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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Magenent Council (Council) has begtm provide more

flexibility in managing various components of the reef fish recreational sector. In 2014, the
Council approved Amendment 4@the Fishery Management Plan for Reef Fish Resources of

the Gulf of Mexico(Reef Fish FMPJGMFMC 2014a)which established separafgivate

angling and federal felire componerst of the red snappeecreationakector in the Gulf of

Mexico (Gulf),allocatel thered snapperecreationahnnual catch limit (ACLpetween these

two componentsand implemented separate closure provisions for each compdrentederal

for-hire component includes dbr-hire operators with a valid or renewakie|f
charterheadboapermitfor reeffish (reef fishfor-hire permit) The private angling compong

includes all other fehire operators and private recreational anglers. The decrease over time in
the proportion of the red snapper recreational ACL harvested by anglers fishing from federal for
hire vessels and diffences in regulatory environments faced by federahii@ operators and

private anglers including changes in state regulations relative to red snagpetributed to the
Council 0s decision to restr wsiscusseein Amereimented s na
40 (GMFMC 2014). Recreational fishing for other reef fish species has not been as restricted as
red snapper, but fishing has closed for several species in federal waters in recent years for some
of the same reasons. Also, some diateng seasons have differed from feddiahing seasons.

Thus, other species may also benefit from flexible management for different components of the
recreational sector.

TheNational Marinerisheries Service (NMFS) issutte samdor-hire permitto chater vessels
and headboats. Some federally permitteehfoe vessels have historically been selected to
participate in the Southeast Region Headboat Survey (SRHS), and as a result, these participating
vessels have recorded landings historiBise vessels in the SRHS were selected based on
factors includingpassengetapacity and business operation. These vessels are required
submit landings data onveeekly basis.Over the years, &w vessels have been added or
removed from the SRHS; hower, vessel participation relativelystable. The Council selected
December 31, 2015, as a control dateaforllocatiorbased program for Gulf reef fish
headboats thagarticipate in the SRHE\mendment 42) Vessels thabegin participating in the
SRHS after thecontrol date may not be ableparticipate in the program proposed
Amendment 42 As of December 31, 2015, there werev@8selsvith a forhire permitin the

Gulf thatparticipate in the SRH&8nd have associated landings historiEse emaining vessels
with afederalfor-hire permit do not participate in the SRHS and instead, have their landings
estimated through the Marine Recreatidn&érmation Program (MRIP)The MRIPFor-Hire
Surveyincludes a voluntary dockside intercept survegt a monthly phone survey sampling
approximately 10% of federally permitteartervessels.

Recognizinghatsomefederally permitted fehire vesselfiave landings histories and some do

not, the Council expressed interest in further reorganizingetterdl forhire component and

initiated development of separate amendments to evaluate flexible management approaches that
could be tailored to vessels based on the presence or absence of recordedHetdiregs Tis

Amendment 41: AllocatioiBased 1 Chapter 1. Introduction
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is due to the fact that differentanagement approaches may be possible for vessels with
landings histories recorded through the SRHS compared with those who do not have these
recorded landings histories.

Management approaches for federally permitted vessels participating in the SRHS w

associated landings histories, referred to hetreeadboatsare being evaluated in Reef Fish
Amendmen#d?2. Federally permitted fehire vessels that do not participate in the SRHS, and

thus do not have recorded landings histories, are referreda@smharter vessels Amendment

41 evaluates allocatielmased management approaches for charter vesselslistihetion

between charter vessels and headbestablishedor the purpose of this amendmeéntifferent

than the definition of a charteessel and headboattime federal regulatiorst 50 C.F.R. $22.2
(AppendixD). The management measures developed in this amendment would apply to vessels
that meet the definit i50@.F.R B222bufiareeat eipdedor 6 a s
the program being developed in Amendment 42.

Amendment 41: AllocatioiBased 2 Chapter 1. Introduction
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In thisamendment:

Charter vesselgefer to all federally permitted férire vessels thato not participatén the
Southeast Region Headboat Survey and thus do netreawrded landings histories.

Headboatsrefer to all federally permitted fdrire vessels thadarticipatein the Southeast
Region Headboat Survey and thus have recorded landings histories.

Definitions:

Gulf Charter/[Headboat Permit for Reef Fish, referred to as for-hire permit, is the
limited access, federal fdvire permit required to take paying passengers fishing for reef f
in federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico.

RecreationalSector Annual Catch Limit (ACL ) T pounds ofiish allowed to be landed by
recreationalihers(consisting of the private angling component and the federhlifer
fishing componentwhich includeshartervesselsand headboats)

For-hire Quota i pounds offish allowed to be landed by fdrire vessels (charteesselsand
headboats)

Charter Quota 1 pounds of fish allowed to be landed by charter vessels under the progr
developed in this amendment

Recreational Components the recreational sector is comprised oflime and private
angler components

Recreational Subcomponentsi the forhire component has two stdomponents, charter
vessels and headboats

The Council established an Ad Hoc Red Snapper ChartenifeAdvisory Panel (Charter AP)

to provide recommendations toward the design and implementation of flexible measures for t
management of red snapper for charter vessels. The Charter AP met in May 2015 and in March
2016. The summary reports from the meetings,
Council, are provided iAppendixE. In addition to the Charter AP, t@®uncil created a

corresponding Headboat AP charged with making recommendations for the management of reef
fish for the headboat sttmmponenthat is being developed in Amendment 42

Sub-Components of the Recreational Sector

A distinct federal charter quota is necessary for the establishment of management measures
specific to charter vessels. Amendment 41 is the current vehicle the Council is using to develop

Amendment 41: Allocatioased 3 Chapter 1. Introduction
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a management strategy for charter vessels harvesthdish In addition, an action would be
needed to determine the distriton of the recreational quoketween the charter and headboat
sub-components, if the Council continues to pursue separate management approaches for the
subcomponents. This actiamould be ineither Amendment 41 or Amendment 42.

For red snappeAmendment 40ncludeda 3year sunset clause (GMFMC 2014a), meaning the
management of the separatereationatomponentgfor-hire and private anglingyould expire

on December 31, 2017, without flaer action by the Coundibr red snapper Amendment 45
(GMFEMC 2016)was implemented in January 2017 axtencdthe sunset an additionte
yearsthrough December 31, 202#.the Council implements arlacation-basedecreational
management progmafor red snapper and/or additional species, #rectionin this amendment
would establishspecieqjuotas for the charter management program.

For exampleFigure 1.1.Jhypotheticallydemonstrates thaivision of the forhire quota among
charter vesds calculated from theed snapper recreational ACThe 205 recreationakector
ACL for red snapper was 7.19llion pounds (p) whole weight (ww) The federal fohire
component quota is 42.3% of the recreational quota, resultBi@42mpww. The other 57.7%
of the recreational sector ACL for red snapper goes to private antjlérs. Council pursues
separate management programs for the headboats and charter vessels3thé@rtimww for-
hire quotawvould need tdbedivided between thevo subcomponents. & the purpose of this
example only, aannual catch targ€ACT, a buffer to the ACL) is not used, atite forhire
guota isbased on headboats representing 28.4% of tHe for e component 6s harve
snapper. Thus, this hypotiwal allocation of the fehire quota is divided 71.6% for charter
vessels and 28.4% for headboaris division wouldresult in a 206 red snapper charteessel
guota of 2.178np. Similar calculations and distributions would be necessary for antiaudi
species included in the charter and headboat managementps¢gction 4, Allocation of
Annual Catch Limit to Charter Vessels)

2016
Recreational 42.3%
Sector ACL _
Forhire

7.192m
P Component ACL
(Forhire Quotd
3.042 mp Allocation has yet to be determined by th
,28.4% T71.698 Council; hypothetical example, only.

» ‘4
Headboat Charter

Quota Quota
0.864 mp 2.178 mp

Figure 1.1.1 Diagramhypothetically demonstrating the divisiontbe charter quota calculated
for thered snappefor-hire quotebetween théaeadboat and charteessels
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Charter Vessels with Gulf Charter/Headboat Permits for Reef Fish (fothire permits)

Charter vessels with fdrire permits are distributed throughout the Gulf with a concentration of
vessels alog the Florida west coast. Based on the homeport listed on the permit application,
approximately 8% of thefor-hire permits are in wst Florida11% in Alabama, 3% in

Mississippi, 10% in Louisiana, and 17% in Texaable 1.1.1).Permits with a listeddmeport

on the eastoast of Florida coule used forfishing along theeast omwest coasof Floridaor are

not currently being used. The number of permitted vessels actively engaged in reef fish charter
fishing and the number of currently unusedlige permits is unknowhecause there are no
reporting requirements to maintain or renew the permit

On October 24, 201,@here were 1,247 charter vessels ahtdadboatpossessing valid or
renewable fohire permits. These 14Z chartervesses possessing fehire permits would

constitute the universe of eligible program participargse@ommended by the Charter ARs

of October 24, 201,632 of these permits were vala renewable historical captain fbire

permits. Historical captain permits are renewable, but may not be transferred to another person;
a historical captain may transfer the permit to another vessel if operateddayrté@storical

captain Table 11.1 provides the regional distribution of charter vessels including the number of
historical captain permits. The number of permits is provided for three regions of Florida,
divided at the Dixid_evy county line, and the Colligvlonroe County line, refldmng the
geographical domains used in the MRIP-Re Survey. These regions and respective counties
are identified in Figure 1.1.2. In the MRIP Hare Survey, Alabama, Mississippi, and

Louisiana represent separate geographical domains; Texas dpesticgiate in the MRIP Fer

hire Survey. If historical landings by region are used to distribute the charter quota among
charter vessels (Actiof, Distributingthe Charter Qotg, some statesouldbe combined into a
single region.

For-hire permitscan be held by an individual, business, or multiple individuals and/or
businesses. The combined set of entities is considered a unique permit Aaldetividual or
business may be part of more than one unique permit holder (e.g., John Smithfidqamtand
Jane Smith as well as John SmitA) unique permit holder may hold more than onetlfoe

permit (e.g., ABC Inc holds a permit RRfor Vessel A and RR for Vessel B).Multiple

federal forhire permitsare not allowean the same vessel. Te#re, if a unique permit holder
holds more than one fdnire permit, these permits are associated with different veSBa¢s.
majority of unique fotire permit holders hold only one permit (Table 4),1but some unique
permit holders hold in excessfolur for-hire permits. The unique permit holders that have more
than one permit, hold a total of 185 permits (15% of athioe permits).
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Table 1.1.1. Regional distribution of charter vessels with-Fare permits, andtistorical captain
permis, by homeport staté/essels participating in the SRHS are not included.

Number of Number of Charter
State (Region) Charter Vessels with Historical | Total
Vessels Captain permit
Florida
Panhandle (Escambidixie) 290 9 299
Peninsulal(evy - Collier) 335 7 342
Keys (Monroe) 82 0 82
Alabama 128 4 132
Mississippi 30 2 32
Louisiana 113 6 119
Texas 215 4 219
Non-Gulf States 22 0 22
Total 1,215 32 1,247

Source: NMFS-Southeast Regional Offic6ERQ permit office database access@ctober 52016. NorGulf
states include Florida counties of Palm Beach, Broward, Midawie, Alachua, and Putnam. Historical captain
permits may be renewed but are only transferable to anatksel if operated by tleamehistorical captain.
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Figure 1.1.2. Map of west Florida county regions used in the MRiPhire survey.
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Allocation-based Managemenand Limited Access Privilege Programs (LAPPS)

Management measures considered in this draft amendment focus on allbeatdn
managemerdpproaches, including recommendations made by the Charter AP. Traditional
management instruments, such as adjustments to bag limits and the structure of the fishing
season, are currently in place. Retaining use of these management tools is provieldtbas th
Action alternative in Action {Type of allocatiorbased management progranghould the
Councildecideto continue to manage charter vessels using these management measures,
changes coul d be mafidrmeworkhprocedugeiThetrdmamingCounci | 6s
alternatives in Action 1 propose allocatibbased management programs includimdjvidual

fishing quota (IFQ) angermit fishng quota (PFQprograms.

The MagnusofStevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magriismens Act)
provides theCouncil with flexibility in the type and design lifnited access privilege programs
(LAPP) and guidelines for the different types of programs. The most recent reauthorization of
the MagnusoiBtevens Act expanded the flexibility in the design of suchnaras, specifically
pertaining to the recipients of the limited access privileges, which may be distributed to
individual entities or group@Anderson and Holliday 2008ee pages 21, B8

Underthe MagnusofBtevens Act,it e t lieitethacdess systedmeandia system that limits
participation in a fishery to those satisfying certain eligibility criteria or requirements contained

in a fishery management plan or associated regulation 1 6 U. S. Gederdlly 1802 ( 27) .
permitted forhire vessels in the Guhrealreadymanaged under a limited access system in

which there are a finite number of valid and renewédstdnire permits. In contrast, the private

angling component is not a limited access system; it remains open access.

Underthe Magnusot6t e v e n's A diniited atcéss privileggmgramé mefia n s

federal permit, issued as part of a limited access system under section 303A to harvest a quantity
of fish expressed by a unit or units representing a portion of the totabbl® catch of the

fishery that may be received or held for exclusive use by a pewwhincludesFQs 16

U.S.C. § 1802(26)In designing a LAPP, the Council is advised to use the National Standards,
other applicable law, and the management objexctive¢he particular fishery management plan

as the criteria in the selection of a LAPP (Anderson and Holliday 2@Qi#jher, the goals and
objectives for the management of charter vessels should guide the selection of an appropriate
management approachdacorresponding program features.

Althoughnot all allocatiorbased management approaches wouldobsidered APPs under

section 3034of the MagnusoiStevens Actbothof the proposed programs under consideration

in this amendment would be consideredAs and more specifically IFQ programas such,

should this amendment be approyedl initial detailed review would be conducted five years

after implementation of the program (Magnusgtevens Act 303A(c)(1)(G)with follow up

reviews every five to s&n years Also, asnandated by the Magnus&tevens Act, alFQ

program in the Gulf must be approved by a majority of those votiagaferendum among

eligible permit holdersThe Magnusotbt e v e n s  Ardividudl Bshingnuotsbas i a
Federal permit under a limited access system to harvest a quantity of fish, expressed by a unit or
units representing a percentage of the total allowable catch of a fishery that may be received or
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hel d for excl us $pecHicallySectiolh303A&)(6)([R) states m paidt that the

Gul f Council Aimay not submit €& a fishery mana
individual fishing quota program € unless suc
approved €& by e vnoatjionrg tiyn otfh et hroesf er endum among
For multispecies permits in the Gulf of Mexico, only those participants who have substantially

fished the species proposed to be included in the individual fishing quota program shall be

eligblet o vote in such a referendum. 0

Non-adaptive versusAdaptive Catch Share Rograms

Catch shares are a type of management method that dedicates a proportion of the quota to
individual fishermen, businesses, cooperatives, or fishing communities forxtleisiee use

while providing flexibility and accountability in managing a fisheNon-adaptivecatch share
programs allocate initial shares one time, often based, at least in part, on historical catches. In a
non-adaptivecatch share program with fulare transferability, shares are redistributed through
share transfers initiated by the participants themselves, typically fotangmempensatian

While shares are a revocable privilege, shares are usually revoked only for egregious violations
of regultions. Common critiques abn-adaptivecatch shares focus on initial distribution of
shares, orime only distribution of shares, cost of shares and allocation, difficulty for new or
replacement entrants to join the programs, and absentee ownershgves and/or allocation. A
program that uses adaptive management (adaptive catch share) could address some of these
concerns. An adaptive catch share program is designed to reclaim and redistribute a portion of
the shares at pr@etermined periods, cared on three maicomponentscycle length,

reclamation process, and redistributiongess Initial shares are distributed based on criteria
chosen for the program. Once the program is implemented, within any cycle the program
functions similar to aon-adaptivecatch share. It is at the end of the cycle, where an adaptive
catch share program differs framron-adaptiveprogram. Once a cycle is completed, based on
criteria set forth by management, a portion of shares are reclaimed from all accduhisnan
redistributed to participants. The goal of an adaptive catch share program is to continuously
redistribute shares to those participants who have harvested fish. Depending on how the
adaptive catch share program is designed, it may be an apprabriate if one or more of the
following conditions are met:

Prior landings history is unknown

Initial share distribution may not be representative of the fishery

Number of latent permits is unknown

Absentee ownership is a concern

A needexiststo reduce hrriers to new/replacement fishermen

E

The structure of the adaptive catch share program would progressively redistribute shares so that
the shareholders aneorerepresentative of the current fishing indugtrgn the initial

distribution might be This is intended to help ensure tisatares are held by those active in the
fishery.
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Passenger Capacity

Each charter vessel has a permit passenger capacity associated withirts germit, and a

vessel passenger c apritediStatgs Cbaat&eadd cestificattdf e v e s s el
inspection COI), or lack thereof. Prior to the 2004 moratorium ontfwe permits (GMFMC
2003), a permitbés passenger capacity was equa
vessel 6s COIl , an dreqairectorpngw oo dbtaih thesper@iO Thew a s

moratorium was put in place to limit overall fishing effort by-fare vessels fishing in federal
waters. Since the fdrire permit moratorium was implemented, the passenger capacity of each
permit may not béencreased even if a permit holder transfers the permit to a vessel with a COI
that allows a greater passenger capacity. Effective August 30! 20ddy of the COl is no
longer required to renew or transfer afare permit.

