gulf-wide and would not apply an underage adjustment. Because this AM applies Gulf
wide, it would not be possible to appgiternative 1 to the individual statesln the event red

smapper landings exceed tlailf-wide recreational AClwhile red snapper is classified as
overfished the amount of the overage would be deducted from the recreational A..

would occur whether or nétloridawas successful in constraining landings étolw its ACL,

but would result in a decreaseRloridad s  Ab€dausé&lorid@d s ACL woul d be bas:
percentage of the Gulfide ACL. Although the possibility of triggering paybackvould
encouragé-loridato constrain harvest its ACL, the Gulfwide approach may be perceived as
inequitable. For example,tifie recreationalCL is greatly exceeded, then the necessary
payback(applied to the recreational ACL befdftorided s A CL i snaydeslutdishinge d )
opportunities undefloridad s A C bllowtinly yearfeven iFloridahad not exceeded its

portion of the recreational ACLS this occursjt may reduce the flexibility provided undstate
managementAlternately, ifFlorid@dd s | andi ngs cause the entire re€
exceeded, while landings by ottstatesemain within their respective portions of the ACL,

anglers irthe otherstateswvould lose fishing opportunities despite remaining within their
respective prtions of the ACL.Because red snapper is not currently classified as overfished,
there would be npaybackunderAlternative 1. Further, there would be no carryover provision
applied undeAlternative 1, meaning there would be no change to the recmatsector ACL

in the event landings remain below the qudiawever, the Council is developing an

amendment to allow carryover of certain species with potential limitations. If that amendment is
implemented using the current preferred alternativesy@asr would be allowed for the red
snapper recreational sector.

Preferred Alternative 2 would apply a payback and carryoverRd o r i d quotgs), imthe t e
event that the Floridguotais exceeded or not reachereferred Alternative 2 would prevent

an overage by another state, or of the ®utfe ACL if red snapper is classified as overfished,
from affecting Florida in the event its state ACL is not exceeded. However, if the Fjaota

is exceeded, the overage would be deducted ffdmo r qudtafad the next year. The overage
adjustmentvould need to be taken into account wikéoridadevelos its management plan
(delegation or CER)ncluding the length of the fishing season for the following y@aeferred

Amendment 50E: Florida Chapter 2. Management
State Management 18 Alternatives



Alternative 2 would encourag€&loridato constraidandingsto its quotato ensure that the
overage adjustment is not applied to the recreational season for the followin@gesuting
Preferred Alternative 2 would not remove the existing pestason AM that appliesthe total
recreational sector ACL is exceeded when red snapper is classified as oveAltdredt{ve
1). RatherPreferred Alternative 2 would add a statepecific quota adjustment to a state
management program.

Intheeventloridad s | andi ngs doquotgpPrefereed Altereative 2 wosld st at e
increase-loridad statequotathe following year.The use of an underage adjustment for state
management programs would require that a carryover provision be in place, which iileé iSou
currently developing inraamendment. The carryoverproposed undePreferred Alternative 2

would belimited tothe parameters approved througlathmendment, including any conditions

on the status of the stodkiring which gpaybackmay be appéd. The National Standard 1
guidelines, revised in October 2016, expressly address carrying over unused quota to the
following fishing year. By creating a carryover provision, the foregone yield resulting from a
statebds early cllarwgsti ocoultd bedapmlaipgpert o tt
ACL, thereby providing additional social and economic opportunities without negatively

affecting the stock.

If the Council decides to include the federally permitteehfor vessels in state management

through theProgram AmendmenpPreferred Alternative 2 would apply theoverage or
underagedjustmenbnly to the component that exceeds or remains utglportian of the

ACL. This would prevent the overage adjust me
does not exceed its ACL. In the event of a quota underage, the quota increase the following year
would likewise be applied to the component that renthureler its quota, by the amount of the
underage.

For the 2018 and 2019 red snapper fishing seasons, the private angling componeii$ seaso

being set by Florida through an exempted fishing permit (EFP), while the fedenaiefor

component season continues to be sétldfFS.2 The purpose of the EFP is to allow Florida to
demonstrate the effectiveness of state management of recreatcaeaght red snapper and data
collection methods through they2ar pilot programs. Because the EFP ends in 2019 and state
management is expected to be implemented for the 2020 fishing year, this Action 2: Quota
Adjustment, as adopted through this indiwadistate amendment, would apply an overage or
underage adjustment (as appropriate) for 2019
ACL. Thus, following i mplementation of FIl ori
ACLwouldbeincraesed or reduced based on the differen
quota during the 2019 fishing year under the EFP.

" Carryover Provisions and Framework Modificatidsft Generic Amendmenthttp://qulfcouncil.org/wp
content/uploadsMB-Draft-PublicHearingGenericAmendmentfor-QuotaCarryoverandFramework

Modification-011619 508.pdf

8 For more information, see:

http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable fisheries/gulf fisheries/LOA and EFP/2018/RS%20state%20pilot/home.html
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CHAPTER 3. ENVERDODHEDMENT

3.1 Description of the Red Snapper Component of the Reef Fish
Fishery

A description of the rednapper component of the reef fish fishery is includebeistate

Management Program for Recreational Red Snapgpemdmeni{Program Amendmehand

associated environmental impact statement (EIS), and is incorporated here by reference. The
referenced description includes a discussion of the stock status of red snapper, history of quotas,
and management history for the recreational se®ecrational red snapper fishing is divided

into two components: the federal floire component includes vessels with a Gulf of Mexico

(Gulf) charter/headboat permit for reef fish, and the private angling component includes anglers
fishing from privately ownednd rental boats, as well as-fure vessels without a federal

permit. The description also includesormation on effort in each component, including

number of permits by hailing port and directed angler trips for the federiairocomponent
andnimmber of directed angler trips for the prive
landings by component for recent years are also provided. Because this amendment only affects
the recreational sector, no additional summary of the commercial seaioluded. The

following summarizes the information in the Program Amendment that pertains to Florida.

In 2018, all five Gulf states applied fexempted fishing permit&EP) for a pilot study to test

limited state management of the private anglingpoment. The EFPs granted the requested

allocation of the red snapper recreational quota to each state, to be harvested during the 2018 and
2019 fishing years by private anglers. The EFPs allowed the states to establish the private

angling fishing seasan state and federal waters for anglers landing red snapper in that state.

The EFPs exempted private anglers who hold a valid recreational fishing permit issued by the

state they are landing in, and who are in in compliance with all other state requsréonen

landing red snapper. For Florida, the EFP was for private anglers who signed up for the Florida
Fish and Wildlife Commi ssi ditedssd cliauer dperdkoesavho Fi s h
signed up for the Gulf Reef Fish State Htre Pilot Progam and land red snapper in Florida.

Federal For-hire Component

Any for-hire fishing vessel that takes paying anglers into Gulf federal watense they harvest

red snapper or any other species in the reef fish fishery must have a valid limited adttess G
charter/headboat permit for reef fish that is specifically assigned to that vessel. As of November
13, 2017, there were 1,278 vessels with ehicg permit and another 32 with a historical captain
for-hire permit. Over recent years, approximatd9o of forhire permits are located in Florida

by mailing address (Table 3.1.1).
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Table 3.1.1. Number of charter/headboat permits for reef fish with hailing port of vessel in
Florida, 20122016, and percent change in number of permits wilornidabetwesn 2012 and

2016.
Percent
Year 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | Average| Change 2012
2016
Number
of permits 812| 803 787 778 776 791 -4.4%

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service, Southeast Regional Office (NMFS SERO).

From 2012 through 201&gr-hire vessels took an estimated average of 201,348 directed angler
trips annually. These are trips when red snapper was the primary or secondary target or was
caught by anglers. Approximately 60% of the annual directed angler trips by charter aressels

out of west Florida.

Private Angling Component

From 2012 through 2016, an average of 228,122 directed angler trips were estimated to be taken

annually by private anglefSulf-wide. These are trips when red snapper was the primary or

secondaryarget, although red snapper may not have been caught. Approximately 31% of the

annual directed angler trips by the private angling component are out of west Florida.

Recreational Landings

Table 3.1.2 provides red snapper landingslaridaby component and the percent of Guitle
recreational landings frofloridafor 2012 through 2016. For the years 2012 through 2016,
approximately 35% of recreational landings of red snapper were irFloesta

Table 3.1.2. Florida red snapper landjs by component and state from 22426, and the

percent

in pounds whole weighivw).

rwede re@eationaldamdingd.ahdangsdre n g s

of FI ori daods

Federal | Private Florida Percent of Gulf
Year | For-hire | Angling Total wide landings
2012 1,025,320 1,420,620 2,445,940 32.5%
2013| 671,642 3,105,730 3,777,372 38.9%
2014| 184,957| 1,459,885 1,644,841 42.9%
2015| 865,058 766,237 1,631,295 27.4%
2016| 822,599 1,713,799 2,536,397 34.1%

Source: Southeast Fisheries Science Center (SEFSC) Marine Recreational Information PrograrhdbéelIP)
recreational annual catch limit (ACL) data (July 2017); SEE8Gtheast Data Assessment and RevEBEOAR)
31 Update (2014) Accedoint Angler Intergaet Surveyadjusted red snapper data.

The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission began a special survey to estimate
landings for Gulf red snapper and nine other species, which was fully functional in 2018. This
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program has been certified Marine Recreational Information Program (MRHB statistically
and scientifically valid. Additional information about the 2018 landings estimated by both
Florida and MRIP is included in Chapter 3.1.2 of the Program Amendment.

3.2 Physical Environment

A description othephysical environmensiinduded in the Program Amendmaearid associated
EIS, and is incorporatebereby reference.The referenced description includes information on
the habitats for reef fish generally and red snapper specifically, environmental sites of special
interest, and theingleGulf site listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

3.3 BiologicalEnvironment

A description ofthe biological environmensiinduded in the Program Amendment and
associated ELSand is incorporatelereby reference.The referenced description includes
information on red snapper life history and biology, status ofetiesnapper stock, general
information on reef fish species and the status of these stocks, bycatch, protected species, the
northern Gulf hypoxic zone, climate change, anddbepwater HorizotMC252 oil spill. The
information is general to the Gulf andt specific taFlorida

3.4 Economic Environment

3.4.1 Commercial Sector

A description of the red snapper individual
Limited Access Privilege Programs (LAPP) webpagghat description is incorporated kéar

by reference. Additional economic information on the commercial harvest of red snapper in the
Gulf is contained in Amendment 28KFMC 2015. This proposed amendment does not

concern the commercial harvest of red snapper or any other reef fiskefoFéeno additional
information on the commercial sector is provided.

3.4.2 Recreational Sector

The following section focuses on the economic contribution of the recreational effort and harvest
of red snapper. Recreational fishing for red snappemyGailf reef fish meanfishing or

fishing activities which result in the harvest of fish, none of which (or parts thereof) is sold,
traded, or bartereb0 CFR 622.2).