In most cases, the permaihd vessel passenger capacities are the same; the majority of charter
vessels do not have a COIl, which limits the number of paying passengergTabée<1.1.2 and

1.1.3) However, there are cases wher ehet he per mi
vessel 6s passenger <capacity, 10&dhatterveasselshavear s a .
permit passenger capacity that is greater tha
these vessels would not currently be carrying the maxiamwunt of passengers allowed by

their permit, as they are restricted by their
do not have a COlI, and are able to take no more than 6 paying passengers, even though their
permit would allow a greater mber of passengers. In turn, there are 17 charter vessels with a

vessel passenger capacity (based on the COI) that is greater than the permit passenger capacity.

In these cases, the charter vessel is limited to its permit passenger capacity to take angle

fishing. However, these vessels may take paying passengers on sepafesi@mptrips, such

as dolphin watching tours, up to the number of passengers specified on the COI.

In general, charter vessels charge by the trip rather than by the iradligidylerasis typical of
headboatsAlthough there are some charter vessels with passenger capestsersof the

permit or vessel passenger capadjater thasomeheadboatthe averagegassenger capacity
of charter vessels generallylessthan headboats.

! Final Rule available at:
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/qulf fisheries/2013/coi/documents/qulf 2013 coi_framework_final_

rule.pdf
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Table 11.2 Permit passenger capacity of charter vessels with Gulf Charter/Headboat Permits

for Reef Fish, and Historical Captain permits.

Number of Charter
Passe ng NIURmIDRCIC M Vessels with Historical
Capacit Vessel s . .
Captain permit
6 1,042 23
9-15 19 1
169 25 0
2@ 4 51 1
280 20 1
340 15 3
4150 21 0
580 11 2
>80 11 1
Tot al 1,215 32

Source: NMFSSERO permit office database accessed March 3, 2016. Vessels participating in the SRHS are not
included.

Table 1.1.3. Number of vessels in easkate oregion witht h e
including historical captain permits

p passanger bapacity

F(’:a:saeg?yer KE:-I;/S PenFillw_suIa Panlr];ndle AL S LA 12 I\lOSnt-aGttlaJ ' el

6 78 319 212 102 26 114 196 18 1,065
9-15 2 15 1 2 20
16-19 2 19 1 1 1 1 25
20-24 7 26 15 2 2 52
25-30 2 12 3 1 2 21
31-40 1 1 6 3 1 1 1 18
41-50 1 3 3 8 21
51-80 1 2 2 1 4 13
>80 1 4 3 2 12

Total 82 342 299 132 32 119 219 22 1,247

Source: NMFSSEROpermit office database accessed March 3, 2016. Vessels participating in the SRHS are not
included.

Passenger capacity is included among tlopgsed metrics for distributirthe charter quota

among participantgAction 6). Depending on the allocatidbased management program
selectedAction 1) and corresponding transferability provisions (Acti8rand 1§) implications

may arise fromtheusebfh e per mi t or v e sferéhbsé gpergaosssveoehavg e r
a for-hire permit with a baselineepmit passenger capacity that is different than the passenger
capacity provi de #orthepurpobeeof distebsitmeetihe@rarte@@ota.
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among charter vessels foan IFQ or PFQ program, passenger capacityvould be based on
the p e rpedsengescapacity.

1.2 Purpose and Need

Thepurposds to establisha management approach for federally permitted Gulf reef fish charter
vessels to harvest reef fish that provides flexibility, reduces management uncertainty, improves
economic conditions, and increases fishing opportunities for federal charter vesshisrand

angler passengers.

Theneedis to provideflexible managemenof federally permitted charter vessathen

harvesing reef fish to prevent overfishing while achieving, on a continuing basis, the optimum
yield from the harvest of reef fish by tfe-hire sectof; take into account and allow for
variations among, and contingencies in the fishefigsery resources, and catchaad provide

for the sustained participation of the fishing communities of the Gulf and to the extent
practicable, minimiz@dverse ecompic impacts on such communities

1.3 History of Management

The Reef Fish FMRwith its associate@&nvironmentalmpactStatemen{EIS]) was

implemented in November 1984. The original list of species included in the management unit
conssted of snappers, groupers, and sea basses. Gray triggerfiSaranaspecies, including
greater amberjack, were in a second list of species included in the fishery, but not in the
management unit.

This summary focuses on management actp@nsnent to recreational harvest of the reef fish
species considered for this management program (red snapper, greater amberjack, gray
triggerfish, gag, and red grouper) and the management of vessels withire foermit.

Management of theRecreational Sector

Since 1996, wheAmendment 11wasimplemented, fohire vessels fishing in federal waters

are required to have a federal-fure permit. The initial purpose of the permits was to address
potential abuses in the bag limitowances. It was thought that having a permit to which
sanctions could be applied would improve compliance. In addition, the permit requirement was
seen as a way to enhance monitoring of théniie@ componentf the recreatioal sector.

In 2003, a 3year moratorium on the issuance of newhoe permits was established through
Amendment 20(GMFMC 2003),to limit further expansion in the fdrire fisheries, an industry
concern, while the Council considered the need for roongprehensive effort management

2 National Standards 1, 6, and 8 found at:

http://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/sfa/laws_policies/national standards/

SA complete history of management for the Reef Fish
http://qulfcouncil.org/fisheymanagement/implementgdans/reeffish/
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systems. This means that participation in the federdlifercomponenis capped; no additional
federal permits are available. The permit moratorium was extended indefinitely in 2006 through
Amendment 25(GMFMC 2006). The number of fdrire permits has been decreasing since the
establishment of the moratorium (GMFMC 2014a).

Regulatory Amendment,implemented in August 1999, closed two areas (i.e., created two
marine reserves), 115 and 104 sguaautical miles respectively, yeaund to all fishing under
the jurisdiction of the Council with a foiyear sunset clause.

Amendment 30B(GMFMC 200®) included an action requiring that vessels with federal
commercial or fothire permits comply with #ganmore restrictive of federal or state regulations
when fishing for reef fish, if regulations are different. The implementation of this provision
reduced the fishing days available to vessels with-aiferpermit in comparison to the private
recreationbanglers, who were able to participate in the additional fishing opportunities provided
in some state waters.

Generic Management Amendments

Generic Sustainable Fisheries Act Amendmenpartially approved and implemented in
November 1999, set tidaximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT) for most reef fish
stocks at a fishing mortality rate corresponding to 30% spawning potential ratiaKR.

Generic Tortugas Marine Reservesimplemented in August 2002, amended all seven FMPs

and created twmarine reserves where all fishing is prohibited. One 60 square mile reserve was
created on a spawning aggregation site for mu
other (125 square miles) was created in the jurisdictions of the Natiokab&aice, Florida

Keys National Marine Sanctuary, Gulf Council, and State of Florida.

Finally, an amendment to require electronic reporting by charter vessels and to modify electronic
reporting by headboatgas approvethy the Counciht their January@L7 meeting The purpose

of the amendment is to improve the monitoring oftioe vessel landings, thereby reducing the
likelihood of exceeding the recreational sector Adlhe amendment is currently under review

by the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary)

RecreationalRed Snapper Management

A summary of red snapper management through 2006 can be found in Amendment 27/14
(GMFMC 2007) and in Hood et al. (2007), and is incorporated herein by reference.

Prior to 1997, recreational fishing for all rdish was open year round in federal waters of the

Gulf. Although catch levels were controlled through minimum size limits and bag limits, the
recreational sector exceeded its allocation of the red snapper total allowable catch; however, the
overages werdeclining through more restrictive recreational management measures. The
Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 required the establishment of quotas for recreational and
commercial fishing that, when reached, result in a prohibition on the retention ofifght ¢ar

each sector, respectively, for the remainder of the fishing year. With the establishment of a
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recreational quota in 1997, the Regional Administré®#) was authorized to close the

recreational season when the quota is reached, as requiredMgghusorStevens Act. From

1997 through 1999, NMFS implemented the recreational red snapper quota requirement through
an inseason monitoring process by establishing a quota monitoring team that, through
monitoring landings data that were available sgduojecting landings based on past landings
patterns, projected closing dates a few weeks in advance. Between 1996 and 2013, the
recreational fishing season in federal waters decreased from 365 days to 42 days.

An interim rule, published on April 2, Bd@, reduced the red snapper total allowable catch to 6.50

mp, resulting in a recreational quota of 3.19 mp; reduced the red snapper recreational bag limit
from four fish totwo fish per person per day; prohibited the captain and crew -tiifervessels

from retaining the recreational bag limit; and established a target red snapper bycatch mortality
reduction goal for the shrimp fishery that equates to 50% of the bycatch mortality that occurred

during 20012003 and a level of shrimp effort equal to thatestsed in the fishery in 2005.

In 2008, jointAmendment 27/Shrimp Amendment 14GMFMC 2007) revised the rebuilding
plan for red snapper. For the recreational sector, the rule implemented a June 1 through
September 30 fishing season in conjunction wi2¥®& mp recreational quota,-irch total

length TL) minimum size limit, 2fish bag limit, and zero bag limit for captain and crew of for
hire vessels.

The Sustainable Fisheries Act required that the Regional Administrator close the recreational red
snapper season when the quota is projected to be met. When ReghEsthiment 27/Shrimp
Amendment 14(GMFMC 2007) was submitted to NMFS, the Council requested that the five

Gulf states adopt compatible regulations in state waters. Florida adopteg@atibtatwo-fish

bag limit, but maintained its state red snapper fishing season of April 15 through October 31, 78
days longer than the federal fishing season. Texas also maintaifeed-fish bag limit and

yearround fishing season in its state watesior to the start of the 2008 season, NMFS
recalculated its projections for recreational red snapper catches in light of the state regulations,
and projected that there would be a 75% probability that the recreational quota would not be
exceeded if theeason closed on August 5. As a result, NMFS took action to set the 2008 season
to be June 1 to August 5.

A February 2010 regulatory amendmen{GMFMC 2010) increased the red snapper total
allowable catch from 5.00 mp to 6.95 mp, which increased theattanal quota from 2.45 mp

to 3.40 mp. However, NMFS estimated that in 2009, the recreational sector overharvested its
guota by approximately 75%. In recalculating the number of days needed to fill the recreational
guota, even with the quota increali®FS projected that the 2010 season would need to be
shortened to June 1 through July 24, and published notice of those dates prior to the start of the
recreational fishing season.

In April 2010, the Deepwater Horizon MC252 dessa drilling rig explodednd sank off the
coast of Louisiana. Because of the resulting oil spill, approximatelomiof the Gulf was

4 Upon availability of a quota increase in 2013, thed2§ recreational season was supplemenyeal b4day fall
season for a total of 42 days.
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closed to fishing for much of the summer months. The direct loss of fishing opportunities due to
the closure, plus the reduction in tourigmoughout the coastal Gulf, resulted in a much lower

catch than had been projected. After the recreational season closed on July 24, NMFS estimated
that 2.30 mp of the 3.40 mp recreational quota remained unharvested (NMFS 2010). However,
due to the fixedctober 1 to December 31 closed season, NMFS could not reopen the

recreational season without an emergency rule to suspend the closure. Consequently, the
Council requested an emergency rule to provide the Regional Administrator with the authority to
reopen the recreational red snapper season. After considering various reopening scenarios, the
Council requested that the season be reopened for eight consecutive weekends (Friday, Saturday
and Sunday) from October 1 through November 21 (24 fishing days).

In January 2011, the Council submittetegulatory amendment(GMFMC 2011) to NMFS to
increase the red snapper total allowable catch to 7.19 mp, with a 3.52 mp recreational quota. The
final rule implemented the increase and establishedday}8ecreational red snapper season that

was June 1 through July 18.

On August 12, 201, NMFS published an emergency rule that, in part, increased the recreational
red snapper quota by 345,000 Ibs for the 2011 fishing year and provided the agency with the
authority to reopen the recreational red snapper season later in the year, ifdaiores quota

had not been filled by the July 19 closing date. However, in August of that year, based on
headboat data plus charter boat and private recreational landings through June, NMFS calculated
that 80% of the recreational quota had been caufith the addition of July landings data plus

Texas survey data, NMFS estimated that 4.40 to 4.80 mp were caught, well above the 3.87 mp
guota. Thus, no unused quota was available to reopen the recreational fishing season.

A March 2012 regulatory amendment(GMFMC 2012) set the 2012 recreational quota for

red snapper at 3.96 mp based on a recent population assessment which showed that overfishing
had ended. The regulatory amendment also eliminated the fixed recreational red snapper closed
season bOctober 1- December 31. By eliminating the closure date, NMFS caipen the
recreational harvest for red snapper if any remaining quota is available, without the delay of
additional rulemaking. On May 30, 2012, NMFS published a final rule to irectbassector

guotas and establish the 2012 recreational red snapper fishing season as June lullgribigh
However,the northcentral Gulf experienced extended severe weather during the first 26 days of
the 2012 recreational red snapper fishing seasoluding Tropical Storm Debby. 2 to the

severe tropical weather, the season was extended by 6 days and closed on July 17.

On March 25, 2013, an emergency rule [78 FR 17882] was publishedredkeal Register

giving NMFS the authority to set sepsra@losure dates for the recreational red snapper season in
federal waters off individual Gulf states. The closure dates would depend on whether state
regulations were consistent with federal regulations for the recreational red snapper season
length or lag limit.

A March 2013 framework actior® (GMFMC 2013a) modified the 2013 recreational red
shapper quota to 4.15 mp. Based on the emergency rule to allow separate closure dates, NMFS

5 Prior to 2013, regulatory actions made under the Reef Fish framework procedure for setting total allowable catch,
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announced that the recreational red snapper season in federal vaatier®pen on June 1. Off
Mississippi and Alabama, which had consistent state regulations, the season would be 34 days
and close on July 5. The other Gulf States had inconsistent state regulations, and the fishing
seasons in federal waters were annourseibllows. Off Texas, the season would be 17 days
and close on June 18. Off Louisiana, the season would be 24 days and close on June 25. Off
Florida, the season would be 26 days and close on June 27.

Texas and Louisiana filed a legal challenge todbparate closure dates, and on May 31, 2013,

the U.S. District Court in Brownsville, Texas, set aside the emergency rule. As a result of this
Court decision, the recreational red snapper season in federal waters was changed to make it the
same in fedetavaters off all five Gulf states. Considering the catches expected later in the year
during the extended stateater seasons off Texas, Louisiana, and Florida, NMFS established a
Gulf-wide federal recreational red snapper season at 28 days long, opedimge 1 and closing

to recreational red snapper harvest at 12:01 a.m., June 29, 2013.

A July 2013 framework action(GMFMC 2013b) increased the 2013 recreational quota from

4.15 mp to 5.39 mp. The quota increase was implementeddpereng federal aters to red

snapper recreational fishing for 14 days beginning on October 1, 2013, at 12:01 a.m. and closing
on October 15, 2013, at 12:01 a.m. Therefore, the total fishing days for 2013 was 42 days.

On March 26, 2014, in response to a legal challeraga Eommercial fishermen, the U.S.

District Court for the District of Columbia ruled that NMFS failed to require adequate
accountability measures for the recreational sector, failed to prohibit the retention of fish after
the recreational quota had beemveated, and failed to use the best scientific information

available when determining whether there should be a 2013 fall fishing season. In response to
the Courtés decision and to reduce the probahb
the Council requested, through an emergency rule, that NMFS implement an ACT that is 20%
less than the 2014 recreational quota; the ACT would be used to set the season length in federal
waters. The emergency rule, published on May 15, 2014 [79 FR 277&8edas a

recreational ACT of 4.31 mp. In addition, several Gulf states announced extendedagtate

fishing seasons. Given the additional harvest estimated to come from state watkg, a 9

fishing season in federal waters was established for 2014.