In 2014, Amendment 40 divided the recreational sector of harvesting red snapperdeoah f
waters into two parts based on the mode of transportation that anglers use to fish for red snapper

9 http://sero.nmfsi0aa.gov/sustainable fisheries/lapp _dm/index.html
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in those waters: federal thire (vessel) and private (vessel) angling components (GMFMC
2014). The fothire component applies to businesses tpatate vessels that have been issued a
federal Gulf reef fish fehire permit during any time of the fishing year. These permits may be
valid or renewable/transferable; however, the vessel must have a valid permit for any person
onboard to fish for or pagss Gulf red snapper in federal waters (50 CFR 622.20(b)).

The private angling component applies to vessel operators that have not been issued a federal
charter/headboat permit for Gulf reef fish any time during the year. Amendment 40 defined the

privateangling component as includimgerators oprivate vessels and stgtermitted forhire
vessels.Although vessels used by these operators may have multiple purposes (commercial, for
hire, and personal), trips involving and landings of red snapper by this component of the
recreational sector occur only when the vessels are not operating as a bodet=sl waters.

Each component has its share of the recreational ACL, which in 2018 isngill88 pounds
(mp) ww. The federal fahire component has an ACL of 2.848 mp ww (42.3%) and the private
angling component has an ACL of 3.885 mp ww (57.7#%@ditional information about the

recreational sector of the reef fish fishery can be found in the description of the fishery (Section

3.1.2) and Amendment 4&5MFMC 2016).

Federal For-Hire Component

Vessels with a valid or renewable charter/headbaatipéor reef fish make up the federal for

hire component FFrom 2012 through 2016, an annual average of 791 vessels with a hailing port

in Florida had a valid or renewable/transferable federal charter/headboat permit for reef fish.
There was a 4.4% degt over that time (Table 3.4.2.1).

Table 3.4.2.1 Number of vessels with fdrire reef fish permit with hailing port in FL, 2012

2016.

2012

2013

2014

2015 | 2016

Average

PercentChangefrom 2012 through 2016

812

803

787

778 776

791

-4.5%

Source: NMFSSERQ

As of October 24, 2017, there were 774Mime fishing vessels with the permit with a homeport

in Florida, and approximately 83% of those vessels had a passenger capacity of six (Table

3.4.2.2). While the average vessel had a capacity pa&&engers, the median Florida vessel
capacity of
passenger capacity (Gudfide).

had a

Si X

(Tabl e 3.

4.2.3) .

Table 3.4.2.2 Numberand percentagef Florida permitted fohire vessels by passenger
capacity as of October 24, 2017.

6

7-14

15 and greater

Total 6

15 and greater

642

20

112

774 82.9%

14.5%

Source: NMFS SERO LAPMNovember 21, 2017.
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Table3.423Range,
percentage of total Guliide capacity as of October 24, 2017.

average,

me d i

an, and tot al of Fl

Range

Average

Median

Total

Percentageof Total Gulf-wide

6-150

12

6

9,052

60.6%

Source:NMFS SERO LAPPNovember 21, 2017.

When the above vessels are operating under tHar®permit, the businesses that own them are
participating in the charter fishing and party fishing baadsistry (North American Industry
Classification System [NAICS] cod72012. The U.S. Census Bureau conducts the

Economic Census of the United States every 5 years, which surveys business establishments with

employees. Over the past four economic censuses, there was an average of 251 employee
establishments in the charter fisgiand party fishing boats industry in Florida (Table 3.4.2.4).

Table 3.4.2.4 Number of employer establishments in Florida in NAICS code 4872012 (charter
fishing and party fishing boats industry).
1997 2002 2007

249 237 259
Source: 1997, 2002, 2007, 2012 Economic Census of the United States.

2012
259

Average

251

The Economic Census can be used to estimate the average annual receipts for employer
establishments in an industry, and the average establishment in the charter fishing and party
fishing boats industry in Florida had annual receipts of $288,745 in 2012 (Table 3.4.2.5). Each
establishment does not necessarily represent a unique business; a business may have multiple
establishments.

Table 3.4.2.5 Number of employer establishmentsalatceipts and average receipts of
establishments in NAICS code 4872012 in 2012.
Number Establishments Total Receipts

259 $74,785,000
Source: 2012 Economic Census of the United States.

Average Receipts per Establishment
$288,745

The employe@stablishments in the charter fishing and party fishing boats industry represent
part of the broader scenic and sightseeing water transportation industry (NAICS code 487201),
and in Florida they tend to represent the majority of employer establishmémtshroader

industry (Table 3.4.2.6). Average receipts for establishments in the excursion and sightseeing
boats industry tend to be higher than those for establishments in the charter fishing and party
fishing boats industry.

Table 3.4.2.6 Percentagef employer establishments in Florida in NAICS code 487201 that are
in the charter fishing and party fishing boats industry.
1997 2002 2007

69.2% 66.0% 64.1%
Source: 1997, 2002, 2007, 2012 Economic Census of the United States

2012
58.6%

Average
64.5%
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The U.S. Census surveys remployer businesses as well; however,-amployer statistics are
not publically available at the relevant 6 edigit NAICS code level. In 2015, there were 947
nonemployer establishments in the scenic and sightseeing (@atdand) transportation
industry (NAICS code 487) in Florida, and most (728 of 947, approximately 77%) were
individual (or sole) proprietorships (Table 3.4.2.7). ®efiployed individuals are included in
the individual proprietorship category.

Table 3.42.7. Number of noremployer establishments in Florida by legal form in the scenic
and sightseeing transportation industry (NAICS code 487), 2015.

Individual
proprietorships
20 130 728 69 947
Source: Census Burea2015 Nonemployer Statistics by Legal Form.

C-corporations S-corporations Partnerships Total

Forthe purpose of this and related documettigster vessels artbadboats ardifferentiated by
passenger capacity and the method passengers pay. Specifically, a heatifvadas
federally permittedor-hire vessethat participatein the Southeast Region Headboat Survey
(SRHS, and a vessel in the SRHS meets all or a combination of the following criteria: 1) is
licensed to carry 15 or more passengers, 2) fishes in federal wagtase and adjoining waters
for federally managed species, and 3) charges primarily per angler (by the head). A charter
vessel is defined as a federally permittedHie fishing vessethat desnot participate in the
SRHS.

Data from MRIP are used generate estimates of effort of the charter vessels in the federal for
hire component. From 2012 through 2016, west Florida charter vessels took an average of
121,086 directed angler trips annuallyable 3.4.28). These are trips when red snapper tivas
primary or secondary target or was caught by anglers. Approximately 60% of the annual
directed angler trips by all Gulf charter vessels are out of west Florida.

Table 3.4.28. Estimates of numbers of directed angler trips by charter vesselsfeddral for
hire component in west Florida, 2012016.

Year Number of Directed Angler Trips
2012 115,928
2013 110,782
2014 90,991
2015 140,881
2016 146,847
Average 121,086

Source: NMFS SERO LAPP, August 28, 2017.

Directed angler trips bgharter vessels generate jobs and other economic impacts. The average
annual 121,086 directed trips by west Florida charter vessels generate 631 jobs, approximately
$28 million in income, $77.9 million in sales, and $43 million in veddeed impactslabe

34.2.9).
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Table 3.4.29. Average annual number of directed angler trips by west Florida charter boats
from 2012 through 2016 and the economic impacts of those trips.

Directed Angler Jobs Income Sales Value-added
Trips (1,000s 2015 $) (1,000s 2015%) (1,000s 2015%)
121,086 631 $28,043 $77,865 $42,960

Source: Estimates of economic impacts calculated by NMFS SERO using model developldRst

Similar analysis of recreational eft is not possible for headbodtscause headboip data are
not collected at thindividual angler level but instead at the vessel level, and target intent are

not included, only species caught and landElde length of a headboat trip varies considerably,
from 3 to 5.5 hours (half a day) to 10 hours or more; however, the majority of trips are no more
than 6 hours and no more than approximately 3% of all headboat trips in the Gulf are 10 hours or
more. ThdJnited States Coast Guareljuires a vessel that makes a trip over 12 hours long to
have two captains and two deckhands, which increases the cost of a trip. Also, if overnight, a
headboat will have fewer paying passengers on board to free up spacssérgeas to have a

place to sleep.

Estimate of effort by headboatse provided in terms of angler days, or the number of

standardized XBour fishing days that account for thiéferent half, threequarter full-dayand
longer fishing trips by these \&=s For purposes of estimating angler days and landings, the
SRHS divides the Gulf into several areas.

On average, from 2012 through 2016, the area from the Dry Tortugas through the Florida Middle
Grounds(FLW) accounted fo9,762 angler days and nontest Florida through Alabama
(NWFL-AL) for 84,738 angler days (Table 3.4.2.10hirty of the permitted headboats

registered in Florida landed red snapper in 2016.

Table 3.4.210. Number of angler days by west Florida headboats, PRI 6.

Year FLW NWFL -AL 1
2012 84,205 77,770
2013 94,752 80,048
2014 102,841 88,524
2015 107,910 86,473
2016 109,101 90,877
Average 99,762 84,738

Source: SERO SRHS.

1. Beginning in 2013, SRH&ata was reported separately for NW Florida and Alabama, but has been

combined here for consistency with previous years.

Because SRHS data do not identify species that are targeted during a trip, the economic impacts

of headboat trips that may targeti snapper cannot be estimatdebr estimates of the average

fee per angler charged by headboats, see Carter 2015, 2016; for species targeted-hyehe for
component, see Savolainen et2l12; and for estimates of producer surplus, see Amendment 45

( GMFMC 2016),

wh i
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component compares to the component in the other Gulf states, see the description of the
Economic EnvironmentSection 3.4) in thérogram Amendment

Private Angling Component

The private angling component is made up of anglers who fish for red snapper from their own or
leased recreational vesseBngler fishing effortrefers to the estimated number of angler fishing
trips taken, andraangler tripis an individualffishing triptaken by a single anglésr any amount

of time, whether it idalf an hour or an entire dajpuring the years used in this analysisgler
fishing effortwas estimated by conducting telephone surveys of coastal houséGolastal
Household Telephone Surveand forhire (charter) vessataptaingFor-Hire Survey) as well

as onsite survey method®/RIP Access Point Angler Intercept Suryeyrrom these survey
interviews, NMFS can estimate how many people are fishing,engeople are fishing, and how
often people go fishing. Moreover, with the MRABcess Point Angler Intercept Survésurvey

of anglers by the private boat, charter vessel and shore modes as they complete a trip), NMFS
can estimatbow many trips target desnapper, how many trips catch red snapperhow many

are being caughhow many red snapper are kept, how many are discarded, the condition of
discarded fish, and the size and weight of red snapper caught.

Data from MRIP are used to estimate efforthed private angling component in Florida. From

2012 through 2016, the private angling component of the recreational sector took an average of
at least 71,359 directed angler trips annudligb{e 3.4.211). Those were trips where red

snapper was the pniary or secondary target or was caught or harvested by anglers.

Table 3.4.211 Estimates of numbers of directed angler trips by private angling component in
Florida, 2012 2016.

Year Number of Directed Angler Trips
2012 77,457
2013 166,239
2014 50,415
2015 11,194
2016 51,488
Average 71,359

Source: NMFS SERO LARRAugust 28, 2017.

Directed angler trips generate economic impatable 34.2.12). The average annual 71,359
directed trips by the private angling component in Florida gene2atgs, approximately $0.9
million in income, $2.6 million in sales, and $1.6 million in vahdded impactsT@able 34.2.9).

Table 3.4.2.12 Average annual number of directed angler trips by private angling component in
Florida from 2012 through 2016 and economic impacts of those trips.

Directed Angler Jobs Income Sales Value-added
Trips (1,000s 2015%) | (1,000s 2015%) (1,000s 2015%)
71,359 24 $901 $2,621 $1,553

Source: Estimates of economic impacts calculated by NMFS SERO using model developddH8:; see
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/lapp_dm/index.html
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Additional information about the private angling component can be found in Amendments 40
(GMFMC 2014), 28 (GMFMC 2015), and 45 (GMFMC 2016), and are incorporated by
reference. To see how Floridados private angl
otherGulf states, see the description of the Economic Environment (section 3.4.Pirogiam
Amendment

3.5 Social Environmentand Environmental Justice Considerations

A description of social environment of recreational red snapper is included in the Program
Amendmentand its associated EI&nd is incorporated by referencéhe referenced description
includes recreational landings by state, federally permittetifevessels by state, and federal
for-hire vessels included in the SRHS with landings of red snapper byiistatderto provide
information on the geographic distribution of fishing involvement. Descriptions of the top
recreational fishing communities feason recreational engagement are included, along with the
top ranking communities by the number of federalifive permits, number of charter vessels by
homeport, number of headboats by homeport, and communities with SRHS landings of red
snapper. Commuty level data are presented in order to meet the requirements of National
Standard 8 of the Magnus@&tevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, which requires
the consideration of the importance of fishery resources to human communities when tthanges
fishing regulations are considered. Lastly, social vulnerability data are presented to assess the
potential for environmental justice concerns.

Portions of the referenced description, which are relevant to Florida, are summarized here. For
the yeardl 986 through 2015%he proportion of Gulf recreational red snapper landed in Florida

has ranged from 8.1% to 57.5%he Florida communities of DestiKey West, Marathon,

Panama City, Naples, Pensacola, Islamorada, Panama City Beach, Saint Petersburg, Key Largo,
Marco Island, Sarasota, Fort Myers Beach, and Clearwater are included in the top twenty Gulf
communities that are engaged and reliant uporeagional fishing in general and demonstrate a
high level of recreational engagement. In 2016, operators in Florida held 59% of fedbnad for
permits for reef fish. The Florida communities of Destin, Panama City, Naples, Key West,
Pensacola, Saint Besburg, Sarasota, Panama City Beach, Clearwater, Fort Myers, and Marco
Island are included in the top ranking communities based on the number of fedared for

permits for Gulf reef fish. When the distribution of charter vessels with fedesairégpermits

around the Gulf is displayed, a pattern of abundance for charter vessels is evident with large
clusters of charter vesselsalong the Panhandle, along the rRridrida and southwesgtorida

coast, and in the Keys. Large clusters of headboatdad#ral forhire permits of Gulf reef fish

are located ilBay, Okaloosa, and Pinellas Countids 2016, 28 federal fehire vessels with
addresses in Florida and registered in the SRHS, landed red snidppdboats with red

snapper landings Floridaarelocated in Panama City Beach, Destin, Port Saint Joe, Pensacola,
Madeira Beach, Tarpon Springs, Gulf Breeze, Stock Island, Clearwater, Fort Myers Beach, New
Port Richey, Cortez, and Hernando Beach. When social vulnerability data are assessed, several
included Florida communitiesxceed the threshold of ohalf standard deviation above the

mean for more than one index (Fort Myers Beach, New Port Richey, Panama City, Sarasota,
Stock Islanfl. These communities would be the most likely to exhibit vah#ities to social or
economic disruption due to regulatory change.
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3.6 Administrative Environment

A description othe administrativenvironments induded in the Program Amendment and
associated ELSand is incorporatelereby reference.The referenced description includes
information on the agencies responsible for federal fishery management. Additional information
for theFloridaFish and Wildlife Conservation Commission can éaenfd athttp://myfwc.com/
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CHAPTER 4. ENVAROGNOGNSEQUENCE

4.1 Action 17 Authority Structure for State Management

Alternative 1: No Actioni Retain current feeral regulations for management of recreational
red snapper ifederal waters afhe Gulf of Mexico (Gulf).

Preferred Alternative 2. Establish a management progrdratdelegatesmanagement
authorityfor recreational red snapper fishimgfederal waterso Florida If Floridab s r e d
snapper harvest plan is determined to be inconsistent with the requirements of deligation,
recreational harvest of red snappethe federal waters adjacentRoridawould be subjedio
the default federal regulatiofer red snapperFloridamustestablisithe red snapper season
structurefor the harvest oits assigned portion of the recreatiosatctorannual catch limit
(ACL), monitor landings, and prohibit further landings of red snapper when the ACL is reached
or projected to be reachedh addition, delegated authority for managing the recreational harvest
of red snapper may include establishing or modifying the:
Preferred Option 2a: bag limit
Option 2b: prohibition on forhire vessel captains and crew froataining a bag limit.
Preferred Option 2c: minimum size limit within the range of 14 to 18 inches total
length (TL)
Preferred Option 2d: maximum size limit.

Alternative 3: Establish a management program in wiittdridasubmis aplandescribing the
conservation equivalery measure§loridawill adopt for the management of its portion of the
recreational sectdkCL in federal waters The planwhich may be submitted annually or
biannually must specify the red snapper season struetogdebag limifor t he st at ebdés h
its assigned portion of the recreational sector ACL. To be a conservation equivalency plan
(CEP), the plan must be reasonably expected to limit the red snapper haRlestitd s
assigned portion of the recreational sector A€@LFlorid@d s pl an i s deter mined
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to not satisfy the conservation equivalency requireghents,
the recreational harvest of red snapper in the federal waters adjaEridawould be subject
to the defalt federal regulationfor red snapper

Option 3a: The plan will be submitted directly tdMFS for review.

Option 3b: The plan will first be submitted totachnical review committeeThe

technical review committee reviews and may make recommendations on the plan, which

is either returned tBloridafor revision or forwarded to NMFS for final review.

4.1.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on the Physical Environment

Establishinghe authority structure for state management of recreational red snapper in the Gulf
would have no direct effects on the physical environmieetause the authority structaene

does notffect fishing effort or how fishingiffects the physical environent. Potential effects

would be specific to the options within the authority structure and are discussed below. Any
indirect effects would bthose that could occur if landings are not constrained to the S€&.
Section 4.1.1 of th8tate Management &gram for Recreational Red Snapp@nendment
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(Program Amendmehtor more information.Effects on the physical environment from this
action, regardless of the alternative selected, would likely be minimal because no significant
change in effort is expedate

Alternative 1 (No Action) would continuenanagement of the recreational harvest of red

snapper in federal waters of the Gulf, and there would be no change in the effects to the physical
environment.Preferred Alternative 2 would delegate managementlaarity for recreational

red snapper fishing in federalwaters | f Fl ori dadés red snapper har
inconsistent with the requirements of delegation, the recreational harvest of red snapper in the
federal waters adjacent to Florid@wd be subject to the default federal regulations for red
snapper. Florida must establish the red snapper season structure for the harvest of its assigned
portion of the recreational sector ACL, monitor landings, and prohibit further landings of red
snaper when the ACL is reached or projected to be reached. If the state can more successfully
constrain landings to the ACL, negative impacts to the physical environment would be reduced
compared td\lternative 1.

Preferred Option 2aandOption 2b would result in minimal positive or negative impacts to the
physical environment comparedAdternative 1, because allowing the state to modify the bag
limit would not affectthetotal number of fish landed to meet the ACL. An increasheiag

limit could result in a shorter season for red snapper, decreasing negative impacts; and a
decreased bag limit could result in a longer season for red snapper, increasing negative impacts.
For Preferred Option 2c, if a state chose to increase the minimum shie,dould result in an
increase in fishing effort to catch a legal size fish. An increase in effort could increase negative
impacts on the physical environment. However, the harvest of larger fish could result in more
quickly meeting the ACL and redudeetseason length, decreasing impacts to the physical
environment. FoPreferred Option 2d, a maximum size limit would likely increase the number
of discards and slow the harvest meeting the Ailiérebyjncreasng the season length and
potentially negatie impacts to the physical environment.

UnderAlternative 3 Floridawould submit a plan describing the conservation equivalency

measureshe statavould adopt for the management of its portion of the recreational sector ACL

in federal waters. The plan widl specify the red snapper season structure and bag limit for the
stateds harvest of its assigned portion of th
be reasonably expected to |imit thefteed snapp
recreational sector ACLIf the state can more successfully constrain landings to the tAfSL,

would result in positive effects on the physical environment comparkideimative 1.

Changes in the bag limit would have the same impacts as thexgéedd abovelf Floridad s

plan is determined noo satisfy theconservation equivalenagquirements, then the recreational

harvest of red snapper in federal waters adjacdribrodawould be subject to the default

federal regulations for red snapp&ptions 3aand3b are administrative in naturel'he process

for submitting and reviewinthe CEP would not have direct or indirect effects on the physical
environment.
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4.1.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on the Biological Environment

Direct andindirect effects from fishery management actions have been discussed in detail in
several red snapper framework actions (GMFMC 2010, 2012, 2013) and are incorporated here
by reference. Management actions that affect the biological environment moséytoelat

i mpacts of fishing on a speciesd popul ation
habitat. Removal of fish from the population through fishing reduces the overall population size.
Fishing gear have different selectivity pattesuhi ch ref er to a fishing
and capture organisms by size and species. This would include the number of discards, mostly
sublegal fish or fish caught during seasonal closures, and the mortality associated with releasing
these fi$.

For red snapper, the most likely indirect effect on the stock from this action would be on discard
mortality. Regulatory discards are fish that are caught, but not kept because they are too small,
would put a fisherman over the bag limit, or aregtdwut of season. A certain percentage of
these fish die and are called dead discards. If fishing effort shifted spafialtyiscard

mortality rate could change as well. Red snapper landed from greater depths have a greater
potential of experiencingarotrauma and mortality, even if properly vented or returned with a
descending device. In recent years private angling fishing effort in deeper federal waters has
been limited by the shorter season. If private angling fishing effort shifted offsrezresee

there are no longer inconsistencies between state and federal water aadsoose fish are
landedfrom deeper waters, there is the potential that discard mortality could increase. For more
information see the Program Amendmesection 4.1.2.

Egablishingthe authority structure for state management of recreational red snapper in the Gulf
would have no direct effects on the biological environment because the authority structure does
not in and of itsel&ffect fishing effort or how fishingffects the physical environment.
Potentialindirecteffects would be specific to the options within the authority structure and are
discussed belowEffects on the biological environment from this action, regardless of the
alternative selected, would likelebmninimal because no significant change in effort is expected.