In October 2014, the Council approved a framework action to formally adopt the ACT as a

buffer to the recreational sector ACL. The framework action also adopted a quota overage
adjustment such that if the recreational quota is exceeded in a fisasanséhe amount of the
overage is deducted from the following yearos
effective April 20, 2015.

Amendment 40(GMFMC 2014a)ivided the recreational quota into a federaitioe

component quota (42.3%) and avatie angling component quota (57.7%) for the recreational
harvest of red snapper. In 2015, this resulted in an ACT of 2.371 mp for the federally permitted
for-hire component (45 federal fishing days) and 3.234 mp for the private angling component (10

or the generic framework procedure in the Generic Annual Catch Limits/Accountability MeAsuzasment,
were referred to as either framework actions or regulatory amendments. Beginning in 2013, such actions were
referred to only as framework actions.
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fedeal fishing days), respectivelylThe 2015 season closures for the recreational harvest of red
snapper were determined separately for each c
Amendment 40also included a-§ear sunset provision on the separatiorhefrecreational

sector into distinct components.

At its August 2015 meeting, the Council approyedendment 28(GMFMC 2015) which

revised the commercial and recreational sector allocations of the red snapper ACLs, by shifting

2.5% of the commercialsecr 6 s al |l ocation to the recreationa
allocations for red snapper are 48.5% commercial and 51.5% recrealibmabhmendment

became effective on May 31, 20186he Framework Action to Retain 2016 Red Snapper

Commercial Quota became effective December 28, 2015, which allowed the revised allocations
established through Amendment 28 to be effective for the 2016 fishing®@eadvlarch 3, 2017,

a U.S. district court vacatedimendment 28and subsequentlyrdered that the sector quotas for

2017 be set consistent with the previous sector allocations of 51% commercial and 49%

recreational.

Amendment 45(GMFMC 2016) extended the separate management of the fedehaef@nd
private anging components for an additional 5 years through the 2022 red snapper fishing
season.

Recreational Greater Amberjack Management

Amendment 1[with its associated environmental assessment (EA), regulatory impact review

(RIR), and initial regulatory flexibty analysis (IRFA)] to the Reef Fish FMP, implemented in

1990, added greater amberjack and lesser amberjack to the list of species in the management

unit. It set a greater amberjack recreational minimum size limit of 28 inches fork length (FL), a
threef i sh recreational bag I i mit. Thiterma mend men
population levels of all reef fish species by establishing a survival rate of biomass into the stock

of spawning age to achieve at least 20% spawning stock biomassper (SSBR), relative to

the SSBR that would occur with no fishing. A framework procedure for specificattotabf

allowable catci{TAC) was created to allow for annual management changes.

Amendment 12 implemented in January 1997, reduced tleaigr amberjack bag limit from

three fish to one fish per person, and created an aggregate bag limit of 20 reef fish for all reef
fish species not having a bag limit (including lesser amberjack, banded rudderfish, almaco jack
and gray triggerfish). NMFSishpproved proposed provisions to include lesser amberjack and
banded rudderfish along with greater amberjack in an aggregafesifiag limit and to

establish a 2&ch FL minimum size limit for those species.

Generic Sustainable Fisheries AcAmendment, partially approved and implemented in
November 1999, set the MFMT for greater amberjack at the fishing mortality necessary to
achieve 30% of the unfished spawning potentiaklpr Estimates of maximum sustainable

yield (MSY), minimum stock size threshold (MSST), and optimum yield (OY) were disapproved
because they were basedspawning potential ratidcSPR proxies rather than biomabased
estimates.
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Secretarial Amendment 2 implemented in July 2003, for greater amberjaglecified MSY as

the yield associated withsgs spr(proxy for Fusy) when the stock is at equilibrium, OY as the

yield associated with amde sprwwhen the stock is at equilibrium, MFMT equal t@dkspr and

MSST equal to (M)*B msvy (where M = natural mortality) or 75% ofBy. It also set a

rebuilding plan limiting the harvest to 2,900,000 Ibs for 22085, 5,200,000 Ibs for 20808,
7,000,000 Ibs for 2009011, and for 7,900,000 lbs for 2012. This wegseeted to rebuild the

stock in seven years. Regulations implemented in 1997 and 1998 (Amendments 12 and 15 to the
Reef Fish FMP) were deemed sufficient to comply with the rebuilding plan so no new

regulations were implemented.

Amendment 30A implementd August 2008was developed to stop overfishing of gray
triggerfish and greater amberjackhe amendment established ACLs aedountability
measuresAM) for greater amberjack and gray triggerfisfor greater amberjack, the rebuilding
plan was modifid, increasing the recreational minimum size limit to 30 inches FL,
implementing a zero bag limit for captain and crew oftfioe vessels, and setting commercial
and recreational quotas.

Regulatory Amendment implemented in June 2011, specified the greateberjack
recreational closed season from JurieJily 31. The intended effect of this final rule was to
mitigate the social and economic impacts associated with implementiegson closures.

Amendment 35 implemented in 2012, in response to 4d@0pdate stock assessment,
established a new ACL equal to theceptable biological cat¢ABC) at 1,780,000 Ibs, which

was less than the current annual catch limit of 1,830,000 Ibs. Reducing the stock ACL by 18%
from no action was expected to end ow#iing. The council also considered bag limits and
closed season management measures for the recreational fishing sector but did not alter any
recreational management measures.

Recreatioral Gray Triggerfish Management

A complete description of thmanagement can be found in Reef Fish Amendment 46 (GMFMC
20179) which is currently under development, and is incorporated here by reference.

Reef FishAmendment 30A(GMFMC 200&) established a stock rebuilding plan beginning in
2008 as required by the MagsonStevens Act. Commercial and recreational ACTs, ACLs, and
accountability measures\i) were also established Amendment 30A along with the 21%
commercial and 79% recreational sector allocation. For the recreational sectors@agost

AM was esablished. If the ACL for a single year, or thg&ar running average of recreational
landings, resulted in the ACL being exceeded, then the length of the fishing season would be
shortened the next year based on the amount by which the ACT was exceeded.

An interim rule, implemented in 2012 reduced the recreational ACL to 241,200 Ibs ww and the
recreational ACT to 217,100 Ibs ww. Timeerim rule also establisheith-season closure

authority for the recreational sector based on the ACT. Therefone, iétreational gray

triggerfish ACT is reached or projected to be reached within a fishing year, the Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries can close the recreational sector from harvesting gray triggerfish for
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the rest of the yedi78 FR 27084) Theinterim rule reduced fishing levels until loAgrm
management measures were implemented.

Amendment 37(GMFMC 2012), implemented in 2013, adjusted the commercial and
recreational ACLs and ACTs, establishetva-fish recreational daily bag limit, establishaal

annual fishing season closure from June 1 through July 31 for the commercial and recreational
sectors, and revised theseason AM for the recreational sector by eliminating ted&d

running average ACL. In addition, an overage adjustment foetireational sector was added.

In November 2016, NMFS publishedeanporary rule®for t he recreati onal se
gray triggerfish in 2017 that determined the recreational season would not reopen on January 1,

2017 and would remain closed theienP017 fishing year. This determination was based on the

2016 adjusted recreational ACL and ACT for gray triggerfish being exceeded by 215% and

245%, respectively. The gray triggerfish stock is overfished and this closure is necessary to

protect the reource.

Recreational Gag Management

Federal management of gag began in November 1984 with the implementation of the Reef Fish
Fishery Management Plan and its associated EIS. The initial regulations, designed to rebuild
declining reef fish stocks, incled prohibitions on the use of fish traps, roller trawls, and
powerheaeequipped spear guns within an inshore stressed area and directed the NMFS to
develop data reporting requirements in the reef fish fishery.

In July 1985, the Florida Marine Fisheriesr@uission (now Florida Fish and Wiife
Conservation CommissiqifWC)) established a Florida state regulation to set a minimum size
limit of 18 inchesTL for gag, black grouper, and several other shalliater grouper species. In
Decemler 1986 FWC implemented a state recreational bag lohfive grouper per person per
day, with an offthewater possession limit of 10 per person, for any combination of groupers
excluding rock hind and red hind.

Amendment 1, implemented in February 1990, established several reef fish management
measures including a 28ch TL minimum size limibn gag. Florida modified its regulations in
1990 to be consistent with the federal regulations.

A regulatory amendment, implemented in June 2000, increased the recreational sizédimit

gag from 20 to 22 inches Tdand established two marine reserg@geamboat Lumps and
MadisonrSwanson) that areclosedygao und t o fi shing for all spec
jurisdiction. An additional action to further increase the recreational minimum size limit for gag

and black grouper by one inch per year untiéached 24 inches TL was disapproved by NMFS.

[65 FR 31827].

®http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/qulf fisheries/reef fish/2017/am46_gray trigger/documents/pdfs/g
ulf_reef trigger_closure_frnotice.pdf
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In August 2009, the Council was notified by NMFS that the Gulf gag stock was both overfished
and undergoing overfishingased on the results of a 20Q8ate stock assessmeiithe

remaining summary focuses on the history of gag management since the stock was declared
overfished. For a full history of grouper management, refer to Amendment 30B, History of
Management Activitieg\ffecting Grouper Harvest (GMFMC 2008b).

Amendment 30B(GMFMC 2008, implemented in May 2009, established ACLs and AMs for
gag and red grouper; managed shalleater grouper to achiev@Y and improve the
effectiveness of fedal management measures; defined the gag MSST and OY; set interim
allocations of gag and red grouper between recreational and commercial fisheries; made
adjustments to the gag and red grouper ACLs to reflect the current status of these stocks;
established £Ls and AMs for the commercial and recreational gag harvest, and commercial
aggregate shallowvater grouper harvest; adjusted recreational grouper bag lmit seasons;
adjusted commercial grouper quotadiminatedthe end date for the Madis@wanson and
Steamboat Lumps marine resernvasd required that vessels with federal commercial or charter
reef fish permits comply with the more restrictive of state or federal reef fish regulations when
fishing in state waters.

An Interim Rule, published December 1, 2010 [75 FR 74654]. While management measures
for the gag rebuilding plan were being developed through Amendment 3@tathm Rule

reduced gag landings consistent with ending overfishimglemented conservative management
measures while a rerun of the update stock assessment was being cormpitadporarily

halted the recreational harvest of gag until recreational fishing management measures being
developed in Amendment 32 couldibgplemented to allow harvest at the appropriate levels.

An Interim Rule, effective from June 1, 2011 through November 27, 2011, and was extended

for another 186 days or until Amendment 32 was implemented [76 FR 31874]. The gag 2009
update stock assessment was rerun in December 2010 addressing the problems with discards
ideni fi ed earlier in 2010. This assessment was
and presented to the Council at its February 2011 meeting. The assessment indicated that the

gag commercial quota implemented in the December 1, 2010 interim wkkb=vincreased and

that a longer recreational season could be implemented. In response, the Council requested an
interim rule while they continued to work on letgym measures including a gag rebuilding plan

in Amendment 32. The interim rule set a tmonth recreational gag fishing season from

September 16 through November 15.

Amendment 32 implemented March 2012et the commercial and recreational gag ACLs and
ACTs for 2012 through 2015 and beyond; set the gag recreational season from Julgh thr
October 31 (the bag limit remained two gag in the-gnauper aggregate bag limit); and added
an overage adjustment andseason closure to the gag and red grouper recreational AMs to
avoid exceeding the ACL.

Amendment 38 implemented March 1, 2018:vised the posteason recreational AM that
reduces the length of the recreational season for all shalider grouper in the year following a
year in which the ACL for gag or red grouper is exceeded. The modified AM reduces the
recreational season ohly the species for which the ACL was exceeded.
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RecreationalRed Grouper Management

Similar to the management of gag, the federal management of red grouper began in November
1984 with the implementation of the Reef Fish FMP and its associated EIS.

Amendment 1, implemented in 1990, set objectives to stabilize f@mm population levels of
all reef fish species by establishing a survival rate of biomésshe stock of spawninga fish
to achieve at least 20% BR by January 1, 2000. Among the red grouper management
measures implemented included setting @26 TL minimum size limion red grouper, and a
five-grouper recreational daily bag limit

Secretarial Amendment 1 implemented in July 2004stablished a rebuilding plaa 5.31 mp
gw commercial quoteand a 1.25 mp gw recreational target catch level for red grouper. The
recreational bag limitor red grouper was reduced to two fish per person per day.

Amendment 27,implemented in February 2008, except for reef fish bycatch redungasures
that became effective in June 2008 addressed the use-efainiess stealircle hooks when

using natural baits to fish for Gulf reef fish effective June 1, 2008, and required the use of
venting tools and dehooking devices when participating in the commercial or recreational reef
fish fisheries effective June 1, 2008.

Amendment 30B, implemented May 2009, proposed to end overfisbingag, revise red

grouper management measures as a result of changes in the stock condition, establish ACLs and
AMs for gag and red grouper, manage shaleater grouper to achievDY, and improve the
effectiveness of federal management measures. The amendt)emefined the gag minimum

stock size threshold and optimum yield; (2) set interim allocations of gag and red grouper
between recreational amdmmercial fisheries; (3) made adjustments to the gag and red grouper
TACs to reflect the current status of these stocks; (4) established ACLs and AMs for the
commercial and recreational red grouper fisheries (5) adjusted recreational grouper bag limit
and seasons; (6) eliminated the end date for the Ma@s@mson and Steamboat Lumps marine
reservesand (7 required that vessels with a federal charter vessel/headboat permit for Gulf reef
fish must comply withiie more restrictive of state or federal reef fish regulations when fishing in
state waters.

Amendment 32 implemented in March 2012, set the constant catch red grouper commercial
ACL at 6.03 mp and the red grouper recreational ACL at 1.90Ihgtiso adeéd an overage
adjustment and iseason measures to the gag and red grouper recreational AMs to avoid
exceeding the ACL and an AM for the red grouper bag limit that would reduce the four red
grouper bag limit in the future to three red grouper, and themaoed grouper, if the red
grouper recreational ACL is exceeded.

Amendment 38 implemented in March 2013, revised the pgesison recreational

accountability measure that reduces the length of the recreational season for alhslasdiow
grouper in the year following a year in which the ACL for gag or red grouper is exceHued.
modified accountability measure reduces the recreational season of only the species for which
the ACL was exceeded. Additionally, the reef fish framework procedure was modified to
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include the addition of accountability measures to the list of itemsanabe changed through

the standard framework procedurhis allows for faster implementation of measures designed

to maintain harvest at or below the ACGeneral language was added to the framework to
accommodate future changes in naming ofthe Cbudcs advi sory committees

An interim rule , published July 25, 2005, proposed for the period August 9, 2005 through
January 23, 2006, a temporary reduction in the red grouper recreational bagimtivo to

one fish per person per day, in the aggregate grouper bag limit from five to three grouper per
day, and a closure of the recreational sector, from Novenibecember 2005, for all grouper
species [70 FR 42510]. These measures were proposespionse to an overharvest of the
recreational allocation of red grouper under the Secretarial Amendment 1 red grouper rebuilding
plan The closed seasavas applied to all grouper to prevent effort shiftiragn red grouper to

other grouper species and an increased bycatch modflitgidentally caught red grouper.
However, the rule was challenged by organizations representing recreational fishing interests.
On October 31, 200% U.S. District Court judge ruled that an interim rule to end overfishing

can only be applied to the species that is undergoing overfishing. Consequently, the reduction in
the aggregate grouper bag limit and the application of tsedlseason to all grouper were
overturned. The reduction in the red grouper bag limit to one per person and the Nevember
December 2005 recreational closed season on red grouper only were allowed to proceed. The
approved measures were subsequently ertkbtittough July 22, 2006 by a temporary rule
extension published January 19, 2006 [71 FR 3018].

A March 2006regulatory amendment(GMFMC 20035, implemented in July 2006, established

a red grouper recreational bag limaftone fish per pson per day as part of the five grouper per
person aggregate bag limit, and prohibitedHwe vessel captains and crews from retaining bag
limits of any grouper while under charter [71 FR 34534]. An additional provision established a
recreational closkeseasotfior red grouper, gag and black grouper from February 15 to March 15
each year (matching a previously established commercial closed season) beginning with the 2007
season.