Alternative 1 (No Action) would continue management of the recreational harvest of red
snapper in federal waters of the Gulf, and there would be no change in the effects to the
biological enwronment. Preferred Alternative 2 would delegate management authotitsough

an approved state management plalorida must establish the red snapper season structure for
the harvest of its assigned portion of the recreational sector ACL, monitandanend prohibit
further landings of red snapper when the ACL is reached or projected to be redthedtate

can more successfully constrain landing to the ACL, there would be less negative effects on the
biological environment compared Adternati ve 1

Preferred Options 2aandOption 2b could change impacts to the biological environment
compared td\lternative 1. While a change in bag limits would not change the total number of
fish landed to meet the ACIt, could increase the number of discarelsulting in negative

impacts to the biological environmentowever, a higher bag limit could result in reaching the
ACL more quickly, which would reduce the number of fishing days and potentially more
discards during the closed season.

Amendment 50E: Florida Chapter 4. Environmental
State Management 32 Consequences



For Preferred Option 2c, the greater the minimum sifigit, the more likely fishermen will

need to discard undersized fish, and therefcsking effort and negative effects on the
biological environment would incregdeowever, at the same timardjer fish would contribute to
meeting the AClguickerand reduce the amount of effort, decreasing negative impacts to the
biological environmentMore importantly, a higher minimum size limit allows more red
snapper to survive longer and contribute repmtively to the stock, which would be beneficial
to the biologicakenvironment Historically, red snapper beg reproducing around 2 years of age
(approximate 11 to 14 inches in the eastern Gulf and 9.5 to 12.5 inches in the western Gulf)
(SEDAR 52 2018) However, evidence shows a recent shift toward a slower progression to
sexual maturity as well as reduced egg production, especially among youngfesnedé red
snapper. Slower maturation rates among young fish ages 2 to 6 and decreased spawning
frequency have been observed, and were especially pronounced in the northwestern Gulf.
Young fish have been contributing far less to the spawning stock in recent years (Kulaw et al.
2017).

For Preferred Option 2d, a maximum size limit would overall be anfedicial impact to the
biologicalenvironmenbecause it would reduce fishing mortality of larger, older fish, which
contribute to the reproductive potential of the stock more than smaller younger fish (SEDAR 52
2018). However, larger fish are generallyund in deeper water; therefore, fish discarded
because they are larger than the maximum size limit would likely have a higher mortality rate
due to barotrauma.

Alternative 3 would requireFloridato submit a CERhat is reasonably expected to limit tieel r
snapper harvest to the stateds aFoedagouldd port.i
have to specify the season and bag limit. Therefore, any impacts to the biological environment
would be similar to those described Rneferred Alternative 2 andPreferred Option 2a.

Preferred Alternative 2 andAlternative 3 allow flexibility in the management of recreational

red snapper. If a state can constrain landings to the ACL, this would reduce negative impacts to
red snapper comparedAdternative 1. There are two sources of landings Féorida (the state

data collection program and MRIP)here is no information to indicate that statdlected

landings are less reliable or significantly different from MRIP landings, but current ACLs are
based a MRIP landings. As noted in Section 3.1.2 of the Program Amendment, landings from
the 2018 Florida reports fall within confidence intervals for MRIP. Therefore, the use of state
reported data to monitor harvest is not expected to result in significpatis to the red snapper
stock or the rebuilding planFor more information see tierogram Amendmen$ection 4.5.2

Alternative 3, Options 3aand3b are administrative inature and how the CEP is submitted and
reviewed would not have direct or indirect effects on the biological environment.

4.1.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on the Economic Environment

Alternative 1 (No Action) would retain current federal regulations the management of
recreational red snapper in federal waters adjacdtibtaa Alternative 1 would not allow
Floridato manage red snapper in federal waters and would not be expected to affect recreational
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red snapper fishing practices or harvedtserefore Alternative 1 would not be expected to
result in direct economic effects.

Preferred Alternative 2 andAlternative 3 consider various mechanisms to transfer some of the
management responsibilities for recreational red snapgpdotiola Preferred Alternative 2

would establish a program that delegates management authority for recreational red snapper to
Florida Floridamust establish recreational red snapper fishing seasons based on its allotted
portion(s) of the recreational red snapper ACUnderPreferred Alternative 2, Floridacan also

elect to manage bag limitBieferred Option 2a), the prohibition on fohire vessel captains and
crew from retaining a bag limiQption 2b), the minimum size limit between 14 to 18 inches TL
(Preferred Option 2c¢), and the maximum size limiP¢eferred Option 2d). Alternative 3

would establish a program allowikdpridato devise conservation equivalency management
measures the state will adopt for the management of its allotted portion of the recreational
snapper ACL. The conservation equivalency plaualdspecify the fishing season and bag limit
and must realistically be expected to constrain landingswilbimdad s al | ot t ed por t i
recreational red snapper ACL. Conservation equivaleranyspdeveloped biyloridacould

either be submitted directly to NMFS for revie@gtion 3a) or first be submitted to a technical
review committee for approval before submission to NMFS for final rev@tign 3b).

Preferred Alternative 2 andAlternative 3, in and of themselves are administrative in nature

and would therefore not be expected to result in direct economic effects. However, because the
devolution of some management responsibilitieSltmidacould result in management measures
better suitedo its anglersPreferred Alternative 2 andAlternative 3 would be expected to

result in indirect economic benefits that would stem from the management measures
implemented following delegation or the approval of CEPs.

For anglers, economic benefitspwd be measured by changes in economic value expected to
result from the recreational management measures considered in this action. Changes in
economic value would be evaluated based on consumer surplus (CS) changes. CS per additional
fish kept duringa trip is defined as the amount of money an angler would be willing to pay for a
fish in excess of the cost to harvest the fish. The CS value per fish for a second red snapper kept
is estimated at $82.34 (2017 dollars). Economic value femifervessed can be measured by
producer surplus (PS) per passenger trip (the amount of money that a vessel owner earns in
excess of the cost of providing the trip). Estimates of the PS pbiréopassenger trip are not
available. Instead, net operating rever®R), which is the return used to pay all labor wages,
returns to capital, and owner profits, is used as a proxy for PS. For vessels in the Gulf, the
estimated NOR value is $158 (2017 dollars) per charter angler trip (Liese and Carter 2011,
updated to 204 dollars). The estimated NOR value per headboat angler trip is $52 (C. Liese,
NMFS SEFSC, pers. comm.).

The positive economic effects expected to result fRvaferred Alternative 2 andAlternative

3 cannot be quantified at this timeecause thmanagement measures the state would implement
remain unknown It is noted that, for a given set of management measures implemented by
Florida a greater number of Gulf states electing to accept a transfer of management authority
would be expected to resuh greater aggregate economic benefits. It follows that expected
economic benefits would decrease if some of the Gulf states do not participate in state
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management. Furthermore, the lack of participation by some of the states, requiring the
partitioning of Gulffederal waterinto state portions, may increase enforcement challenges and
possibly costs.

4.1.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on the Social Environment

A central assumption underlying this proposed amendment is that sociatdoewetd increase

by allowing greater flexibility in the recreational harvest of red snapper, because management
measures could be established that better match the preferefcesmof andlersdFarther, as
thefederalfishing season continued to stem despite increasing quotas and progress in
rebuilding the stock, recreational fishermen have grown frustrated with current red snapper
management. Although additional effects are not usually expected from maintaining red snapper
managementAlternativ e 1), the dissatisfaction with current management would continue.
Positive social effects would be expected under eRneierred Alternative 2 (delegation) or
Alternative 3 (conservation equivalency), each of which would enable some control for
decisionmaking and management to be turned ovéidoidaand by addressing the
dissatisfaction with current management.

The primary differences betwe®mneferred Alternative 2 andAlternative 3 concern where
management authority is held and the procesBlfoidato establishts recreational

management measures for red snapper. Deleg&trefe(red Alternative 2) would involve a
devolution of some management control from NMF§ltida, although any state regulation
under the delegation would need todoasistentvith the fishery management pland NMFS

could take action to suspend the delegation if warrantidier conservation equivalency
(Alternative 3), the states would be allowed to set the season and baggionitsubmission and
approval of a CEPFloridawould either providéts proposed management measures first to a
review body, then to NMFS for final approv@igtion 3b), or directly to NMFS for review and
approval Option 3a). Cooperation betwedforida and federal level agencies would still be a
critical component for successful state management. Under both alternatives, indirect effects
would be expected to result from, and be in proportion to, the success or failure of the
cooperation among managimgstitutions and-lorida  Differential indirect effects may result
shouldFloridabe deemed inconsistent with the requirements of delegation or have its CEP not
approved. The process for addressing an issue with delegated authority or a CEP is different
and as a result, the effects may differ. It is difficult to anticipate what these effects would be, and
in both cases, default regulations would remain in place and be apphkxdit@in the event its
delegation is inactive or its CEP is not approveor delegatiorf-loridawould retain delegated
authority throughout the process of addressin
disapproval of a plan and application of the default federal regulations would occur more
quickly. In the event tht there is a disruption due to the suspension of a delegation or
disapproval of a CEP, it is possible for some additional, unknown effects to occur.

Because this action would provide the management authority to estblistaspecific
management meass, but does not establish those measures themselves, it is not possible to
predict the specific management measures that would resklofidtaand the effects thereof.
Thus, any resulting social effects would be indirect and relate to whetherlitgxdy managing
toward local preferences is increased or decreased from current managdteamt{ve 1).
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Although positive effects are expected in general, these effects could be undermined, and
potentially eliminated, if the adopted suite of mamaget measures results in the quota being

caught faster. There is a trad between providing greater flexibility to establisH or i da 6 s
preferred management measures and a resulting increase in effort as the management measures
provide anglers accessder preferred conditions. For example, a longer season is generally
preferred by fishermen, but a fishing season that coincides with times of greatest fishing effort
would Ilikely result in a statebds qusedasan bei ng
than it may have otherwise been.

Under either delegatioriP(eferred Alternative 2) or conservation equivalencil{ernative 3),

it is possible that the same suite of management measures could be bgdépoeda Florida

would be able to modjfthe season, bag limits, and size limits urfeieferred Alternative 2,

Preferred Options 23 2c, 2d, Option 2b, or Alternative 3. Thus, the effects from either

approach would be similar to the social environment compar&tieémative 1. Because the
Council 6s preferred alternative in the Progra
component onlyDption 2b would have no effect, as it applies to bag limits orhfioe vessels

only.

4.1.5 Direct and Indirect Effects on the Admnistrative Environment

Alternative 1 would continue management of the recreational harvest of red snapper in federal
waters of the Gulf. NMFS would continue to set seasons, track landings, and apply
accountability measures\i), and the Council would einue to determine bag limits, size

limits, gear requirements, AMs, and other regulations. States would continue to be responsible
for management in state waters, out to nine miles. There would be no additional impacts to the
administrative environmerf the states or of NME&nd thereforgAlternative 1 would have

less negative effects on the administrative environmentRhefierred Alternative 2 and

Alternative 3.