An August 2010egulatory amendment implemented idanuary 2011, reduced the total
allowable catctior red grouper from 7.57 mp gw to 5.68 mp gw, based on the optimum yield
projection from a March 2010+ren of the projections from the 2009 red gper update
assessment. Although the stock was found to be neither ovenfisheddergoing overfishing

the update assessment found that spawning stock bitenatshad decreased since 2005,
appaently due to an episodic mortality event in 2005 which appeared to be related to an
extensive red tide that year. Based on the 76%:34% commercial and recreational allocation of
red grouper, the commercial quetas reduced from 5.75 to 4.8% gutted weightgw), and

the recreational allocation was reduced from 1.82 to 1.36 mp gw. No changes were made to the
recreational fishing regulations as the recreational landings were already below the adjusted
allocation in recent years.

An August2011regulatory amendmentincreased the 2011 red grouper TAC to 6.88 mp gw
with subsequent increases each year from 2012 to Zllié&se catch limits were subsequently
replaced by a constant catch ACL and ACT under Amendment 32, which was being developed
concurrently. The amendment also increased the red grouper bag limit to 4 fish per person.
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However, this increase did not include the provision later added under Amendment 32 that if
there is a recreational overage, the bag limit would be redudkcetyed grouper within the
four-grouper aggregate bag limit in the subsequent season. A subsequent overage would result
in the bag limit being further reducedtto red grouper within théour-grouper aggregate bag

limit.

A December 201#Famework action established the 2013 gag recreational fishing season to
open on July 1 and remain open until the recreatid@dl is projected to be taken. The

framework action also eliminated the February 1 through March 31 recreational sivaliemw
grouper closed season shoreward of 20 fathoms (except for gag). However, the closed season
remains in effect beyond 20 fathoms totect spawning aggregations of gag and other species
that spawn offshore during that time.

A December 201f&ramework action, implemented in May 2015educed the bag limit from
four fish per person per day tao fish per person per day aetiminated tle bag limit reduction
AM in 50 CFR 622.41(e)(2)(ii).

A January 201@&amework action, implemented in May 2016ncreased the minimum size
limit for recreationally caught gag and black grouper to 24 inches TL, and changed the gag
recreational fishing seasdo June 1 through December 31, unless closed sooner due to the
recreational ACL being reached.
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CHAPTER 2. MANAGEME NT ALTERNATIVES
2.1 Action 171 Type of Allocation-based ManagemenProgram

Alternative 1: No Action. Do not adopt an allocatiemased management approach. Continue
to manage reef fish landed by federally permitted charter vessels using current recreational
seasons, size limits, and bag linfits.

Preferred Alternative 2: Establish a fishing quota pragnthat provides participants with
shares and annual allocation.

Option 2a: Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) program.

Preferred Option 2b: Permit Fishing Quota (PFQ) program.

Discussion:

A primary decision point in the development of a charter vessel management plan is the type of
management approach selected by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council (Council).
Alternative 1 (No Action) would continue to manage federally permittdarter vessels,

referring to vessels possessing a federal Gulf of Mexico (Gulf) Charter/Headboat permit for Reef
Fish (forhire permit),under existing management measures. If the Council were to select
Alternative 1, the Council could pursue modifyingrcent management measures for charter
vessels through its framework procedure.

Preferred Alternative 2 proposes allocatichased management approaches in which a specified
portion of the selected reef fish species recreational annual catch limit (#dCild be

distributed among program participanllocation-based management approaches distribute
fishing privileges to each participant at the beginning of the fishing year, and typically provide
more flexibility to participants in terms of when and hibvey use their assigned portion of the
allocated quota. Added flexibility would be determined by the amount of quota each participant
receives and the transferability provisions provided. These types of programs are generally more
effective in ensuringhat harvest does not exceed ag@etermined amount of allowable catch

(e.g., the amount of the recreational sector quota assigned to the program) than using traditional
management tools alone (Johnston et al. 2007).

Existing allocatiorbased programs tia primarily been developed to address overcapacity, and
thus, to increase economic efficiency in commercial fisheries (Libecap 2007, Hannesson 1996).
In the United States, IF§ype programs only exist for commercial fisheries. Currently, there are
no krown allocatiorbased programs operating in a recreational fishery, although there is
discussion of how to develop rightsised aproaches for the felnire componenttermed
Acommer ci al recreational fisherieso (Abbott

The proposedllocatin-basedorogramswvould distributeshares which are a set percentage of
the quotahat are assigned to an entity or perrRiteferred Alternative 2) at the start of the

" The current regulations are prded in Appendix F.
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progam Shares sum to 100% for all participants
shaeholdings typically changes through transfers, if transferability is allowed in the protjram.
aparticipantholds shares, each year they would receive the amount of pounds representing the
percentage of the quota held, which is tlafiwcation. Thetotal allocation amount changes if

the quota changes, but ttetal amount of shares remains the samdocation-based

approaches can be structured such that shares and allocation are assigned to participants (IFQ,
Option 2a) or to permits (PFQRPreferred Option 2b). The method of initial distribution could

be accomplishe¢in a variety of ways (Action)6and transfer of shares or allocaticould be

restricted (Actions 8 and 10

Participantscould choose when to use allocatiaithin the parametersf@any additional
provisions adopted through the actions in this amendmerthe case ofharter vesselgach
program participanivould need tchave allocation to account for harvest by the passengers on
each tripfor the species managed by this progf&wction 2). Timely reporting is a key element
of allocationbased programs; dish are harvested, ttalocationusedis subtracted from the
annual allocatiomf the participant When eaclparticipanthas used all aheir allocationfor a
given specis that speciesnay no longer be retaineds the participant musibtain more
allocation (if allowed by the program).

The primary difference between IFQ@3ption 2a) and PFQsKreferred Option 2b) concerns
whether shareareindependent fronor atached tahe permit IFQ shares@ption 2a) would

be distributed to the owner of a fbire permit at the time of initial apportionment, which could
be an individual, a business, or multiple individuals and/or busine8sel=Q participant could
transkr shares, in whole or in part, independently of the pedejiending on transferndity

options chosen in Action. 8n the event the permit is transferred, IFQ shares would remain with
the original recipient of the shares (the shareholder), unlessatsferred by the shareholder.
However, other program resttiens may determine if the IFQ panippant could hold shares
without a permi{Action 9). In contrast, PFQ shard@réferred Option 2b) would be attached

to the permit, not the permit holder. Shares could not be transferred independently of the permit,
and should the permit be transferred, the PFQ shares associated with the permit would be
transferred as well.

An IFQ or PFQprogramfor charter vesselsould provide the flexibility to operate when

customers are most abundant, which may differ by region. The programs could also promote
safety at sea, by allowingermit holdergo wait for calm weatherHowever, under any of these
allocationbased approaches, it should not be assumed that all charter vessel permit holders
would receive a quantity of allocation they

Compliance and Monitoring

The ability to enforce and monitor program compliance is a key componantadibcation

based programDuring the headboat collaborative (HBgot program trip declarationghail-

outy andprelanding notificationsiail-ins) allowed enforcement armological collection

agents fjort agentsto meet vessels to validate catch gmritize sampling.The Council has
approved an amendment requiring fails, electronic reporting of catch, and positon recording
equipment; that amendment is expectedgamplemented biational Marine Fisheries Service
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(NMFES) by the time an allocatichased program established in the amendment would be
implemented.

Hail-outs made before leaving the dockiuld include vessel narfidentification return
destination, andstimated date/time of return. These declarations would aid enforcement
officers/agents and port agents in scheduling their activities for the day so they could meet a
vessel when it returns to the ddokvalidate catch angrrioritize sampling.For thecommercial
IFQ systemhail-outsare made through the vessel monitoring system (VMS) univVdia

voice mail servicefor theheadboat collaborativédBC) pilot program, declarations were made
through the VMS. Neither program requirbe returndestination or estimated time of retumnn
the haitout; that informatiorwas contained in &ail-in. Methods that would he near reatime
distribution to enforcement and port agerdsld include a direct entry in the online system,
entry through a VMSunit, or a 24hour call service that enters the information in the online
system. The regulations implementing the fbire reporting amendment approved by the
Council would require federally permitted fbire vessels in the Gulf to hail out before leav
on a trip. Information transmitted would inclutyge of trip (e.g., fohire or other trip)the
expected return timend landing locationln addition, the proposed regulationsuld require
that federally permitted fehire vessels possess a glbpositioning system (GPS) attached to
the vessel that is capable, at a minimum, of archiving GPS locafltms requirement would
not preclude the use of GPS devices that providetiraallocation datasuch as VMS

Hail-inswould aid in validation ad auditing programsEorthe commercial IFQ program,
notifications need to be submitted 3 to 24 hours in advance of landing and can be submitted
through three different methods (online, VM8 ,Catch Shareall service). For the HBC pilot
program, prdanding notifications werenly submittecthrough the VMS] to 24hoursin

advance of landing. THaail-insfor thecharter vessgdrogramcould contain information on the
vessel, landing location, date and time of landing,speties landed witbstimaed pounds or
actualnumbers ofish being landed. In thelBC pilot programthe advance knowledge tife
number fish on board allowed port agents to ensure they had sufficient supplies for biological
sampling available and allowed enforcement to immelgiadentify a discrepancy between the
actual count and the countthe notification Many of the agents felt that tdeclarations and
notifications improved sampling efficiency and reporting accurdtye proposed fehire

reporting requirements woutequire forhire operators to report catch and effort data prior
offloading fish at the end of a triput not prior to arriving at the dock

In addition, he commercial IFQ programthe HBC pilot program, and the proposed-fore
reporting regulations requitanding siteghat arepre-approved by NMFS Officef Law
Enforcement.The landings locations need to be-pmproved by law enforcement toseire that

the siteexists, both law dorcement and port agents can access the site (e.g., no fences or free
animals), and the landing locations can be identified idgrding notifications. It would be

more likely for Bnding location®f charter vessel® be publicly accessible becauke vessel

must meet the customers and return to the same location.

The NMFS Southeast Regior@ffice (SERO) online Catch Shares Program system contains the
Gulf commercial Red Snapper and Groupéefish IFQ programs, the Highly Migratory
Species Bluah Tuna Individual Bycatch Quota program, and the HBC Pilot Program {2014
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2015). These programs are managed and accessed through an online accounting system, where
all transactions are completed through the SERO Catch Share Programs.8vabdii@rter

vessel IFQ or PFQ program could be incorporated into the current online system, which is
explained in detail belopwassuming there are no radically different structural design changes.
Entitieswould hold shares afat allocation in accounts within the IFRFQsystem, and

distribution, usage, and transfers would all be tracked by NMEegjardless of the program

type, participants at a minimum would need a computer and access to the internet.

A referendum among participants would be required to appréskiag quota program

(Preferred Alternative 2). TheMagnusonrStevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
(MagnusonStevens Adtstatesit he Gul f Counci |l may not submit
approve or implement, a fishery management plan ondment that creates an individual
fishing quota programéunless such a system, a
majority of those voting in the referendum among eligible permit holders with respect to the Gulf
Council. For multispecies pertsiin the Gulf of Mexico, only those participants who have

substantially fished the species proposed in to be included in the individual fishing quota
program shall be eligible to vote in such a r

Further, he MagnusotStevens Act prohibitsry person from participating inlenited access

privilege progranthat is not a U.S. citizen, corporation, partnership, or other entity established
under the laws of thenited Statesr any stag, or a permanent resident alien (hereafter, referred

to inthis amendment as a permanent resideihilso requires participants to meet the eligibility

and participation requirements established by the program. For purposes of this amendment, all
chartervesselsi.e., vessels with a fdrire permit that do rtgoarticipate in the Southeast Region
Headboat Survey @HS), wouldbe eligible tgparticipate in theelectedorogramif they are a

U.S. citizen or permanent residerfthe rest of therogramrequirements would be developed
through additional actions ithis amendment

8 https://portal.southeast.fisheries.noaa.gov/cs/
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IFQ/PFQ System Structure

An IFQ/PFQprogramfor charter vessels in
the Gulf wouldinvolve shareholder accounts
that holdshares andr allocation The
shareholder account structure would follow.
the structve used with NMFS SERO
permits, in which permit holders can &e
individual, a business, or multiple
individuals and/or businesses. In the
IFQ/PFQ system, each permit holder woulc
have an accountAn individual or business
may be part of more than onecaunt (e.g.,
John Smith is part of the John and Jane
Smith account as well as the John Smith
account). Shares wouldhitially be
distributed to eachccount pased on the
alternative selected in Actior).6Those
shares would represent a percentage of the
guotaassigned téhe program. Each year,

Sharesarea percentage of the quota.
Shares are associated with the
shareholder or permit holder.

Allocation is the amount of pounds
represented by the shares (percentage
the quota) held. Unused allocation
expires at the end efach year.
Depending on options selected by
Council, allocation in pounds may be
translated to numbers of fish.

The allocation amount distributed eact
year changes if the quota changes, wr
the amount of shares (as a percentage
the quota) remainsié same. All
participant shares sum to 100%.

NMFS would distribute allocatioto the accountsolding shares; allocation would be
determined by multiplying tha ¢ ¢ o u n tpéreentagd ey the progréns tay u o

In an IFQ program,feer the initial distribution, shares would be associated wittstiaedolder
account at the time of initial apportionmelntit not associated with the permit itself. Therefore,
shares could be transferréa whole or in partseparately from the permit, in accordance with
any restrictions in the progranin an adaptive IFQ program (Actior),Avhile shares are still

associated with the shareholder account, a portion of shares are reclaimed and redistributed each

cycle. Howeve if the Council chooses to require ermit to retain shares (Actior),%hould the
shareholder transfer his permit or not renew the permit, he would be required to divest of his

shares within a specified time period.
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In aPFQ system, the shares wostdl represent a percentage of the quota for the pragrach
allocationwould be distributed tdéhe sharehaler accounassociated with the pernat the start

of eachyear. However, the shares are permanently assigned to the permit and are not
transferrable separate from the permitthé permitis transferredthe shares would transfer with

the permit and ow be associated withtheng@ve r mi t hol der 0s. Ifthévar eh ol
shareholder does not renew the permit and it terminates, the shares associated with the permit
would revert to NMFS for redistribution. Imadaptive PFQ program (Action, While shares

are still associated with the permit, a portion of shares are reclaimed by NMFS and redistributed
each cycle. These shares would go to the account associated with the permit at the time of
redistribution, not the original permit holder. PFQ pergs have some additional potential
consequences due to the shares being attached to the permit. Currently, there are no restrictions
on permit transfers. With a PFQ, a permit transfer may be denied because the transfer of that
permit with its associateshares may result in the receiving permit holdareeding a share cap
(Action 11). Assigning shares to permits may create different tiers of permits: those with little

or no shares versus those with a large amount
of shares, which may affect the permit
purchase price. Because permits are
utilized for other species outside of thos

de

Entity: An individual or organiz#on that
includes, but is not limited to, businesses,

listed in this document, there may be
unintended consequences for those no
participating in the program, such as
changes in permit price or availability.

A charter IFQ/PFQystem would be a
two-level system, with a shareholder
account for each ugue permit holder
and a relatedlessel account for each
vessel held by the unique permit holde
(see inset).Shareholder accounts woulc
be created for eaalmiquepermit holder
eligible to participate in the program.
Shareholder accounts are assigned
shares, receive annual allocation, and ¢

used to transfer allocation or shares (if
permitted). The SERO Permits Office
will collect additional information for

partnerships, companies, trusts, and-posfit
groups

Unigue Permit Holder: The unique set of
entities listed on the permit.

Shareholder Account An IFQ/PFQ account
assigned to aniquepermitholder. This
account holds shares areteives annual
allocation. Thistype of accounincludes
accounts that only hold allocation.

Vessel Account: An account related to an
individual vessel that is used to hold allocati
and complete a landing tramsan. All vessel
accounts are related to a shareholder accot
through the permit and unique perindlder

business entities (e.gorporations, trusts) about the individdevel ownership (e.qg.

shareholders, trustees, beneficiaries, and percentage ownership) of that business. This ownership
level is used to calculate the share cap exposure for each unique permit holder, asagéll as
business, individual, or other entity. A permit must be linked to an account before harvest of
IFQ/PFQ species can occur.