For Preferred Alternative 2 andAlternative 3, establishing management of the redoest

harvest of red snapper by the Gulf states would increase administrative impacts to states
selecting to participate in state management, comparkiietmative 1. The impacts would

include the additional cost and time to analyze fishery data toaseigement measures such as
bag limits and seasons to constrain recreational red snapper landings to the allocat&Gh&CL.
state would need to maintain its landings monitoring progrdiwgould also include impacts
regarding implementing those managemmeasureandpreparing regular updates for the
Councilon the status of the state management progriacisding but not limited to most recent
landings, red snapper season and other regulations, and how they intend to address any quota
overruns.

Evenwith state management of both components of the recreational sector, NMFS is still
obligated through the Magnus@&@tevens Act to prohibit recreational harvest of red snapper if
the recreational ACL is reached. NMFS is also obligated to maintain thdtadetadations that
would be in place for a state not participating in state managemdditional administrative
impact to NMFS would be specific to the SEFSCandgement history vies by stateand if
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there is increased variability in size limitskag limits,populations could be differentially
affected which could complicate the stock assessment prodéss potential impact on other
fishery dependent inputs may also require further evaluation.

UnderPreferred Alternative 2, the state is requiceto establish the season length; whereas
Alternative 3 requires the state to establish the season length and bag limit. R¥atered
Alternative 2 additional management measures may be set by the state. Tiheskatdopt
different regulation$or each management measure, such as different size and bag limtitat
casejncreased variation in regulations among states could increase the burden on law
enforcement

UnderAlternative 3, the state and NMFS would hathee additional burden aégubrly
reviewingCEPs. The state would need to submit a CEP every 1 or 2 years for re@ption
3awould only involve review by NMFS, where@&ption 3b would also require the creation of a
technical review committee. The review burden for NMFS woulthbesame for both options,

but the burden on the states to convene the technical review committee would be greater with
Option 3b.

4.2 Action 27 PostSeason Quota Adjustment

Alternative 1: No Action. Retainthe currentpostseason AMor managing overages of the
recreationakector ACLin federal waters athe Gulfand do not add a stagpecific overage
adjustment If redsnappeis overfished (based on the most recent Status of U.S. Fisheries
Report to Congressindthe combinedrecreationalandings exceed the recreational se&Gt_,
reduce theecreational sectorACL, and applicable recreational component ACL in the
following year bythe full amount of the overagenless the best scientific information available
determines thad greater, lesser, or no overage adjustment is nece§dagpplicable
component ACT will be adjusted to reflebe previously established percent buff@here is
currently no quota adjustment in the following year when recreational landings rest@intbe
red snapper quota (carryover).

Preferred Alternative 2: Add aFlorida-specificoverage and underage adjustment to the
existing postseason AM for the recreational sector red snapper ACthe combinedrlorida
recreational landings exceedare less thatihe Florida combinedecreationaACLs (if

applicable), then in the following year reduce or increase the total recreational quota and
Floridad somponenACL(s), in accordance with Council procedut@gthe amount of the
respective comygnent ACLoverageor underagén the prior fishing yeafas applicable), unless
the best scientific information available determines that a greater, lesser, or no adjustment is
necessarylf appropriate, thé&lorida component ACTwill be adjusted to refict the established
percent buffer.

4.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on the Physical Environment

A Gulf-wide postseason AM is currently in place to mitigate for an overage of the total
recreational ACLf red snapper is classified as overfished. Establisstatgspecific post
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seasorAMs and the method to adjust the quota allows for additional flexibility. This action
would establisha paybackanda carryoveiprovision. In the event of an overage, glgck

provision would reduce the catch in the following year, reducing effort and impacts on the
physical environment. In the event of an underage, implementing a carryover provision would
increase negative impacts to the physical environment througtasiog effort.Alternative 1

(No Action) andPreferred Alternative 2 would ensure that impacts to the physical environment
are constrained, at a maximum, to those attributed to the effort to harvest the ACL. Since
Alternative 1 does not have a payback fin underage, an underage in a given year would result
in fewer physical impacts that year and that would not occur the following year due to an
increase in the ACLPreferred Alternative 2 would establish a payback, and therefore, any
unrealized physidampacts from an underage could occur the following y&dfects on the
physical environment from this action regardless of the alternative selected would likely be
minimal compared withAlternative 1, becausao significant change in overall fishingett is
expected.

4.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on the Biological Environment

A Gulf-wide postseason AM is currently in place to mitigate for an overage of the total
recreational ACL if red snapper is classified asrfished. Establishing stasgecific post
seasorAMs and methods to adjust the quota allows for additional flexibility. This action would
establish a payback provisitimat applies regardless of whether the stock is overfished and
whether the total recreational ACL is exceeded, atarig/over provision if carryover is

permitted under established Council proceduftaghe event of an overage, a payback provision
would reduce the catch in the following year, mitigating the impacts on the biological
environment. The mechanism by whic carryover would be allowed is being developed in
another amendment; this action would be dependent on implementation of that amendment.

In the event of an underage, implementing a carryover provision would increase impacts to the
biological environmenthrough ensuring the maximum amount of fish are landed, but should not
significantly affect the stock because allowable catch is based on assuming landings will

meet the ACL During its January 2018 meeting, the
Committee (SSC) reviewed simulations developed by the SEFSC that demonstrated the effects
of a carryover provision on red snapper. The simulations showed that fish not caught in the
previous fishing year could be harvested, pound for pound, without cdugsimgo the subject

fish stock or jeopardizing the rebuilding plan. The acceptable biological catch (ABC) cannot
exceed the overfishing limit, and as long asaberfishing limitis not exceeded, overfishing

would not be expected to occur in a carryoyesir. The Council is developing a Generic
Carryover Amendmerfor all finfish stocks, which would create the mechanism by which a
carryover could occur. Tharaft amendmerttas options to exclude stocks from the carryover
provision if they meet certaicriteria, such as overfished stocks and stocks with high scientific
uncertainty; these exceptions are intended to reduce the risk of impacts to the stock. If the red
snapper stock met any of the exclusion criteria, carryover would not be allowed.

The indrect effects would be similar to those outlined in Section 4.1.2, which describes
additional impacts that could occur if landings are not constrained to the A@_current total
recreational ACL and AMs have been established to maximize yield whi#raming landings.
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Therefore, effects to the biological environment from this action regardless of the alternative
selected would likely be minimabmpared t&\lternative 1.

Alternative 1 would maintain the current peseasorAM whichrequires a payback of any

overage if the total recreational ACL is exceeded and the red snapper stock is classified as
overfished.No additional impacts would occur to the biological environnecempared with

Alternative 1. Inthe eventof anoveragewm der age of a Pgefevedn year 6s
Alternative 2 would implement a posteason increase or decrease in the total recreational quota
and a stateds ACL equal t o . Préfared Atemative2ge or un
could result in more negive biological impacts thalternative 1, becauséreferred

Alternative 2 would allow for greater harvest in the year following an underag@wvever,

Preferred Alternative 2 requires a payback regardless of whether the total recreational ACL is
exceedd, which may result in more positive biological impacts, as comparkiticimative 1.

The unused portion of the ACL considered for carryover would apply to the smallest divisible
managed portion (individual state) from which the remaining ACL or quotd uveharvested.

Applying the carryover only to the smallest divisible managed portion of the private angling
component would ensure that any fish that are allowed to be caught in a successive fishing year
are caught under the same assumptions aboutrsizage selectivity by gear and component,

thereby reducing negative biological impacts. For instancelbs@d fish carried over to the

next fishing year from the western Gulf may be equivaletOtiish, but from the easter@ulf

may be equivalent t6fish. The effect on the sto¢tom removing larger and, typically, more
reproductively influential fish from the population may disproportionately affect the overall

health of the stock if the carryover is disproportionately applied. Because thevearryo

provision would not be applied in the event the total stock ACL was exceeded in a given fishing
year, fishing mortality beyond what had been prescribed in the approved catch limits would not
occur. This would be beneficial to the biological environnignconstraining the harvest and
continuing to rebuild the stock. It is possible that forage species and competitor species could
increase or decrease in abundance in response to a decrease or increase in the abundance of red
snapper. However, no sigiwiént changes in the prosecution of the red snapueests

expected from this action, so no significant effects totaoget species or protected resources

are anticipated.

4.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on the Economic Environment

Alternative 1 (No Action) would maintain the existing pestason AM Gukwvide while red

snapper is classified as an overfished stock. If-@Gude recreational landings exceed the
aggregate recreational ACL and red snapper is overfished, then the overage woulcctezided
from the foll owi n lteyatigerl dvsuld AcCHe expectéd td résoltung h
Gulf-wide economic effects, it could be perceived as unfair and could potentially be detrimental
to some participating stateEloridacould maintain its redn&pper harvests within its allotted

portion of the recreational ACL ardill be penalizedhe sames the states who went over their
allocation thereby unduly suffering economic losses. However, these potential economic losses
to Floridawould not matealize as long as red snapper is not classified as an overfished stock.

Preferred Alternative 2 would implemenpostseason quota adjustmesfsecific to the state of
Florida UnderPreferred Alternative 2, if Floridatotal recreational landings exceg@x are less
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than) its allotted share of the recreational
next year ACL wuld be reduced (or increased) (and consequently reduce/increase tvadaulf

ACL) by the amount of the ACL overage or undgraunless the best scientific information

available determines otherwise. Quota adjustmerfondawould be limited to the

recreational component responsible for the underage or ovePagierred Alternative 2

would promote fairness and provide mancentives té-loridad s f e dheaeraad privat® r

angling components to stay within their allotted portions of the quota because it only requires a
payback from the component responsible for the overBgeferred Alternative 2 would not

be expectedtb result in direct economic effects. The federalHwe and private angling

components of the recreational sector are more likely to be subject to quota adjustments
(payback or carryover) undreferred Alternative 2. Therefore, relative tAlternati ve 1,

Preferred Alternative 2 would be expected to result in indirect economic effects due to the
increased likelihood of overage paybacks and underage carryovers. For paybacks and
carryoverspPreferred Alternative 2 would be expected to result in indirect economic losses and
benefits ta~lorida respectively. Although the expected economic effects cannot be quantified,
they would be determined by the expected value of the paybacks (carryover), i.e., the likelihood
of overage paybacks (underage carryover) times the value of excess harvest (under harvest) to be
paid back (carried over).

4.24 Direct and Indirect Effects on the Social Environment

The overage adjustment that would reduce the recreational sector ACL in the year following an
overage by the amount it is exceeded applies when red snapper is classified as overfished
(Alternative 1). Red snapper is not currently classified as overfiginelthere would be no
overage adjustment undaiternative 1 if Florida, with an approved state management plan,
exceeds its portion of the ACL, as this provision is applicable-@ialé and would not apply to

an individual state. This would allow Florittaavoid the negative effects of having to payback

a quota overage, but may be perceived as unfair by other states. On the other hand, if Florida
constrained its landings to below its portion of the quota, ulliemative 1, the uncaught

guota would ndonger be available for harvest and Florida would not be able to realize an
increased portion of the ACL in the following year, by the amount of uncaught quota.