Vessel accounts are directly linked to shareholder acctuoisgh the unique permit holdeA

vessel account would be created for each vessel that is associated with a valid permit to harvest
IFQ/PFQ species. There may be multiple vessel accounts associated with one shareholder
account, if the unique permit holder is the same for each vdsseéxamplein Figure 2.1.1,
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John Smith and Jane Doe are listed as the permit holdd?srfoits 101 and 102, associated

with Vessels A and B, respectively. John Smith and Janadge¢her ighe unique peri

holderfor those two permitsand will hae shareholder account JSJD1234. Shareholder account
JSJD1234 would be linked with two vessels accoufitgife 2.1.1 A. The company Smith,

LLC is owned by John Smith adédine Doe and the company hol@srRit 103 associated with
Vessel C. Smith, LLC ia unique permit holder and has shareholder account SMIT5678.
SMIT5678 has one vessel acco(fiigure 2.1.1 B) While the individuallevel entities (John

Smith and Jane Doe) on both Smith LLC and John Smith/Jane Doe are the same, the unique
permit holdersare different (individuals vs companyhereforetwo shareholder accounts are

created
John Smith Smith, LLC
and Jane Doe Account: SMIT5678
Account: (John Smittb5%,
JSJD1234 JaneDoe 45%)
Permit 101 on Permit 102 on Permit 103 on
Vessel A Vessel B Vessel C
A B
Legend Shareholder Vessel
Account Account

Figure 2.1.1. Example ofshareholder and vessel accoum3.The unique permiholder is
composed of two individuals jointly owning two permits/vessels, each with a separate vessel
account. B) The unique pernfiblder is a company with one permit/vessel associated with one
vessel account. Account name andvitilial-level ownership information for the company is
shown below the company name.

Note Except for Action 1, the No Action alternatives (Alternativerilghe remaining actions
assume that an allocatimased management prograrauld be developednd are worded
accordingly. This allows for a more meaningful analysis among the alternatives to better inform
decisionmakers, stakeholders, and the public about the likely results of taking action versus not
taking action. In actuality, the true No Aant is the federal regulations that are currently in
place that govern the fdvire operators in the GuAppendix F)
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2.2 Action 27 Species to Include in the Charter FoiHire Management
Program

Alternative 1: No Action. Do not define reef fish species to include in the management
program.

Preferred Alternative 2: Include the following species in the management program:
Preferred Option 2a: Red snapper
Preferred Option 2b: Greater amberjack
Preferred Option 2c:. Gray triggerfish
Option 2d: Gag
Option 2e: Red grouper

Note: More than one option undakternative 2may be selected.
Discussion

For each reef fish species included in this action, the development of management measures
specific to arallocatiorbased management program would initially require the allocation of a
portion of the recreational ACL to the program. Once the reef fish species are selected for
inclusion in the program, the al | pogranwouldn o f
be determinethroughAction 4in this amendment an Amendment 42.

In January 2017, a joint meeting of the Ad Hoc Reef Fish Headboat and Red Snapper Charter
Advisory Panels (joint AP) discussed the inclusion of species intchdmervesseimanagement
program. The joint AP recommended including five reef fish spedike.joint AP prioritized

the five species (from highest priority to lowest priority) as follows: 1) red snapper, 2) greater
amberjack, 3) gray triggerfish, 4) gag, &)ded grouper.Thereasons thee five reef fish
speciesare being considered by the Council are that tieeye separate recreational and
commercial sector ACLand that they havieadshorter fishing seasoims recent yearsin

addition, some of the proged species are overfisheader a rebuilding pland/or

undergoing overfishing (Table 213. Changes to management for these species could extend
seasons and increase fishing opportunities while protecting the stock.

Table 2.21. Overfished andverfishing status of Gulf stocks considered for Amendmént 4

Species . Status of _thg Gulf Stock _
Overfished Rebuilding Overfishing
Red Snapper N Y N
Greater Amberjack Y Y Y
Gray Triggerfish N Y N
Gag N N N
Red Grouper N N N
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Alternative 1 would not specify reef $h species to include in the charter vessshagement
program. Thereforéilternative 1 would not allow further development of an allocatimased
management program for charter vessels.

Alternative 2 allows the selection of species to be included in the program. The Council may
select one or more species for inclusidreferred Option 2a would include red snapper in the
program. Currently, the recreational ACL for red snapper, established iffRe&mendment

40 (GMFMC 2014a), islivided into a federal fehire component quota (42.3%) and a private
angling component quota (57.7%). Whilsmendment 40 included ay&ar sunset provision on

the separation of the recreational sector into distincpom@nts, Amendment {&MFMC

2016) extended the separate management of the federatd@and private angling components

for an additional 5 years through the 2022 red snapper fishing seRedrsnapper isot

overfishedor undergoing overfishingoutis under a rebuilding planThe recreational sector
experienced quota overages for many years recently, and shorter seasons recently, as well.
Although the recreational quota has increased in recent years, the season length has decreased, in
part becausthe average size of the fish harvested has increased (i.e., it takes fewer fish to fill the
guota).

The Councilis considering includingreater amberjackPfeferred Option 2b), gray triggerfish
(Preferred Option 2¢), gag Option 2d), and red groupeption 2€) in the program.Gray
triggerfish and greater amberjack are both under rebuilding plans, and greater amberjack is
undergoing overfishing (SEDAB3 2016). Greater amberjack landings exceeded the ACL in
2013, and the season closed early eachfyaar20142017. The gray triggerfish season has
closed before the end of each year since 2012, and the gray triggerfwh digasot open at all

in 2017. Gag recreational landings have been below the ACL since 2012. Although a stock
assessment for gacompleted in 2014 (SEDAR 33 2014), indicated the gag stock was no longer
overfished or undergoing overfishing, anecdotal information from fishesuggests the stock
assessment could be overestimating the current population Reelgrouper is cordéred

neither overfished nor undergoing overfishing. However, the red grouper ACL was exceeded in
2013 and the season clostlyin 2014; the Council reduced the bag limit for 2015 to try to
extend the season, but it still closed early. In 2016, tbtagmas increased substantially and the
season remained open fdl of 2016 and 201With a 2fish bag limit.

The establishment of an allocatibased management program that includes red snapper would
not exempt the program from section 407(d) of th@sonStevens Act which requires that

the recreational harvest of red snapper be halted once the total recreational quota is caught.
Some participants in the selected program may have to forgo the use of remaining annual
allocation of red snapper and ¢éofishing opportunities after the red snapper recreational ACL is
caught as further harvest would be prohibited. During the HBC pilotgmghe total

recreational AClwas not reached for red snapperd HBC vessels were able to fish throughout
the yea. This provision does not affect fishing fother species that might be included in the
program.
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2.3 Action 371 Charter Vessel Endorsement or Permit

Alternative 1. No Action. Charter vessglrogram participants are required to have a Gulf reef
fish for-hire permit.

Alternative 2. Establish an endorsemedntthe Gulf charter/headboat permit for reef fish to
identify charter vessels participating in the charter vessel progtémarter vesggrogram
participants are required to havelarter vessedndorsemenn additionto their Gulf reef fish
for-hire permit. Endorsements will be issued to qualifyghgrter vessgdrogram participants at
the time of implementation dfe charter vesserogram With a PFQrogram the sharewill

be attached to the endorseme@harter vessadndorsements are transferrable to any vessel with
a Gulf reef fish fothire permitthat does not hold a Landings History Vessel (LHV) endorsement
(if establishedn Amendment 42) At no time may a charter vessel hold both a charter
endorsement and a LHV endorsement.

Alternative 3. Establish a Gulf reef fisbharter vessgdermitto identify charter vessels
participating in the charter vessel progra@harter esselprogram participants are required to
have a Gulf reef fisksharter vessadermit. Gulf reef fish fohire permits held by qualifying
charter vessgdrogram participants at the time of implementatiothefcharter vessel program
will be converted td&ulf reef fishcharter vessgdermits. With a PFQprogram the sharewill

be attached to the charter vessel per@itlf reef fishcharter vessgdermits are transferrable
anyqualifying vessekhat does not hold @ulf reef fishLHV permit(if established in
Amendment 42) At no time may a vessel hold both a charter permit and a LHV permit.

Discussion

Currently, one federakef fishpermitcovers all types of fehire vessels andoesnot

distinguish between the two typesfof-hire vesselsncluded in Amendments 41 and 42 (charter
vessels and LHV, respectfullyplternative 1 would continue the use of the single permit and

rely on the definition in this amendment to distinguiblarter vessels fromHVs. This would

be thesimplestalterndive as it would require no actipbut may create difficulties for

enforcemento distinguish under which program the vessel is managed, and thus which
regulations a specific vessel should be followifignis may also create difficulties in
electronicallyimplementing the program, as the system will need to determine which vessels are
eligible to participate in the charter vessel program versus the LHV program

An endorsement or permitould distinguish which vessels are in ttigarter vessgrogram

versts the LVH program Thisdistinction is needed fanforcemenof the program and to

connect the permit system with the charter program online systeahre Council chooses to
establish an endorsement or permishould consider the interaction betweleacharter vessel
programto be establisheih this amendment and th&lV programbeing developed in

Amendment 42. First, the same type of document (endorsement or permit) must be selected as
preferred in both amendments. Also, if both programs arelaiged, a vessel may only have

one reef fish foihire endorsement or permit at any point in time, thereby preventing a vessel
from participating in both programs and fishing off their respective quotas, at the same time.
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Alternative 2 would establista charter vessedndorsement to the Gulf reef fishfoire permit

for only those vessels that are in tharter vessgdirogram developed through this amendment.
If a similar endorsement is established in Amendmentwt? separatéut mutually exclusive
endorsementgould apply tathe same feder&ulf reef fish forhire permit An endorsement
would help clarify who is eligibléo participate in the charter vespebgram aidingmonitoring
and enforcement of an IFQ or Plpg@gram,as only those vesselsttvthe endorsement could
fish with allocation from acharter vessejuota. Endorsements may add complexity to the permit
process and the IFQ/PFQ system. Managing both permits and endorsements requires
consideration of the interactions between themugholg the implications if the permit expires
or terminates but the endorsemenstill valid. These issues could create an increasingly
complex system, which would l®thonerous for NMFS to managedbe asource of

confusion for constituentdn addtion, renewing an endorsement would cost the permit holder
an additional $10 each year.

Endorsements add an additional challenge in relation to permit and endorsement transfer rules.

A vessel owner would be able to transfertesendorsemenndependently fron@Gulf reef fish

for-hire permit. The transferability of the endorsement would allow new vessels to participate by
obtaining both a reef fish permit and¢harterendorsement. Howeveahere areurrentlysome

permit holders that transféheir forhire reef fishpermitbetween one of their vessels that

participates in the SRHS program (and would be included in the LHV program) and one that

does not (and would be included in the charter vessel program). In essence, these permit holders
are sharing one permit between two vessels, and each could belong to separate programs if both
Amendment 41 and Amendment 42 are implemenBebending on the transferability rules for

the endorsements, this may create an additional burden to the pddaitihthey wish to
continue to 6éshared a permit between vessels

Alternative 3 would split the Gulf fothire reef fish permit into twenutually exclusivepermits:

one forcharter vesseland one foLHV (if a similar permit is emblished by Amendment 42),

and the currenGulf for-hire reef fish permitwould disappearLike Alternative 2, this

alternative would help clarify who is eligible to participate in¢harter vessgdrogram.

However Alternative 3 would be less admintistively burdensome theXternative 2 because

only thenewpermit would be required, rather than a permit and an endorsehikathe

current forhire reef fish permit, this new permit would allow for harvest of all federally
managed reef fish speciemt just those species included in the charter vessel program.
Precedent for this is set with the commercial reef fish permit; the permit covers all federally
managed reef fish species even though only some species are included in the commercial IFQ
progams. For any species in the charter vessel program, if a PFQ is selected, the shares would
be associated with the permit for those species covered by the program.

The newcharter vessglermits would be fully transferable, as are the current reefdishire

permits except that a vessel could not have both a charter vessel permit and an LHV permit at

the sametimeCurrently, a permit holder may O0shareb
those that would be in the LHV program. If the-Fore reef fish permit was split into two

mutually exclusive permits, which of the new permits he would receive would depend on the
classification (charter vessel or LHV) of the vessel with the permit at the time of the conversion.

If the second vessel is niotthe same program, that vessel would need a new permit. However,
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if the second vessel is in the same progr am,
permit between the two vessels.
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2.4 Action 41 Allocation of Annual Catch Limit to Charter Vessels

(Although options are provided for all reef fish species considered in Action 2, this action would
only establish a charter vessel quota fareef fish specieselected as preferred in Actior) 2

Alternative 1. No Action. Do notallocate a percentagé the receational ACL to the charter
vessels

Alternative 2: Allocate a percentagef the recreatioal ACL for each species to the charter
vesseldased on average landings fr@dil 12015

Option a: Exclude 2014

Option b: Exclude 20142015

Alt 2 Option a | Option b
Red Snapper (%f for-hire*) 62.1% 69.5% 68.3%
(% of total) 16.2% 19.0% 17.5%
Greater Amberjack 49.5% 51.1% 49.5%
Gray Triggerfish 20.7% 21.7% 27.0%
Gag 18.2% 19.8% 20.7%
Red Grouper 34.3% 35.7% 32.3%

* Allocation is percent of fehire quota atil 2022, aftewards,it is percent of
total recreational quotaNote that total pounds would remain the sainlee ACL
does not change

Alternative 3. Allocate a percentagef the recreatinal ACL for each species to the charter
vesseldasd on average landings from 262d15

Option a: Exclude 2010

Option b: Exclude 2014

Option c: Exclude 2014015

Alt 3 Option a | Option b | Option ¢ | Opt a&b | Opt a&c
Red Snapper (% of fdrire*) | 68.1% 69.7%0 71.3% 71.2% 73.% 73.5%
(% of total) 26.7% 27. 7% 28.7%0 28.9% 29.%% 30.3%
Greater Amberjack 46.2% 47.1% 46.5% 45.5% 47.5% 46.6%
Gray Triggerfish 29.0% 29.0% 30.2% 32.6% 30.3% 33.0%
Gag 21.4% 21.0% 22.3% 22.8% 21.9% 22.4%
RedGrouper 29.2% 28.5% 29.2% 27.6% 28.5% 26.6%

* Allocation is percent of fehire quota atil 2022 afterwards, it is percent of

total recreational quota. Note that total pounds would remain the same if the ACL

does not change.

Alternative 4. Allocate a percentagef the recreational ACL for each species todharter
vesseldased on 50% average landingsi 20112015and 50% average lamdjs from2004

2015.

Option a: Exclude 2010
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Option b: Exclude 2014

Option c: Exclude 20142015

Alt 4 Option a | Optionb | Optionc | Opt a&b | Opt a&c

Red Snapper (% of fdrire*) 69.7% 70.5% 71.2% 72.3% 72.3% 73.5%
(% of total) 27.7% 28.2% 28.8% 29.4% 29.4% 30.1%

Greater Amberjack 47.8% 48.3% 48.8% 47.5% 49.3% 48.1%
GrayTriggerfish 24.9% 24.9% 26.0% 29.8% 26.0% 30.0%
Gag 19.8% 19.6% 21.0% 21.7% 20.8% 21.5%
Red Grouper 31.8% 31.4% 32.4% 29.9% 32.1% 29.4%

* Allocation is percent of fehire quota atil 2022 afterwards, it is percent of
total recreational quota. Notieat total pounds would remain the same if the ACL
does not change.

Alternative 5: Allocate apercentagef the recreational ACL for each specieshecharter
vesseldased on 50% averatgndingsfrom 19862013 (2010 excluded) and 50% average
landingsfrom 20062013 (2010 excluded)Time series of th€referred Alternative from
Amendment 40)

Red Snapper (% of fdrire*) 68.7%

(% of total) 35.9%
Greater Amberjack 51.4%
Gray Triggerfish 46.5%
Gag 21.7%
Red Grouper 19.2%

*Allocation is percent of fehire quota atil 2022 afterwards, it is percent of
total recreational quota. Note that total pounds would remain the same if the ACL
does not change.

Discussion

The percentage of recreational ACL allocated to each compoh#rd recreational sector, by
species, is provided in Appendix For each reef fish specieslected in Action 2or inclusion

in this management plan, a percentafjthe corresponding recreatiod®CL must be allocated
to the charter vessebmponent prior to the development of management measuresdaiahe
specific needs of charter vessehereforeAlternative 1 would not allow developmermif an
IFQ or PFQorogram for charter vessels

Alternatives 2-5 consider different time perds of landings to calculate the percent of the
recreational ACL for each specigslected in Actior? that wouldbe allocated to charter vessels
and the time periods correspond with those under considenmatfation 6 of Amendment 42

Each species widd have its own quota for charter vessels that would be allotted to participants
according to the formula determined in Act®(Distributing the Charter QuotandAction 11
(Share Caps)Table 2.41 provides percentages of the re¢i@aal landings harvested by charter
vessels sinc&986for greater amberjack, gray triggerfish, gag, and red grouper
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Table 2.41. Landings by charter vessels as a percentage of total landings.

Year GreaFer ' Gray_ Gag Red
Amberjack | Triggerfish | Grouper | Grouper

1986 58% 83% 25% 8%
1987 69% 65% 28% 13%
1988 53% 56% 13% 6%
1989 37% 40% 9% 5%
1990 30% 63% 15% 25%
1991 91% 79% 5% 3%
1992 65% 45% 21% 10%
1993 65% 58% 26% 8%
1994 66% 67% 17% 8%
1995 31% 64% 26% 19%
1996 49% 53% 23% 14%
1997 61% 55% 28% 25%
1998 55% 41% 33% 20%
1999 51% 37% 25% 17%
2000 58% 35% 24% 35%
2001 39% 48% 25% 25%
2002 53% 40% 20% 17%
2003 37% 30% 22% 20%
2004 47% 36% 21% 15%
2005 27% 45% 27% 34%
2006 59% 36% 26% 21%
2007 56% 34% 16% 16%
2008 37% 43% 24% 34%
2009 45% 21% 25% 22%
2010 36% 29% 26% 37%
2011 63% 41% 13% 37%
2012 46% 20% 38% 28%
2013 39% 20% 11% 31%
2014* 43% 17% 12% 29%
2015* 56% 6% 17% 46%

Data source: The SEFSC ACL database updated as of 1/5/17. Greater ambagaakd red groupetilized
landings based on the Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP) daBasgttriggerfish utilized landings
based on Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistics Survey (MRFSS) dataset.

Red snapper is unique among reef fish in that it i®iie species with a recreational ACL that
has been further divided into private angling anehioe component ACLs. Because charter
vesselsare part of the fehire componenthie allocation to charter vess&suld come from the
for-hire ACL, and the grcentage of the fermire landings attributed to charter vessetaild be

used to determine the allocation of thefime ACL between charteressels and headboats

(Table 2.4.1. However, the separate red snapper component quotas are scheduled aftsunset
2022;i.e., the ACL would no longer be divided into private angling andhiiee ACLs. Table
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2.4.2 provides percentages of the-fare and total recreationgndingsfor red snapper
harvested by charter vesseWhile separate componerdre in place, the charter vessel ACL
would be allocated from tHer-hire ACL; if the separate component ACLs end after 2022, the
charter vessel ACL would be allocated from the total recreational ACL.

Table 2.42. Percentage of the red snappertioe and total recreational landings harvested by
charter vessels.

Year | % of For-Hire Landings | % of Recreational Landings
1986 62.7% 7.9%
1987 67.4% 13.4%
1988 63.5% 6.5%
1989 51.8% 4.9%
1990 77.4% 24.7%
1991 52.1% 3.2%
1992 86.4% 10.4%
1993 71.7% 7.8%
1994 77.6% 8.2%
1995 82.4% 19.4%
1996 64.6% 14.4%
1997 87.0% 24.7%
1998 88.0% 19.9%
1999 82.6% 16.8%
2000 94.7% 34.5%
2001 92.8% 24.9%
2002 93.4% 17.3%
2003 88.9% 20.3%
2004 89.5% 14.8%
2005 87.2% 34.5%
2006 91.7% 21.4%
2007 87.2% 15.6%
2008 89.1% 34.3%
2009 87.7% 21.6%
2010 91.9% 36.6%
2011 86.7% 37.2%
2012 86.1% 28.3%
2013 91.5% 31.3%
2014* 92.0% 29.0%
2015* 94.8% 45.8%

Source: SRHS, MRIP, MRFSS, LA Creel, TX Headboat Survey.
2014 and 2015 include LA Creel data, which has not been calibrated to MRIP data.

Alternative 2 would use only théve years of landingbom 20112015 Some vessels move in
and out of thesurvey andthe recent years would capture landings by most of the vessels
currently in the program.
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Alternative 3 would use a 13ear time periodrom 20042015 whichwould allow for a longer
time serieghanAlternative 2 and includesll yearswhenlandingswere recordedhroughthe
SRHSby vessel

Alternative 4 would calculate the percent of the reciaadl ACL to allocate to charter vessels
using 50% of landings from thhecents-yeartime periodof 2011:2015(Alternative 2) and 50%
of landings from the lorgy time periodf 20042015(Alternative 3). This would give a greater
weight to themorerecent5-yeartime period (because it is included in both time periods), but
still include the longer time period.

The options undehlternatives 2-4 allow the Council to choose certain years to exclude from
the @lculation of allocation for charter vesselsno option is selected, thexil yeardlisted in

the respective alternativeillhbe used This may be the appropriate choice if the conditions

any year did not differentially affeébr-hire vesselsersus other recreational fishin@ption a

of Alternatives 3-4 would exclude 2010, when the Deepwater Horizon MC 252 oil spill affected
fishing in the Gulf. Alternatives 2-4 include options t@xclude 2014Option b) as well as
20142015 (Option c). Some kadboats operated under an exempted fishing permit in 2014
2015, which affected the relative landings of headboats with other compond#rgs of
recreational fishing sector, and therefore wafféct this division of quota between the two
components.See theData Issuadsection below for more details.

Alternative 5 would use the same time pericldoserby the Council in Amendment 40, which
established the separation of thelfine and private angler components of the red snapper
recreational quotaAlternative 5 only uses landings through 2013 and, therefore, ignores
landings from more recent yearddowever, the Council could change the time periodhen t
alternative to extend through more recent years

Data Issues

Recreational landings in the Gulf are obtained through multiple souftesSRHS started in

1986 and covers headboats in the Gulf andltls Atlanticregions The Marine Recreational
Information Program (MRIP), implemented in 2012, provides private angler and charter vessel
landings and effort data for Gulf states other than Texas. Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
(TPWD) began its owsampling program in 1986 and provides recreational landings, except for
headboat landings, from Texas. MRIP replaced the Marine Recreational Fishery Statistics
Survey (MRFSS), which collected data beginning in 1979. MRFSS landings data from 2004
2011 wee calibrated to MRIP landings. In 2013, MRIP implemented new angler catch survey
procedures, which improved the sampling program. However, changes in methods require
calibration of data collected with the previous methods versus the cunethbds, anthese
calibrations have only been completed for red snapper; therefore, the landings provided in this
amendment have not been calibrated for the 2013 change in MRIP methods. Also in 2013,
Louisiana began a sampling program in tandem with MRIP, cadlei$iana Recreational Creel
Survey(LA Creel), to sample fish landed in that state. In 2014, MRIP was discontinued in
Louisiang and only LA Creel surveyed recreational landings20&5, MRIP reentered
Louisianabut did not collect all data for charteessels. LA Creel hascently been certifiedy

MRIP andwill be used fot.ouisiana recreational landings in the future
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The HBC pilot program, conducted under an exempted fishing permit, was in effect in 2014 and
2015. This pilot program worked muchdithe proposed IFQ/PFQ program in this amendment.
The collaborative was granted a proportion of the recreational red snapper and gag quotas based
on 2011 landings of those species by participating vessels. Landings data from HBC vessels
were still colleted through the SRHS. Because their quota was based on previous gag and red
snapper landings, the landings in 2014 and 2015 should not have differed markedly from years
before the pilot program. However, in 2014 the regular red snapper recreatidngl$esfison

was reduced to only nine days, substantially reducing red snapper landings for charter vessels
and norHBC headboatsliable 2.43); HBC headboats were not constrained by this short season
and consequently landed a higher percentage of the apgenfor that year

Table 2.43. Recreational red snapper landings (in powakdsle weigh} harvested by the for
hire component of the recreational sector.

For-Hire

Season Total Charter
Year Charter Vessel | Headboat . Vessel

Length For-Hire .

0%

(Days)
2011 48 1,212,177 630,562 6,734,107] 65.8%
2012 46 1,515,243 724,078 7,524,241 67.7%
2013 42 1,111,709 445,276 9,702,902 71.4%
2014 9 184,589 382,289 3,835,436 32.6%
2015 44 1,573,451 580,226 5,960,151 73.1%
2016 46 1,616,241 526,575 7,442,127 75.4%

Sourcemrcat_rsnap81_13 01Decl4_APAlSadjustedRedSnapper
Amendment 41: AllocatioiBased 40 Chapter 2.Management Alternatives

Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels



2.5 Action 57 Units of Measure for Quota Distribution and Reporting
Alternative 1. No Action. Thecharter vesseajuotas are distributed and reported in pounds.
Alternative 2. Thechartervesselguotas are distributed and reported in numbers of fish.

Alternative 3. Thecharter vessajuotas are distributed in pounds and reported in numbers of
fish.

Discussion

Quotas for alfederallymanaged species are set in pounds. Recreationalalitetion
programs such as MRIP and the SRHS estimate recreational héwatkstsnumber of fish
caught and in pounds. For the management measures considered in this amendment, the
distribution of the quota allotted to thbharter vessedlomponent andmongvessels in the
charter vessalomponent could be baseidheron pounds or number of fish.

Reporting landings in poundAlfernative 1) would be more burdensome to vessel operators
because they would need to weigh each f&hernative 1 would also be more burdensome to
enforcement for the same reason. However, because ACLs and quotas are set in pounds, no
conversion would be needed to compare landings to the quotas.

Alternative 2 would require the conversion of thbarter vessejuota from punds to number

of fish before distribution to participants. This would require an estimation of an average weight
per fish, which can vary throughout the year and throughout the Gulf. The commercial programs
in the Gulf distribute annual allocationspounds of fish. However, recreational anglers and
for-hire operators are less concerned with weight of fish and more concerned with numbers
because bag limits have historically been expressed in numbers of fish. In the HBC pilot
program, port samplers ditaw enforcement agents found that numbers of fish were quick and
easy to validate against the pamding notifications.

Alternative 3 mimics the distribution and reporting methods for the HBC pilot program. The

HBC pilot program distributed allocatn in pounds of fishbut participants reported mumbers

of fish (for full details, see NMFS 2015). E
pounds was calcul ated by taking the vessel 0s
applying his to the HBC quotas. The pounds for each species were then converted to numbers

of fish within the vessel accounts by using the averagegason regional weight as determined

through SRHS for the area in which they were fishing. Because the avesia¢ varied by

region and time, the amount of fish resulting from a set poundage vaneella For example,

10,000 Ibsn region A that had an average fish weight of 5 Ibs would res@l000 fish, while

10,000 Ibgn region B that had an averagehfiseight of 8 lbs would result in 1,250 fish.

In the HBC pilot program, landings reported in numbers were converted back to pounds to
compare against the quota using bothgmason average weights (used to originally convert
pounds to fish) and iseasn average weights (based on the most recent weights collected during
the year). Imseason weights were based on spespesific regional and monthly average

values. During the first year of the program, theeason and preeason weights were similar
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for both species (<5% difference). In the second year of the program;dbasion weights were
greater for both red snapper and gag (up to 23% difference). The difference in weights between
years (Table.5.], particularly with gag, suggests thatseason weights should be monitored
closely if allocation and landings are in numbers of fish.

Table 2.5.1 Minimum and maximummonthlyaverage irseason fish weights (in pounds) for
the HBC pilot program.

Mini mum fish weight | Maximum fish weight
Red Snapper 201 2.16 9.91
RedSnapper 2015 2.67 9.46
Gag 2014 6.14 14.57
Gag 2015 6.47 23.69

Source: NMFS SERO Neptune database

Due to temporal and spatial fluctuations in average weights, weights might have to be monitored
during the year. For example, in the HBC pilot program, NMFS compared tisegsen

average weight to the actual average weight during the season and niatleedsg if

warranted. Porside sampling is crucial for these calculations and may need to be increased to

accurately track average weights per region. Fish tags couldelssedd validate landings in
numbers.
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2.6 Action 671 Distributing the Charter Quota to Charter Vessels

Alternative 1: No Action. Do not specify a method fdistributingthe charteguotato charter
vessels

Alternative 2: Distributecharterquota based otiers ofpermitpassenger capaciof charter
vessels. Tiers are defined such that each:
Option 2a: Vessel with gpermitpassenger capacity of 6 receives 1 unit;
Vessel with gpermitpassenger capaciof 7 orgreaterreceives 2 units.
Option 2b: Vessel with germitpassenger capacity of 6 receives 1 unit;
Vessel with gpermitpassenger capacity ofZ2 receives 2 units;
Vessel with gpermitpassenger capacity >24 receivamis.

Alternative 3: Distributecharterquotabased oraveragehistoricallandingsof charter vesseis
eachregionusing:
Option 3a: Averagehistoricallandings foryears 2003 t@013, excluding landing$rom
2010.
Option 3b: 50% of the averageercentages landed between 1986 an@Z2010
excluded)and 50% of the average percentages landed between 2006 8n@Q@0Q
excluded)

Alternative 4. Distributecharterquota based oequal distribution, passenger capacity, and
historical landing®y regionusing one of the following:

Option 4a Option 4b Option 4c | Option 4d
Equal distribution 33.3% 50% 25% 25%
Passenger capacity 33.3% 25% 50% 25%
Historical landings by region 33.3% 25% 25% 50%

Alternative 5: Distributethe charterquotaby auction All eligible participantsare allowed to
place bids.

Alternative 6: Distributea portionof thecharterquotaby auction and the remainder based on
equal distribution; passenger capacagdhistorical landings by regiorOptions 6a6c). The 3
metricswill be weightedby selecting one dDptions 6d-6g.

Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels

Option Auction Equal qllstrl_butlon; passenger capacity;
historical landings by region
6a 25% 75%
Select g 50% 50%
one:
6¢ 75% 25%
Equal Pass Capacity Historical Landings
6d 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
Select 6e 50% 25% 25%
one: | 6f 25% 50% 25%
69 25% 25% 50%
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Note: If Alternative 4or 6 is selected as preferred, aption must be selected und#lternative
3 to specify the time period of historical landings by region.

Discussion

This action addressehow to divide thehartervessel programuota amonghartervesselgor
theprogramselected in Action throughthe initial apportionment of shares. Subsequently,
annual allocationvould be distributed based @he amount of shares held bparticipant

The MagnusofStevens Act section 303A(c)(5)(A) states that in developing a limited access
privilege program, the Council shall festabl:i
allocations, includingonsideration of current and historical harvests; employment in the

harvesting and processing sectors; investments in, and dependence upon, the fishery; and the
current and historical participation of fi shi

Detailed landings histories aagailable forvesselgarticipaing in the SRHS butsuch

information does not exist for charterssels As a result, individual
cannot be used to apportion fishing privilegesongparticipants. This action considers
alternateapproaches for distributirgharesamong charter vessdlsat may serve as proxies for
individual landing historiesThesharescould be distributed equally among all charter vessels

(equal distribution, usingthe permitpassenger capdy, based orhistorical landings byegion

by auction, or using combination of these approaches

Alternative 1 would not specify a method for distributing charter quota among charter vessels.
Therefore Alternative 1 would not allow further development of anagiationbased
management program for charter vessels.

Alternatives 2, 4, and6 include usingpassenger capacity distribute the charter quot&ection
1.1discusseshe two types opassenger capacjtior the permit and the vessdtach charter
vessel has permitpassenger capacity based on itstfive permit, and a vessel passenger
capacity, b a scerificate of insphcaonqO8§, ®rdaekl thizreof.

Thepermitpasseger capacitwill be used to distribute theharter quota foan IFQ or PFQ

program In most cases, the permit and vessel passenger capacities are th@rsaumeajority

of charter vessels have a permit passenger capaaiy. o¥essels are not required to have

COl, but vesselsvithouta COIl ae limited tosix paying passengers. Howevas, explained in

more detail in Chaptert,her e are cases where the permitods
vessel 6s passenger capacity, and vice versa.

Alternative 2appor ti ons t e ompundpassengescapadgty. Whdepgon 2a,

all charter vessels with a passenger capacity of 6 receive one unit of quota each; charter vessels
with a passenger capacity greater than 6 receive two units of gumtanumber of units is

summed to aive at a total number of quota units. The amount of the charter quota in pounds is
then divided by the number of units, producing a number of pounds per unit. Vessels with a
passenger capacity of 6 receive that quantity of pounds of quota, while vatis@gpassenger
capacity greater than 6 receive two times that quantity, representing two units.
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Option 2b divides thepermitpassenger capacities into an additional sach that vessels with a
passenger capacity greater than 24 receive 3 urgisadd Again, thenumber of units are

summed to provide a total number of quota units. The amount of the charter quota in pounds is
then divided by the number of units, producing a number of pounds per unit. Vessels with a
passenger capacity of 6 receithat quantity of pounds of quota, vessels with a passenger
capacity of 7 24 receive two times that amount, and those vessels with passenger capacities
greater than 24 receive three times the number of pounds per unit.

Alternative 3 providestwo optinsto distribute quota based birstorical landings byegion.