For a Floridaapproved state management plareferred Alternative 2 would apply an

overag oOor underage adjustment to Floridads ACL/( ¢
beginning with its landings under the EFP in 20%f%lorida constrained its landings to below

its portion of the recreational sector ACL, the amount of quota remgaivould be added to its
ACL(s) in the following year, and i f Fl ori
amount of the overage would be deduyltis ed fr
important to note that the underage adjustmaentld be applied as implemented through the
Generic Carryover Amendment and would not be in effect until such tiBezause the overage
adjustment would only apply to an individual state that exceeded its portion of the ACL, other
states (with or withousipproved state management plans) would not be affected by having their
ACLs reduced. In the event an overage adjustment is triggered for FloridaPuatigred
Alternative 2, some positive effects would be expected for anglers in other states that do no
exceed their respective portions of the ACL, as anglers in other states are not affected by the
overage, eitherintheshd@grte r m setting of the following year

dao
om
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snapper is classified as overfished), or the {tmrg health bthe stock. In the event a quota

carryover is triggered for Florida undereferred Alternative 2, positive effects would be
expected for anglers in Florida, as the amoun
portion of the ACL (or component AGl.as applicable) in the following year.

Because the current preferred alternative is to include only the private angling component in state
management, the quota adjustment would apply only to that component. If the preferred

alternative changes and Rita manages both its private angling and federahiie

components, any overage or underage adjustments would be based on the landings of each
component and reflect the amount that each <co
of the ACL. Sone benefits would be expected for a component that does not exceed its portion

of the ACL, as an underage adjustment would b
the following yeauwptot he amount that componentds ACL r em
time, each component would be protected from the potential overharvest of the other
component 6s ACL, by being responsible for pay

4.25 Direct and Indirect Effects on the Administrative Environment

Alternative 1 (No Action) would result in no additional impacts or effects on the administrative
environment.A Gulf-wide postseason AM is currently in place to mitigate for an overage of the
total recreatinal ACLif red snapper is classified as overfished. Landings are currently
monitored and any impacts to the administrative environment would be minor.

Preferred Alternative 2 would requireNMFS to adjust the ACL in the following yefor any

state thahas landings less than or greater than the AI€Ls unlikely that landings would be

exactly at the ACL in any year, so some adjustment would be expected each year, although a cap
for carryover may be established in the Generic Carryover AmendmentusgeesH) state

ACLs (total among the alternatives evaluated in Action 1.1 of the Program Amendment) could

be established in addition to the recreational and component ACLs, NMFS could potentially

need to adjust up to 13 values each year; therd?oegerred Alternative 2 would have a

greater administrative burden thaliernative 1.

4.3 Cumulative Effects Analysis

TheProgram Amendmemith environmental impact statement (Et®nsists of actions

affecting all Gulf states and the overall federal manageraf recreational red snapper in federal
waters of the Gulf, regardless of whether or not all states implement a state management
program. This amendmentAmendment 50 Eand environmental assessment (EA), along with
Amendments 50 B, C, D, and F (Indival State Amendmenta)ith EAs tier off the Program
Amendment, which includes a programmatic EIS. While the selection of preferred alternatives
for each amendment will be made within the respective document, the six aemsdine

directly related anthe effects are intertwined.

As directed by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), federal agencies are mandated to
assess not only the indirect and direct impacts, but cumulative impacts of actions dheell.
cumulative effects from managingetineef fish fishery and actions within the Program
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Amendment and Individual State Amendments are analyzed in Section 4.7 of the Program
Amendment. Additional pertinent actions are summarized in the history of management of the
Program Amendment (SectiorB). The programmatic EIS analyzes the impacts of a reasonable
range of alternatives intended to provide limited authority to Florida, Mississippi, Alabama,
Louisiana, and Texas to manage recreational fishing of red snapper. The programmatic EIS
analyzegshe direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of all six documents. As such, the
cumulative effects analysis within the Program Amendment identifies the potential cumulative
effects relevant to the actions taking in this amendment.

The objective of statmanagement is to provide flexibility to the state to establish management
measures that account for the differences bet
current requirements to monitor and constrain landings to the ACL, as well as imphavigent

should the ACL be exceeded. While NMFS would still oversee the management strategies of

each state to determine consistency, the states wouldiméeel authority to establish various
regulations The shorand longterm direct and indirect effecbf each these actions are

provided in Sections 4-4.6 of the Program Amendment (Amendment 50A).

The cumulative effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future(REtloAs)are

not expected to impact how the red snap@evests prosected. Current allowable gear types

can adversely affect hard bottom areas; however, these impacts are not considered significant
Damage caused from reef fish fishing, although minor, is associated with the level of fishing
effort. Therefore, actions reding levels of effort would result in greater benefits to the physical
environment because fishing related interactions with habitat would be redtittesistates can
better constrain the private angling compodest | aamdNMk$ continues to comain the
for-hire componentandings to the ACL, less fishing effort could occur reducing negative
impacts to the physical environment.

The present red snapper harvest levels are based on a rebuilding plan put in RieetRish
Amendment 2/5hrimp Amendment 14 (GMFMC 20Q7T he current plamas allowed harvests

to increase as the stock rebuilds. These measures have also limited the red snapper harvest
sufficiently to end overfishing on the stock and remove it frorovanfished statusSector
separation (Amendment 40) has successfully held landings by the feddrméfoomponent to

the allocated ACL. However, in part because of inconsistent state seasons, the private angling
component has not been succesgftbnstrained tats quota. If the states are better able to
constrain the private angling comporersg | atotdel ARIG kess fishing effort could occur
reducing negative impacts to the biological environment.

Fishery manageme®FFAsare expected to benefit managed species. These actions are
expected to manage the stocks at optimum ypeldNdional Standard .1 This amendment, as

well as the framework action to reduce thetlioe ACT buffer and amendment to review the
sector alloation, are intendetdb improve the management of the recreational sector and
components in ways that are likely to better keep harvests within the quotas. Other RFFAs
described inthe cumulative effects analystf the Program Amendmeate intended to iprove

the management of reef fish stocks either through revising ACLs, improving data reporting, or
allowing more flexibility in management.
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Because red snapper is but one species in the reef fish complex, any adverste ¢ffects
economic or social emonmentmay be mitigated through effort shifting to other see@and

may not be significant. This action miagrease resources needed by the administrative
environment through the increased complexity of enforcement. This complexity develops from
eachstate setting regulations for season, bag limit, size limit, and potential area closures. In
contrast, the current management sets a-@ulé area, minimum size limit, bag limit, and

season for federal waters. Most states have had inconsistent sgdeastsonce over the years.
Thus, the current management system could increasietjnee of state inconsistency.

Changing from one to potentially five management regimes through these actions could lead to
overfishing if proper controls on fishing amet implementedHowever, he effects of the

proposed action are, and will continue to be, monitored through collection of landings data by
each of the five Gulf states as well as NMFS, stock assessments and stock assessment updates,
life history studieseconomic and social analyses, and other scientific observations. Additionally
the individual states would prepare regular reports for the Council on the status of their
recreational red snapper programs and how they would address issues such agquos ov
Developing state management for the harvest of recreational red snapper is expected to be a
conservation equivalent to the current management strategy concerning the impacts on the
physical and biological environments. The apportionment of tireagonal quota to the states

would mitigate for overharvest by maintaining the total harvest to thev@déf recreational

ACL even though it is divided among the five states. The range of minimum sizfdimid

snapper would set boundariesonshe at es 6 abi | i ty tlmitsansdicaAb |l i s h mi
enforcement. The impacts of the management strategies established by the states would be
further mitigated by limiting management measures that the state can change. The quota
adjustments are intdedto encourage the states to constthimharvest each year to prevent a
reduction of their quotéor the following year.
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5.1 Introduction

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) requires a RIR for all regulatory actions that are

of public interest. The RIR does three thind$:it provides a comprehensive review of theelev

and incidence of impacts associated with a proposed or final regulatory action; 2) it provides a
review of the problems and policy objectives prompting the regulatory proposals and an

evaluation of the major alternatives that could be used to solygdhkem; and, 3) it ensures

that the regulatory agency systematically and comprehensively considers all available

alternatives so that the public welfare can be enhanced in the most efficient agiflectisie

way. The RIR also serves as the basis fordee mi ni ng whet her the regul
regul atory actiono under the criteria provide
analyzes the impacts this action would be expected to hatves @acreational red snapper

component of the Gulif Mexico (Gulf) reef fish fishery.

5.2 Problems and Objectives

The problems and objectives addressed by this action are discuSssdiam 1.2.

5.3 Description of Fisheries

A description of the red snapper component of the Gulf reef fish fishergvided in Section
3.1

5.4 Impacts of Management Measures
5.41 Action 17 Authority Structure for State Management

A detailed analysis of the economic effects expected to result from this action is provided in
Section4.1.3. The following discusen summarizes the expected economic effects of the
preferred alternatives.

Preferred Alternative 2 only establishes the authority structure for implementing state
managemernit Floridaand would therefore not be expected to result in direct econofaatsef
Preferred options would allo®oridato set bag limitsFreferred Option 2a), minimum size

limits between 14 to 18 inchéstal length(Preferred Option 2¢), and the maximum size limit
(Preferred Option 2d). However, because the devolution of some management responsibilities
to Floridacould result in management measures better suitésldnglers Preferred

Alternative 2 would be expected to result in indirect economic benefits that would stem from
themanagement measures implemented following delegation.
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5.42 Individual State Amendment Action 27 Postseason Quota Adjustment

A detailed analysis of the economic effects expected to result from this action is provided in
Section 4.2.3. The followindiscussion summarizes the expected economic effects of the
preferred alternatives.

UnderPreferred Alternative 2, if F | o r pridate@aeational landings exceed (or Astow)

its share of th@rivate anglinged snappeannual catch limitACL), then in the following year

F1 or AQL avib I reduced (or increased) by the amount of the ACL overage (or underage)
(and consequently reduce/increase the -@idie ACL), unless the best scientific information
available determines otherwise.

Preferred Alternative 2, would not be expected to result in direct economic efféets.or i da o s
private angling component of the recreational sdastorore likely to be subject to quota

adjustments (payback or carryover) unBegferred Alternative 2. Therefore, reltive tothe

no-action alternativePreferred Alternative 2 would be expected to result in indirect economic
effects due to the increased likelihood of overage paybacks and underage carrydsergitor

For paybacks and carryoveRreferred Alternative 2 would be expected to result in indirect
economic losses and benefitdHorida respectively.The expected economic effects would be
determined by the expected value of the paybacks (carryover), i.e., the likelihood of overage
paybacks (unerage carryover) times the value of excess harvest (under harvest) to be paid back
(carried over).