When available herecreationalandingsdatawill be provided for Alabama, Mississippi,
Louisiana, and Texas, and for three regions of Flortla Keys, the west Florida peninsula, and
the Panhandlefor the selected reef fish species (Action Zhesespeciesare not landed
uniformly by charter vessels around the Gulf.

Very little red snappés reported as landed the Florida Keys and Mississippi, while charter
vessels in the Flata Panhandle and Alabama lahé majority ofred snapperThe recreational
landings of gag, red grouper, and gray triggerfish mainly occur in Florida and Alabama. The
recreational landings for greater amberjack are mostly in Florida, but also ocugtibuat the
Gulf. For the purpose of distributing charter quota based on historical landings by region,
Alabama and Mississippiouldbe considered one regitm protect confidential data

Two options are provided for the years on which to base theatitha. Option 3a would

distribute the quota based on the avel@g®ricallandings by region for the years 2003 through
2013, excluding 2010 landings. hE forhire permit moratoriunbegan ir2003 Option 3b

would distribute theharterquota using 50% of the averagstoricallandings by region from
19861 2013, and 50% of the average percentage of landings by region frorih 2008,

excluding landings from 2010. This was the formula used to apportion the recreational red
snapper ACLlbetween the federal fdrire and private angling components in Amendment 40
(GMFMC 2014). Both options would exclude landings from 2010, the year of the Deepwater
Horizon MC252 oil spill.

Due to changes in data collection and fishing seasons, thie&¢gear provided for the

historical landings options is 2013. In 2013, the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
began to use its own survey, the LA Creel, which ran alongjseddRIP that year. In 2014,
Louisiana withdrew from MRIP and lamdjs estimates in 2014 are only available from LA

Creel; there are no 2014 MRIP landings estimates for Louisiana, which includes the MRIP for
hire survey. In 2015, MRIP resumed in Louisiana alongside LA Creel in an attempt to validate
and certify LA Creelbut did not collect all data for charter vesseidso in 2014, the

recreational fishing season for red snapper in federal waters was only nine days long, which
severely restricted the ability of thire vessels to land red snapper. The establishnfient o
separate fehire and private angling fishing seasons for red snapper began in 2015, and the for
hire component 6s f i s hFkontgeseseasoisspandingsadata after 20d3a y s
was not consistent among regions.
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For-hire permit holderare required to annually renew the charter permit and complete the

permit application form. To ensure acater homeportit may be necessary to emphasize the

need for accurate updated information. If the homeport information is not updated and accurate,
selecting a distribution method that relieshastoricallandingsby region(Alternatives 3, 4,and

6) could assign a vessel to an incorrect region. As discussed in Section 1 (Table 1.1.1), some of

the current vessel homeports are in4@uif States whib could affect the accuracy of the

allocation distribution. Furthermore, permit renewals are processed throughout the year and
expiration dates are det er mimoetd rby hteh é upsri inmars
monthof incorporation.

Alternative 4 provides optionso combine the allocation approacleé®qual distribution,
passenger capacjtgndhistoricallandings by regionOption 4a would give equal weight to the
three approaches, and the remaining options give greater weigtg spproach, and equivalent
weight to the remaining two approach@$e Council can choose which method should have the
most consideration when allocating shares.

Alternative 5 would distribute the quota using an auction. In the evéntied accesrivilege
program LAPP) is developed, th®lagnusorStevens Actequires that the Council consider,

and may provide, if appropriate, an auction system or other program to collect royalties for the
initial, or any subsequent, distribution of allocationa ibAPP Section303A(d)).

Alternative 6 provides options to combiren auction withthe allocation approaches of equal
distribution,permitpassenger capacity, ahitoricallandings by region Options 6a6c specify

how to weight the distribution of charter quota by auction and the remainder by some combined
weighting of equal distribution, passenger capacity, and historical landings by r@gpbans

6d-6g mirror Options 4a4d, asthey provide the same vgditing for each of the provided

allocation approaches. Thus, to selsiternative 6 as preferred, two options must also be
selected: one option must be selected from an@ptgpns 6a6¢to specify how much of the

charter quota to distribute by aucti@md one option from amor@ptions 6d-6g, to specifythe
weighting of equal distribution, passenger capacity, and historical landings by.region

| n t h ecom@nertidl I6Q@ programs, annual IFQ allocati®distributed and accounted for
in pounds ofish. The Council may decide to distribute annual allocatfoneach species
pounds of fish or imumber of fishbased omn average weight of that particular spetaesied
by the recreational sectolf number of fish are used, landings would n&etie monitored to
ensure that the weight of all landed fish does not exceed the quwdiBC pilot study
distributed allocation in numbers of fish rather than pounds of fish usirgeps®n regional
average weights (vessels in different regions hdifferent conversion factor)NMFS
monitored the weight of landed fish during the seaaad monthlyn-seasoraverage regional
weights were compiled everyi24 weeks and compared to the4gseason weights. The HBC
also distributed and used harvesgjstéor validation, but this was dobg participants irthe
HBC and outside of any NMFS oversight.

Appeals
In accordance with Section 303A(c)(I) of thklagnusorStevens Agtan appeals process will be

established to provide a procedure for resolving despregarding initial distribution of shares.
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A small percentage of the quota will be set aside at the beginning of the program to cover
potential successful appeals. Items subject to appeal are eligibility to partaridatemeport
of vessel based ahepreferred akernative and option in Action. SAppeals based on hardship
factors will not be considered.

Data for appeals would be basedrecordssubmitted to and received by the South&asjion
Permits Officeduring permit renewatransfer, or other updat&MFS records of federal reef
fish charter/headboat permits constitute the sole basis for determining ownership of such permits.

Appeals will be processed by the NMFS National Appeals Office and will be governed by the
regulaions and policy of the National Appeals Office at 15 CFR Part 906. Appeals must be
submitted to the National Appeals Office no later than 90 days after the date the initial
determination is issued. Appeals must contain documentation supporting tHerthss

appeal. The Regional Administrator will review, evaluate, and render final decision on appeals.
NMFS will notify potential participants of the appeals dates and process when initial distribution
is determined.
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2.7 Action 71 Adaptive Catch Share Management

Action 7is divided into four suactions. The alternatives under each-aation would combine

to make an adaptive management procddtie Council selects the raction alternative for any

one of these sulbctiors, it would be the sae aschoosing not to implement an adaptive
management process. The adaptive catch share process outlined here is intended to account for
permits whose owners do not land the species included in this amendment but receive shares,
allow a method for new picipants to gain shares, and help achieve optimum yield in the

fishery.

Adaptive Catch Share Rocess

An adaptive catch share program begins with the initial distributiohasts (as determined in
Action 6). Fish are landed during a pidetermined cgie length (one or more years) using

annual allocation. It is expected that some shareholders will harvest all of the allocation
associated with their shares each year, while others will not. At the end of the first cycle, a
portion of shares are recla@h equally from all accounts. Shares are redistributed near the start
of the next cycle only to participants who landed fish.

The minimum time for a cycle is one fishing season (typically one year), but could be longer.
During the cycle, fishingroceeds as it would during amadaptivecatch share program, with
harvest and transferability of allocation or
Cycles may befor a set length of timée.g., one year in perpetuity) progressivly lengthened

overtime until aconstant cycléength is achieve@Figure 2.71). At the end of each cycle, the
reclamatiorand redistributioprocessesbegin. Possible impacts of cycle length and the effect

on the fishery should be considered when setticygcke length.

Set cycle Cycle is the same in perpetuity.

Progressivecycle until cycle length is reachedLength of each cycle increases
incrementally until a set cycle is achieved.

Figure 2.7.1. Comparison of set and progressoyele timetables

The reclamation process of an adaptive catch share program reclaims a percentage of shares from
all shareholders. While shares are reclaimed from all shareholders, each shahaiscdaer

opportunity to have a greater, smaller, or equal p¢age ofshares returned to them through the
redistribution process. Reclaiming only a portion of the shares is intended to allow for the
participants to form a business plan based on a known minimum amount of shares they would
have for the next fishingaar. The proportion of shares reclaimed each cycle caetw

progressive (Figurg.7.2).
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Cycle 1 Cycle 2 Cycle 3 Cycle 4 Cycle 5
Reclaim: 25% Reclaim: 25%, Reclaim: 25% Reclaim: 25% Reclaim: 25%

Setreclamation: the same proportion is reclaimed each cycle

Cycle 1 Cycle 2 Cycle 3 Cycle 4 Cycle 5

Reclaim: 70% Reclaim: 50%, Reclaim: 40% Reclaim: 30% Reclaim: 30%

Progressivereclamation: A progressive increase/decrease proportion of shares is recla
each cycle, until a set amount to be reclaimed is achieved.

Figure 2.7.2. Comparison of sednd progressive reclamations.

During the redistribution process, the reclaimed shares are distributed to those accounts that
landed fishduring the cycle.Reclamation and redistribution would be processed separately for

each species, not for the program as a whole. Sbandseredistributed equallyr
proportionallyamong those participants with landings. Redistributing shares proportionally
based on ladings would result in those participants who landed a greater amount of fish

receiving a greater amount of redistributed shares than those who landed less fish. A comparison

of these two methods is shown in the example below.

In this example, 108ccounts have shares, and in this particular cycle, only 80 of those acfounts
had landings. The quota in this particular cycle is 100,000 Ibs, and 98,000 Ibs were landg¢d. 10%

of each accountodés shares are reclaimed @&t

Number of acconts with shares: 100
Number of accounts with landings: 80
Quota for the cycle: 100,000 Ibs
Total amount landed during the cycle: 98,000 lbs
Reclamation percentage (RP): 16%

This example examines three accounts (Accounts A, B, and C) with varying déVvelrvest.

Account A landed 1,000 Ibs; Account B landed 5,000 Ibs; Account C had no landings. Wjth
equal redistribution, Accounts A and B both receive back an additional 0.125% in shares fthat

were reclaimed. Account C receives no shares back, dbe tack of landings.

Account Landings Equal Redistribution
P YO g e
———, .P.1, Q001 01 Qwo
Mwwwe 0€ 01
A 1,000 Ibs p 1 PY o b
| DTG 0E 6 8D
pTIBYD
B 5,000 Ibs ——, . p
PTOwwE 0 sﬂfg)lJc v
C 0 Ibs 0%
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With proportionalredistribution, Account A receives 0.102% back in shares that were

reclaimed, while Account B receives back 0.510% in shares. Account B receives a greater

amount in shares because it had a higher proportion of the industry landings in that cycle
comparedo Account A. Account C still receives no shares bdak, to the lack of landings.

Account Landings Proportional Redistribution
(I)(i)(béc‘d)éb’Q"(Z)‘s Qi e b ¢
5 & oocerE QO Hp T P@RERE0
(I)Tﬁ)élé%n‘)‘\fﬁ Pi QQQi 01 Qo o
pmnmgpnnpmcb
A 1,000 Ibs @ 4T 7T a 00
P8l PpMBYD T TP
Umnm%p MTmu b
B 5,000 Ibs ® dI U a0
VP MPPpTIBYD T pTIP
C 0 Ibs P

Due to how landings are taken into consideratiothis exampleéAccount A would receive
fewer shares back under proportional redistribution than under equal redistribution; Acco
B would receive more shares back under proportional redistribution; Account C would
receive no shares back under both tygfegdistribution. The amount of shares received
back by each account under proportional redistribution will vary based on the total amour
fish landed and the amount landed per account. For example, if Vessel A landed 1,225 |
would receive theame amount under proportional distribution as equal distribution.

Nt

t of
DS, it

Account| Starting | Reclaimed| Remaining Equal Proportional
Shares | Shares Shares | Redistributed| Final | Redistributed| Final
A 1% 0.1% 0.9% 0.125%| 1.05% 0.102%| 1.02%
B 5% 0.5% 4.5% 0.125%| 4.625% 0.510%]| 5.01%
C 3% 0.3% 2.7% 0% 2.7% 0% 2.7%

If adaptive management is applied to a system where shares are not independent of the permit
(e.g., PFQ), there is an increased potential of unintended consequences to permit holders. A PFQ
program creates different classes of permits based on the shares associated with the permit. In an
adaptive program, this may be magnified as the adaptive nature will increase shares on some
permits while reducing shares on other permits. After multptées, there may be permits that

have zero shares in any share category. As already mentioned, a PFQ may restrict or deny a
permit transfer, if the permit holder would exceed one or more share caps. Furthermore, the
adaptive process will need to accotortshare caps when redistributing shares. This may be

further complicated if a permit holder holds multiple permits that affect the share cap as well as

if there is joint ownership of permits. The following example demonstrates this issue.
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This exampe considers four permits (FA4) owned by various combinations of four entitie
(A-D) in an adaptive PFQ program. A 5% share cap jardtthe shareholdings for each
entity must remain below the share cap. Note that the share cap applies to egdsentit

well as across permits. This example only uses entities that are individuals and does npt

incorporate businesses, whistould addfurther complicationsFor example,fithe entity
owning the permit is a business, the assignment of shares woudddxt ¢n the percent
ownership each entity has in the business.

After reclamation, the account for each permit will hold some portion of its original sharg

dependent on the share percentage chosen for reclamation.

Permit (P) P1 P2 P3 P4
Entltl_es owning the A A&B B&C&D B&D
permit

Shares associated

with the permit after 0.5% 3% 3% 2%
reclamation

vl

Shares are assigned equally among the owners of each permit for purposes of calculat|ng the

share cap exposure.

Permit (P) P1 P2 P3 P4
Entities A A&B B&C&D B&D
Shares — after 0.5% 3% 3% 20
reclamation

Shares assigned 10 5o, 1.5% each 1% each 1% each
each entity

When shares are redistributed, they are added to the shares in the account associated
permit.

with the

Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels

Permit (P) P1 P2 P3 P4
Entities A A&B B&C&D B&D
Shares —after | 5o, 3% 3% 206
reclamation
Shares from
redistribution  to 0.25% 2% 2% 3%
permit
Total shares to
permit after 0.75% 5% 5% 5%
redistribution
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Again, shares are assigned equally among the owners of each permit for purposes of
calculating the share cap exposure.

Permit (P) P1 P2 P3 P4
Entities A A&B B&C&D B&D
Total shares to permitf  0.75% 5% 5% 5%

Proportion assigned {

: 0.75% 2.5% each 1.66% each 2.5% each
each entity

Finally, the shareholdings for each entity are added together from each account.

Entity Shares Held by Individual Entity Exceed 5%
share cap?

A 0.75% (P1) + 2.5% (P2) = 3.25% No

B 2.5% (P2) + 1.66% (P3) + 2.5% (P4)6.66% YES

C 1.66% (P3) No

D 1.66% (P3) + 2.5% (P4) = 4.16% No

In this example, no permit exceeds a share cap, but Entity B exceeds the share cap, berause
that entity is listed on three permits and, therefore, is involved in three accounEntiBor
B not to exceed the share cap, a reduced amount of shares must be redistributed to thgt entity.
Since the shares redistributed are redistributed by permit, any change to the redistribut¢d
shares for those permits also affects the other entitieb/ev in the permits. In other

words, if the redistribution for Entity B must be reduced, Entities A, C, and D will be
affected because they own permits with Entity B. In addition, Entity B is prohibited from
obtaining any more permits with shares. Mkse, the other entities cannot obtain addition:l
permits if the shares on those permits added to their current permits will exceed the shdre
cap.

NMFS will need a set of rules to determine which account does not receive the full redistributed
shares eaed or if all accounts receive a lesser proportion of shares. While a similar situation
may occur in an IFQ program, the individual entities in an IFQ program can transfer shares out
of the account(s) to keep within the share cap, allowing the participattSMFS, to determine

how to adjust their shares in relation to the cap.

Outcomes of an adaptive catch share management program, regardless of cycle duration,
reclamation amount, or redistribution process, may be influenced by other aspects ohthe catc
share program. At a minimum, for an adaptive catch share program to be beneficial to new or
replacement fishermen, allocation transfers among participants would be necessary; otherwise,
new or replacement fishermen would not be able to obtain allocattbneceive reclaimed

shares. This would similarly affect smaller participants that would like to grow their businesses.
If shares are redistributed proportionally based on landings, allocation transfers may also
decrease the amount of time until tharghdistribution becomes representative of the current
fishery. For example, a current participant may obtain allocation from another participant during
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the cycle. If that current participant has increased landings during the cycle as a result of the
purchased allocation, they will receive a greater proportion of the redistributed shares.