5.5 Public and Private Costs of Regulations

Because the Florida state management amendment is part of the suite of amendments developed
to establish state management of red snapper for private anglers in the Gulf, estimated costs
associated with this action are included in the aggregate costsqutavitheStateManagement
Programfor Recreational Red Snappemendmen{Amendment 50A)

5.6 Determination of Significant Regulatory Action

Pursuant to E.O. 12866, a regulation is consi

to resut in: 1) an annual effect of $100 million or more or adversely affect in a material way the
economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, the environment, public
health or safety, or state, local, or tribal governments or commurdjieseate a serious
inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by another agency; 3)
materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or the
rights or obligations of recipients thereof;4) raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of

| egal mandates, the Presidentdés priorities,
Based on the information provided above, this action has been determined to not be
economically gnificant for the purposes of E.O. 12866.
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The purpose of the RFA is to establs principle of regulatory issuance that agencies shall
endeavor, consistent with the objectives of the rule and applicable statutes, to fit regulatory and
informational requirements to the scale of businesses, organizations, and governmental
jurisdictiors subject to regulation. To achieve this principle, agencies are required to solicit and
consider flexible regulatory proposals and to explain the rationale for their actions to assure that
such proposals are given serious consideration. The RFA doesntain any decision criteria;
instead, the purpose of the RFA is to inform the agency, as well as the public, of the expected
economic impacts of the alternatives contained irfifheerymanagemenplan or amendment
(including framework management measures and other regulatory actions) and to ensure that the
agency considers alternatives that minimize the expected impacts while meeting the goals and
objectives of théishery management plaand applical# statutes.

With certain exceptions, the RFA requires agencies to conduct a regulatory flexibility analysis
for each proposed rule. The regulatory flexibility analysis is designed to assess the impacts
various regulatory alternatives would have on smatities, including small businesses, and to
determine ways to minimize those impact$e following regulatory flexibility analysis was
conducted to determine if the proposed rule would have a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of smahtities or not.

The primary purposand need, issues, problems, and objectives qgirthgosedaction are
presented in Section 1.2 and are incorporated herein by refetdadederal rules have been
identified that duplicate, overlap or conflict witiet proposed rule.

The rule concerns state management of recreational fishing for red snapper from private/leased
and forhire fishing vessels the Gulf of Mexicoexclusiveeconomiczoneoff Florida. The

only entity that could be directly affected byettule is the state of Florida. States are not small
entities. Hence, itis concluded that the rule would not have a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
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PREPARERS

PREPARERS
Name Expertise Responsibility Agency
Co-Team Lead Amendment
Ava Lasseter Anthropologist | developmentsocial analyses GMFMC
Co-Team Lead Amendment
development,biological analyses,
Lauren Waters Fisherybiologist | cumulative effectanalyss SERO
Assane Diagne Economist Economic analyses GMFMC
Denise Johnson Economist Economic environment and analys| SERO
ChristinaPackageéVard | Anthropologist | Social environment SERO
Michael Larkin Fishery biologist| Data analyses SERO
REVIEWERS
Name Expertise Responsibility Agency
Noah Silverman Environ_mental_ _ Nat_ionaIEnvir_onmentaI
Protection Pecialist | Policy Act review SERO
Mara Levy Attorney Legalreview NOAA GC
Technical writer and
Scott Sandorf editor Regulatory writer SERO
Carrie Simmons | Fishery biologist Review GMFMC
Sue Gerhart Fishery biologist Review SERO
Stephania Bolden| Biologist Protected Resources SERO
review
David Dale Biologist Essential Fish Habitat SERO
review
Jessica Stephen | Fishery biologist Data analyses SERO
David Carter Economist Review SEFSC
Matt Smith Biologist Review SEFSC
Peter Hood Fishery biologist Review SERO

GMFMC = Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council; NO&AC = National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration General Couns&@EFSC= Souheast Fisheries Science Cen®ERO = Southeast Regional Office
of the National Marine Fisheries Service
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CHAPTRBR LI ST OF CAOMNSNAITED

AGENCIES and ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED

National Marine Fisheries Service

- Southeast Fisheries Science Center
- Southeast Regional Office

- Office for Law Enforcement

- Endangered Species Division

- Domestic Fisheries Division

NOAA General Counsel

Environmental Protection Agen¢Region 4 and 6)

United States Coast Guard

United States Fish and Wildlife Services

Department of Interior. Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Department of State, Office of Marine Conservation,

Marine Mammal Commission

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources/Marine ResbDinision
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries

Mississippi Department of Marine Resources

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
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APPENDA XELEGATI ON PROVI SI ON

Magnuson-StevensFishery Conservationand ManagementAct 16 U.S.C. 8186(a)(3) (b)

(3) A State may regulate a fishing vessel outside the boundaries$tiatieein the following
circumstances:

(A) The fishing vessel is registered under the law of that State, and (i) there is no fishery
management plan or other applicable Federal fishing regulations for the fishery in which the vessel is
operatingor (ii) the State's laws and regulations are consistent with the fishery management plan and
applicable Federal fishing regulations for the fishery in which the vessel is operating.

(B) The fishery management plan for the fishery in which idterfg vessel is operating delegates
management of the fishery to a State and the State's laws and regulations are consistent with such fishery
management plan. #t any time the Secretary determines that a State law or regulation applicable to a
fishing vessel under this circumstance is not consistent with the fishery management plan, the Secretary
shall promptly notify the State and the appropriate Council of such determination and provide an
opportunity for the State to correct any inconsistenciesifahin the notification. If, after notice and
opportunity for corrective action, the State does not correct the inconsistencies identified by the Secretary,
the authority granted to the State under this subparagraph shall not apply until the Seadbay an
appropriate Council find that the State has corrected the inconsistencies. For a fishery for which there was
a fishery management plan in place on August 1, 1996 that did not delegate management of the fishery to
a State as of that date, the authyopitovided by this subparagraph applies only if the Council approves
the delegation of management of the fishery to the State by agimaeters majority vote of the voting
members of the Council.

(C) [Pertains to Alaska, only.]

(b) EXCEPTION®
() If the Secretary finds, after notice and an opportunity for a hearing in accordance with section 554
of title 5, United States Code, tBat

(A) the fishing in a fishery, which is covered by a fishery management plan impezmenrder this
Act, is engaged in predominately within the exclusive economic zone and beyond such zone; and

(B) any State has taken any action, or omitted to take any action, the results of which will
substantially and adversely affect the cengyout of such fishery management plan; the Secretary shall
promptly notify such State and the appropriate Council of such finding and of his intention to regulate the
applicable fishery within the boundaries of such State (other than its internal watiessjant to such
fishery management plan and the regulations promulgated to implement such plan.

(2) If the Secretary, pursuant to this subsection, assumes responsibility for the regulation of any
fishery, the State involved may at any time thasgadpply to the Secretary for reinstatement of its
authority over such fishery. If the Secretary finds that the reasons for which he assumed such regulation
no longer prevail, he shall promptly terminate such regulation.

(3) If the State involved requests that a hearing be held pursuant to paragraph (1), the Secretary shall
conduct such hearing prior to taking any action under paragtaph
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APPENDI X B. MEGULCFO (RED S NAPPE

FEDERAHGUR.  ATI ONS RELGEVAMNAT ET
MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT

Current aglescribed in the eCFR, September 6, 2017. This is a summary only and is not a list of
all regulations applicable to Gulf reef fiskierall but focuses on regulations that affect the
recreational harvest of red snapper

8622.8 Quotasd general.

(c) ReopeningWhen a species, sector or component has been closed based on a projection
of the quota specified in this part, or the ACL specified in the applicable annual catch limits and
accountability measures sections of subparts B through V of this part beingd@ach
subsequent data indicate that the quota or ACL was not reached, the Assistant Administrator may
file a notification to that effect with the Office of tRederal RegisterSuch notification may
reopen the species, sector or component to providp@ortanity for the quota or ACL to be
harvested.

8622.9 Prohibited gear and method® general.

This section contains prohibitions on use of gear and methods that are of general
applicability, as specified. Additional prohibitions on use of gear and metjmalicable to
specific species or species groups are contained in subparts B through V of this part.

(a) ExplosivesAn explosive (except an explosive in a powerhead) may not be used to fish
in the Caribbean, Gulf, or South Atlantic EEZ. A vessel fislinipe EEZ for a species
governed in this part, or a vessel for which a permit has been issued under this part, may not
have on board any dynamite or similar explosive substance.

(b) Chemicals and plant#\ toxic chemical may not be used or possessedoral area,
and a chemical, plant, or pladérived toxin may not be used to harvest a Caribbean coral reef
resource in the Caribbean EEZ.

(c) Fish traps.A fish trap may not be used or possessed in the Gulf or South Atlantic EEZ.
A fish trap deployed ithe Gulf or South Atlantic EEZ may be disposed of in any appropriate
manner by the Assistant Administrator or an authorized officer.

(d) Weak link A bottom trawl that does not have a weak link in the tickler chain may not be
used to fish in the Gulf EEZor the purposes of this paragraph, a weak link is defined as a
length or section of the tickler chain that has a breaking strength less than the chain itself and is
easily seen as such when visually inspected.

(e) Use of Gulf reef fish as bait prohibite@ulf reef fish may not be used as bait in any
fishery, except that, when purchased from a fish processor, the filleted carcasses and offal of
Gulf reef fish may be used as bait in trap fisheries for blue crab, stone crabvateegrab, and
spiny lobste.

8622.11 Bag and possession limits general applicability.

(a) Applicability. (1) The bag and possession limits apply for species/species groups in or
from the EEZ. Unless specified otherwise, bag limits apply to a person on a daily basis,
regardless of the number of trips in a day. Unless specified otherwise, a person isdimited t
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single bag limit for a trip lasting longer than one calendar day. Unless specified otherwise,
possession limits apply to a person on a trip after the first 24 hours of that trip. The bag and
possession limits apply to a person who fishes in the EBAymqmanner, except a person aboard
a vessel in the EEZ that has on board the commercial vessel permit required under this part for
the appropriate species/species group. The possession of a commercial vessel permit
notwithstanding, the bag and possessimit$ apply when the vessel is operating as a charter
vessel or headboat. A person who fishes in the EEZ may not combine a bag limit specified in
subparts B through V of this part with a bag or possession limit applicable to state waters. A
species/speciggoup subject to a bag limit specified in subparts B through V of this part taken
in the EEZ by a person subject to the bag limits may not be transferred at sea, regardless of
where such transfer takes place, and such fish may not be transferred iZ tid&Bperator of

a vessel that fishes in the EEZ is responsible for ensuring that the bag and possession limits
specified in subparts B through V of this part are not exceeded.

§ 622.20Permits and endorsements.

(b)(3) If Federal regulations for Gulkéef fish in subparts A or B of this part are more
restrictive than state regulations, a person aboard a charter vessel or headboat for which a charter
vessel/headboat permit for Gulf reef fish has been issued must comply with such Federal
regulations regaltess of where the fish are harvested.

8622.30 Required fishing gear.

For a person on board a vessel to fish for Gulf reef fish in the Gulf EEZ, the vessel must
possess on board and such person must use the gear as specified in paragraphs (a}l@sd (b) of
section.

(a) Nonstainless steel circle hookdon-stainless steel circle hooks are required when
fishing with natural baits, except that other rgtainless steel hook types may be used when
commercial fishing for yellowtail snapper with naturaltban an area south of a line extending
due west from 25°Q9jl. lat. off the west coast of Monroe County, Florida, to the Gulf of Mexico
and South Atlantic intecouncil boundary, specified in §600.105(c).

(b) Dehooking devicéAt least one dehookindevice is required and must be used to
remove hooks embedded in Gulf reef fish with minimum damage. The hook removal device
must be constructed to allow the hook to be secured and the barb shielded wigmm#gieg
during the removal process. The dehagkend must be blunt, and all edges rounded. The device
must be of a size appropriate to secure the range of hook sizes and styles used in the Gulf reef
fish fishery.

8622.33 Prohibited species.

(d) Gulf reef fish exhibiting trap rastossession of @f reef fish in or from the Gulf EEZ
that exhibit trap rash is prima facie evidence of illegal trap use and is prohibited. For the purpose
of this paragraph, trap rash is defined as physical damage to fish that characteristically results
from contact withwire fish traps. Such damage includes, but is not limited to, broken fin spines,
fin rays, or teeth; visually obvious loss of scales; and cuts or abrasions on the body of the fish,
particularly on the head, snout, or mouth.
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8 622.34 Seasonal and aredosures designed to protect Gulf reef fish.

(a) Closure provisions applicable to the Madison and Swanson sites and Steamboat
Lumps, and the Edgésé

(b) Seasonal closure of the recreational sector for red snafpes recreational sector
for red snappein or from the Gulf EEZ is closed from January 1 through May 31, each year.
During the closure, the bag and possession limit for red snapper in or from the Gulf EEZ is zero.

8622.35 Gear restricted areas.

(d) Alabama SMZThe Alabama SMZ consists aftificial reefs and surrounding areas.
In the Alabama SMZ, fishing by a vessel that is operating as a charter vessel or headboat, a
vessel that does not have a commercial permit for Gulf reef fish, as required under 8622.20(a)(1),
or a vessel with suchgermit fishing for Gulf reef fish is limited to hoedndline gear with
three or fewer hooks per line and spearfishing gear. A person aboard a vessel that uses on any
trip gear other than hoedndline gear with three or fewer hooks per line and speanfispear
in the Alabama SMZ is limited on that trip to the bag linaisGulf reef fish specified in
8622.38(b) and, for Gulf reef fish for which no bag limit is specified in §622.38(b), the vessel is
limited to 5 percent, by weight, of all fish on boadanded. The Alabama SMZ is bounded by
rhumb lines connecting, iorder, the following poirg €

(a) Reef fish stressed areBhe stressed area is that part of the Gulf EEZ shoreward of
rhumb lines connecting, in order, the points listed in TableAppendix B of this part.

(1) A powerhead may not be used in the stressed area to take Gulf reef fish. Possession of a
powerhead and a mutilated Gulf reef fish in the stressed area or after having fished in the
stressed area constituigsma facieevidencethat such reef fish was taken with a powerhead in
the stressed area.

8 622.37Size limits.

(a) Snapper-(1) Red snappérl16 inches (40.6 cm), TL, for a fish taken by a person
subject to the bag limit specified in § 622.38 (b)(3) and 13 inches (33.0tpfpr a fish taken
by a person not subject to the bag limit.

§ 622.38Bag and possession limits.

(b)(3) Red snapper2. However, no red snapper may be retained by the captain or crew
of a vessel operating as a charter vessel or headboat. The bdgrisnith captain and crew is
zero.

8 622.39Quotas.
(a)(2)(i) Recreational quota for red snappéA) Total recreational quota (Federal
charter vessel/headboat and private angling component quotas comibinefizhing year 2017
and subsequent fishingar® 6.733 million Ib (3.054 million kg), round weight.
(B) Federal charter vessel/headboat component quidie. Federal charter
vessel/headboat component quota applies to vessels that have been issued a valid Federal charter
vessel/headboat permit foul reef fish any time during the fishing year. This component quota
is effective for only the 2015 through 2022 fishing years. For the 2023 and subsequent fishing
years, the applicable total recreational quota, specified in paragraph (a)(2)(i)(A)sedins,
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will apply to the recreational sector. For fishing years 2017 throughd2@8248 million Ib
(1.292 million kg), round weight.

(C) Private angling component quotéhe private angling component quota applies to
vessels that fish under the bag limnd have not been issued a Federal charter vessel/headboat
permit for Gulf reef fish any time during the fishing year. This component quota is effective for
only the 2015 through 2022 fishing years. For the 2023 and subsequent fishing years, the
applicalbe total recreational quota, specified in paragraph (a)(2)(i)(A) of this section, will apply
to the recreational sector. For fishing years 2017 throughd®G2285 million Ib (1.762 million
kg), round weight.

(2) If the recreational fishery for the indicdtspecies is closed, all harvest or possession in
or from the Gulf EEZ of the indicated species is prohibited.

(c) Restrictions applicable after a recreational quota closure or recreational component
guota closureThe bag limit for the applicable specifes the recreational sector or recreational
sector component in or from the Gulf EEZ is zero. When the Federal charter vessel/headboat
component is closed or the entire recreational sector is closed, this bag and possession limit
applies in the Gulf on bod a vessel for which a valid Federal charter vessel/headboat permit for
Gulf reef fish has been issued, without regard to where such species were hareestestate
or Federal waters.

§ 622.41 Annual catch limits (ACLSs), annual catch targets (ACTsand accountability
measures (AMSs).

(q) Red snappef2) Recreational sectofi) The recreational ACL is equal to the total
recreational quota specified in 8622.39(a)(2)(i)(A). The AA will determine the length of the red
snapper recreational fishing sea, or recreational fishing seasons for the Federal charter
vessel/headboat and private angling components, based on when recreational landings are
projected to reach the recreational ACT, or respective recreational component ACT specified in
paragraph (x{2)(iii) of this section, and announce the closure date(s) iREhERAL REGISTER
These seasons will serve asseason accountability measures. On and after the effective date of
the recreational closure or recreational component closure notificatiensag and possession
limit for red snapper or for the respective component is zero. When the recreational sector or
Federal charter vessel/headboat component is closed, this bag and possession limit applies in the
Gulf on board a vessel for which a whkederal charter vessel/headboat permit for Gulf reef fish
has been issued, without regard to where such species were haiestedtate or Federal
waters.

(i) In addition to the measures specified in paragraph (q)(2)(i) of this section, if red
snapper recreational landings, as estimated by the SRD, exceed the total recreational quota
specified in 8622.39(a)(2)(i)(A), and red snapper are overfished, based on the most recent Status
of U.S. Fisheries Report to Congress, the AA will file a notifaratvith the Office of the
Federal Registeto reduce the total recreational quota by the amount of the quota overage in the
prior fishing year, and reduce the applicable recreational component quota(s) specified in
8622.39(a)(2)(i)(B) and (C) and the aplble recreational component ACT(s) specified in
paragraph (q)(2)(iii) of this section (based on the buffer between the total recreational ACT and
the total recreational quota specified in the FMP), unless NMFS determines based upon the best
scientific information available that a greater, lesser, or no overage adjustment is necessary.
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(i) Recreational ACT for red snap@el(A) Total recreational ACT (Federal charter
vessel/headboat and private angling component ACTs combirtetljotal recreational ACTBI
5.386 million Ib (2.443 million kg), round weight.

(B) Federal charter vessel/headboat component AE. Federal charter
vessel/headboat component ACT applies to vessels that have been issued a valid Federal charter
vessel/headboat permit for Gulf rdish any time during the fishing year. This component ACT
is effective for only the 2015 through 2022 fishing years. For the 2023 and subsequent fishing
years, the applicable total recreational ACT, specified in paragraph (q)(2)(iii)(A) of this section,
will apply to the recreational sector. The component ACT is 2.278 million |Ib (1.033 million kg),
round weight, for fishing years 2017 through 2022.

(C) Private angling component ACThe private angling component ACT applies to
vessels that fish under thag limit and have not been issued a Federal charter vessel/headboat
permit for Gulf reef fish any time during the fishing year. This component ACT is effective for
only the 2015 through 2022 fishing years. For the 2023 and subsequent fishing years, the
applicable total recreational ACT, specified in paragraph (q)(2)(iii)(A) of this section, will apply
to the recreational sector. The component ACT is 3.108 million Ib (1.410 million kg), round
weight, for fishing years 2017 through 2022.
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APPENDI X C. | ONLIEEERATERTEGSG S
WI' TH RESPONSES

Tab B, No. 6f

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
Managing Fishety Resources in the U.S. Federal Waters of the Guif of Mexico

2203 N. Lois Avenue, Suite 1100
Tampa, Florida 33607 USA
Phone: 813.348.1630 « Toll free: 888.833.1844 « Fax: 813.348.1711

www qulfcouncil. or

October 23, 2017

Dear [respective state director/commissioner]:

The Council is exploring the establishment of state management programs for each Gulf State to
manage the recreational harvest of red snapper in federal waters adjacent to that state. The
Council is considering two approaches for delegation of authority to the respective states. The
first delegation alternative delegates the authority to manage only season structure and bag limit
for the state-assigned portion of the recreational sector’s annual catch limit (ACL). The second
delegation alternative has yet to be defined, but would delegate a broader range of management
measures. Thus, this letter provides a list of relevant management measures the Council could
delegate to a state, and requests you provide a detailed list of those management measures your
state would like to establish for the recreational harvest of red snapper under the second
alternative.

Under the delegation alternatives, the National Marine Fisheries Service would modify the Code
of Federal Regulations to remove those federal management measures applicable to the
recreational harvest of red snapper management that are delegated to the respective Gulf States
(e.g. the dates and structure of the fishing season and bag limit). Under the Magnuson-Stevens
Act, in order for the delegation to apply, the States laws and regulations must be consistent with
the Fishery Management Plan for the Reef Fish Resources of the Gulf of Mexico (Reef Fish
FMP), which would include constraining the recreational harvest of red snapper to the state’s
portion of the recreational quota. This would likely require the monitoring of recreational
landings of red snapper, either through a state’s monitoring program or through the Marine
Recreational Information Program, as appropriate. Note that under the first delegation
alternative (season structure and bag limit) a state could establish regional seasons. For example,
the State of Florida could establish separate west Florida shelf and Florida Panhandle fishing
seasons.

To delegate any aspects of the management of the recreational harvest of red snapper requires
the Council to specify the scope of the delegation in the amendment. While some federal
regulations are specific to red snapper, the majority are applicable to all reef fish or fishing in
general. Because the state management amendments would be specific to the recreational
management of red snapper, the delegation would also be specific to the recreational harvest of
red snapper. The following list includes management measures in existing federal regulations
that your state may want included in the delegation. The listis divided into three sections: (1)
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