With an IFQ program, share transfers might also reduce the amount of time until the share
distribution is representative of the current fishery. For example, aiparti with a small

amount of shares may obtain additional shares by purchasing them from other shareholders. The
allocation associated with these shares in subsequent years within the cycle, might allow the
participant to increase landings. If sharesradistributed proportionally based on landings, this
participant will have the opportunity to earn an increased amount of shares in addition to the
purchased shares transferred into the account.
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Action 7.1: Adaptive Management Cycle
Alternative 1: No Action. Do noset an adaptive management cycle

Alternative 2: The cycles for adaptive management will occur on a set cycle of every:
Option 2a: 1 year
Option 2b: 2 year
Option 2c. X years

Preferred Alternative 3: The cycles for adaptivemanagement will increase progressively,
starting at X year(s) and incrementing until Y years. Thereafter, cycles will be Y years in length.
Preferred Option 3a: 1 year incrementing by 1 year till reaching 3 years (cycle1 =1
year, cycle 2 = 2 years, dgc3+ = 3 years)
Option 3b: 2 years incrementing by 1 year till reaching 4 years (cycle 1 = 2 years, cycle
2 = 3 years, cycle 3+ = 4 years)
Option 3c: 1 year incrementing after 3 years by 1 year until reaching 3 years (cycle 1 =
1 year, cycle 2 = 1 yeazycle 3 = 1 year, cycle 4 = 2 years, cycle 5+ = 3 years)

Discussion

Alternative 1 (No Action)would use a on-adaptivecatch share management system; therefore,

none d the subactions under Action Would be needed. A nesdaptive system would

disttb ut e shares only once when the program begi
only change through transfers with an IFQ program or by buying a different permit with a PFQ
program.

Alternative 2 andPreferred Alternative 3 would allow for an adapte approach to the catch

share program. The impacts of the cycle duration should be considered when choosing a set or
progressive cycle management. Cycle durations would impact how quickly the shares are
redistributed to represent the current fishdmg, gtability of the market for shares and allocation,

and the ability and timeliness for new or replacement esttardcquire shares (Table 2.7).

Effects of the duration of a cycle may be magnified by localized events (e.g., red tides,
hurricanesiand personal events (e.g., health or vessel problems). Short durations are beneficial
when there is a need for rapid adaptive management, such as to address an initial distribution that
may not have been representative of the current fishery. A shorggioth of the cycle would

allow changes in the distribution of shares to occur more frequently. The need for rapid adaptive
management should be balanced with any expected negative consequences that could result
because of short cycle durations. Longyale durations provide for more stability in business
planning and may minimize localized effects. Conversely, a longer cycle duration may have a
negative impact on new or replacement entrants, because it will take longer to receive shares
through redisibution. There may also be a disproportional effect to participants who harvested
the entire cycle |l ength versus those that har
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Table 27.1.1 Comparison of effects of an adaptive catch share for sgiragdessive intervals

Set Intervals (Alt 2) Progressive
Effects Intervals (Alt 3)
Short Long Short to long

Representative distribution (e.g.,
moving shares from latent fisherm|
or those who encounter a species |
often to those who land ar
encounter the species more often)
Stability in industry (e.g., ability to
predict future shares and busin¢ Less stable More stable
practices)
New entrants(e.g., timeline for new . . Initially faster time
. Faster time to| Longer time to
entrants to earn shares in f to earn shares,
earn shares earn shares
program) then longer

Fastertime to | Slower time to

move shares t¢ move shares to
active active

fishermen fishermen

Intermediatdime
to move shares tg
active fishermen

Movement
towards stability

TheMagnusonrStevens Act requires a review oliraited access privilegprogram(IFQ or

PFQ)after the first 5 yearand every 5 to 7 years thereafter. For a complete analysis of the
progress and success of the progriamvould be best to have more than one cycle completed and
not be midcycle at the time of the review (e.g., end of the first 5 years).

Alternative 2 would use a set duration for each cycle. The set duration would provide a degree
of stability within the program, as participants can easily track when the adaptive actions will
occur. This would allow for better business planning and known time p@fetgertainty.

This type of duration cycle may be most appropriate when the industry is stable in relation to the
number of participants and the distribution of shaf@ptions ac would encompass the effects

of shorter and longer cyctanes as outling in Table 2.71.1

Preferred Alternative 3 would use progressively increasing cycle durations, where the cycle
duration would be incrementally increased until a constant duration is achieved. This would
allow for shorter time periods initially, and longer durations once the fishery is consatieinézl

in relation to participants and distribution of shares. This management approach would be best
when initial distribution is expected to be skewed and not representative of the current
participation in the fisheryOptions ac would encompass théfects of shorter and longer cycle
times as outlined in Table 2171
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Action 7.2: Reclamation of Shares
Alternative 1: No Action. Do noteclaim shares

Alternative 2: Reclaim a set percentage of sharesach share category from all shareleol
accounts.

Option 2a: 10%

Option 2b: 25%

Option 2¢. X%

Alternative 3: Reclaim a progressively decreasing amount of shares of each share category
from all shareholder accounts.

Option 3a: Cycle 1: 40%, Cycle 2: 20%, Cycle 3+: 10%

Option 3b: Cycle 1: 50%, Cycle 2: 40%, Cycle 3: 40%; Cycle 4+: 25%

Discussion

Alternative 1 (No Action) would use a on-adaptivecatch share management system; therefore,
none @ the subactions under Action Would be needed.

Alternatives 2 and3 would set lhe amount of shares reclaimed from every account at the end of

a cycle. The redistribution of recla@u shares is coveredAwction 7.3. If the program has

multiple share categories, reclamation would occur for each share category individually.
Reclamaibn is a purposeful method to redistribute shares for programs where initial shares are
not expected to be representative of the current participation in the fishery and latent permits are
unknown (e.g., because landings history was not known). Reotewmath redistribution

(Action 7.3) also provides a way for new or replacement entrants to earn shares through
participation. The percentages of shares to be reclaimed can be set from 0% (i.e., functions like
a ron-adaptiveprogram) to 100% (i.e., full réstribution each cycle). The goal is to determine
what recl amation percentages wil|l best accomp
share distribution, aids to new or replacement entrants), without creating a barrier to business
practices (e.gthe ability to predict allocation available for future trips).

Impacts from different reclaimed share percentages should be considered when designing such a
program. In the foehire industry, some participants might schedule trips with clients many

months if not a year in advance of the actual trip. The participants would need to retain enough
shares within their accounts to continue with this business practice. Although reclaiming a high
percentage of reclaimed shares each cycle would allow digegon to move more rapidly

towards representative distribution, it might also create instability in trip planning. Conversely,
reclaiming a low percentage of shares each cycle may provide stability but may not redistribute
enough shares to address thegproa més goal s in a reasonabl e tim

Alternative 2 would use a set reclamation percentage for every cycle. A constant reclamation
percentage may provide the greatest stability and may be an optimum method if there is more
concern for providing access for new or replacement entrants than with using adaptive
manaement to quickly achieve a representative distribution of shares. This type of reclamation
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may work well as existing fishermen slowly exit the fishery (e.g., decrease their activity), while
new or replacement entrants slowly enter the industry.

Alternative 3 would use a progressive reclamation percentage that decreases each cycle. A
progressive reclamation percentage may be most suitable when it is expected that initial share
distributions will not be reflective of actual industry participatidma progressive reclamation,

the first cycle claims a high percentage of shares. This would be used to rapidly redistribute the
shares after the first cycle. As the cycles continue, the percentage of shares reclaimed decreases
as the redistribution nves shares to shareholders actively fishing.

With bothAlternatives 2 and3, the reclamation percentag@gtions 2a2c and 3a3b) should

be considered in conjunction with the cycle duration because these two elements interact. For
example, reclaiming aidgfh percentage of shares through short cycle durations would have a
different effect on the industry than a high reclaiming a high percentage of shares through a long
cycle duration.
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Action 7.3: Redistribution of Reclaimed Shares
Alternative 1: No Adion. Do notredistribute reclaimed shares.

Alternative 2: Redistribute reclaimed shares by share category equally among all participants
that harvested species in that share category.

Preferred Alternative 3: Redistribute reclaimed shares by sheaategory proportionally among

all participants that harvested species in that share category. Proportional redistribution is based
on a participantdés |l andings for a species in
for that share categoryitlin the cycle.

Discussion

Alternative 1 (No Action) would use a on-adaptivecatch share management system; therefore,
none d the subactions under Action Would be needed.

Alternatives 2 and3 would use adaptive management to redistribute the reclaimed shares to
accounts that landed species within that share category. Distributing reclaimed shares to only
those participants who landed within the share category allows adaptive management to work
towards representative distribution. Distributing shares to those who have no landings within

that share category would be counterproductive to the goals of adaptive management. Both
Alternative 2 andPreferred Alternative 3 would be mechanisms for new replacement

entrants to obtain shares through landings. Allocation transfers must be allowed for this adaptive
management program to work for new or replacement entrants. The new or replacement entrants
would obtain allocation through transfers anadl@pecies within a cycle. Once these

participants have harvested within a share category, they would be eligible to receive reclaimed
shares in the next cycle, and the annual allocation that is associated with those shares. While the
allocation associatl with these redistributed shares may not initially be sufficient to support

their business practices, it would reduce the amount of allocation to be obtained and result in a
reduction in cost.

Alternative 2 considers distribution of reclaimed shargsally to all who have landings within

that share category. This would provide participants who landed one pound within a share
category the same proportion of reclaimed shares as participants who landed greater quantities.
Under this alternative, new ogplacement fishermen may gain access to shares more quickly.
Conversely, those who rarely encounter a species but have landings, may obtain more shares
than needed to maintain their business.

Preferred Alternative 3 considers proportional distributaf reclaimed shares to all who have
landed within the share category. Under this alternative, a greater proportion of reclaimed shares
would go to those with greater landings. For example, in a-shadtie category program, a

participant who does natitget a share category, but incidentally catches species in that category,
would receive fewer reclaimed shares than a participant who targets the species in the share
category. Since species are not evenly distributed across the Gulf, and fishermaiffdrane
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species of interest, proportional distribution would increase shares for those who encounter and
land the species in the share category.

With bothAlternative 2 and3,if an i ndi vidual 6s permit expires
to renewthe permit. In a PFQ systemthe permit is not renewed, it will be terminated and

shares associated with that permit willdziEled to theeclaimed sharehat are redistributed in

the next cycle In an IFQ program, if a permit is reqed to maintairshares (Action Pand an
individual 6s permit expires, the permit hol de
shares (i.e., transfer the shares). If the permit is not renewed, it will be terminated, and any

shares that have not been transfé will be added to theeclaimed share$at are redistributed

in the next cycle.
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Action 7.4: Reclamation of Latent Shares

Alternative 1: No Action. Reclamation and redistribution will continue for each shareholder
account indefinitelyregardless of level of landings

Alternative 2: After the first three years, and then after each subsequent cycle, shares will be
declared latent if the following conditions are met for a shareholder account:

1 the percentage of shares in a share catagdegs than X%, and

1 no fish were landed during that time period/cycle in that share category.
Latent shares from shareholder accounts will be reclaimed at the endiofaheeriodtycle.

Option 2a: X=0.000001%

Option 2b: X=lowest percent during initial distribution

Alternative 3. After the first three years, and then after each subsequent slyates will be
declared latent if a shareholder accadmes not have landed fishanspecies categanAll

shares in thagpecies category from that shareholder account will be reclaimed at the end of the
time period/cycle.

Note: The percentages Alternative 2apply to each share category separately and will be the
same for each share category.

Discussion

Alternative 1 (No Action)would allow individuals to hold shares even if they do not fish,

although the amount of shares would decrease with each distribution cycle. During reclamation,

a fisherman with no landings would always retain some portion of thezies, asletemined in

Action 7.2, which has no option to reclaim 100% of shares from fishermen each cycle. Allowing
inactive fishermen to indefinitely retain shares would not meet the need of achieving OY nor the
Council 6s stated de $s0, atsome mointktleshare evelaoulel decreaset | v e
below the level that could be tracked by the catch shares online system. A declaration of latency
would not occur regardless of how low the share value gets or how long the fisherman does not

fish.

Alternative 2would set an end point for retention of unused shares by inactive fishermen by
declaring those shares latent if two conditions exist. First, the amount of shares would need to be
lower than a minimum amount that the Council considers reasonabi©ption 2a, that

amount would be the lowest value accounted for by the catch shares online S§y868001%.

The number of pounds this share represents depends on the quota, but would equal less than two
pounds for all the current quotas, and kass one pound for some, meaning not enough for

even one fish. FdDption 2b, that amount would be the lowest percentage given to a

shareholder during initial distribution. Although we cannot determine that amount yet, it would
presumably be greater théhe amount i©Option 2a. The second condition to be met would be

that the fisherman did not land any fish during the previous time period (during the first three
years, or during the previous cycle thereafter). This second condition would ensure that t
fisherman is truly inactive and not a new participant trying to earn shares by leasing.
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Alternative 3 is similar toAlternative 2, but only declares shares latent based on lack of
landings.

The declaration of latency ilternatives 2 and3 would not begin initially until after three

years to allow time for the adaptive management process to begin balancing shares. The delay
would also account for fishermen who might miss a year of fishing due to illness, vessel repairs,
or other reasonsHowever, the 3/ear initial time period would work differently depending on

the peferred alternative in Action.Z, which sets the numbef years for each cycle. Aear

period would end at the end of a cycle with Preferred Alternativend Alternatie 3c in Adion

7.1, but would end in the middle of a cyelith Alternative 3b in Action 7. If shares are

declared latent in the middle of a cycle, those shares would be reclaimed and held by NMFS until
the end of the cycle when they could be rediated, preventing them from being used to

harvest fish until then.
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2.8 Action 81 Transferability of IFQ Shares

Alternative 1: No Action. Do not allow the transfer of shares.

Alternative 2: An accountoldermust have a associate@€harter/Headbodermit for Reef
Fish to receive transferred shar&hares can only be transferred toitdd Stategitizens or
permanent redens.

Alternative 3: Shares can be transferredatoy United Stategitizen orpermanentesident
Discussion

If an IFQ program is selected in Action 1, this action determines how the IFQ shares can be
transferred after the initial distribution of the shar&his action does not address the
transferability of shares under a PFQ program, as thesshmrgt be transferred with the permit.

If transfer is allowed ransfer of shares would be perman@on-adaptivecatch share) or semi
permanent (adaptive catch shaaail the recipient of the shares would receive the allocation in
subsequent yearsn &n IFQ program, the shares are not attached to a fmrrbilong to the

entities associated with the account and can be transferred in part or in whole; in a PFQ, program
the shares are attached to the permit and must be transferred as a wholepeitimitheFor

both the IFQ and PFQ programs, the annual allocation associated with the shares would be
distributed to the accouhblding the shareat the time of distribution.

The commercial IFQ programs do not currently hapermit requirement fareceiving
transferrecsharesthe only requiremestarethata recipient must be a U.S. @#@n or permanent
residentand that the received shares do not exceed the shar®uapg the first years of each
commercial programgne could only enter theggram if one had a permit, asbares and
allocationcould only be trasferred to permit holders. In those first 5 years, sltangs be
maintained without a permit. A 2012 forthered snappelQ programand 2015 fothe
grouper tilefisHFQ progam,anyone meeting the citizenship requirementaaenan IFQ
account and receive transferigthres or allocatigmowever a the vessel must be permitted to
harvest allocation.

Alternative 1 would be the most restrictive of the alternatives and llmvahe transfer of

shares. In this case, the initial distribution of IFQ shares would be permanently assigned to the
account entity that is the initial recipient. The account entity would retain the shares even if the
permit is transferred or allowed expire. Prohibiting the transfer of shares may prevent an

entity from obtaining an excessive amount of shares, although share caps ultimately constrain the
amount of shares held by an entity (Actidl). Restrictions on the transfer of shares in an IFQ
program could have unforeseen consequences as participants exit the fishery and are unable to
transfer their shares to participants in the IFQ progrdra permit was transferred, the shares
would stay with the original shareholder and could not besteared to the new shareholder.

Even if a permit was terminated, the original permit holder would retain the shares and over
time, fewer and fewer shares would be available to active fisherRrehibiting the transfer of
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shares may also have a negagffect on new entrants or replacement fishermen, as they would
not be allowed to obtain shares in the system.

Alternative 2 would only allow the transfer of shares between accounts that are associated with
a valid forhire permit In Amendment 42, # Council is considering whether to separate the
for-hire permits into separate charter and headboat permits, or add an endorsement-torthe for
permit for headboats. This decision could impact the transferability of the shares. Ithire for
permit are separated, then the shares under these alternatives would likely be transferable to
only charter permits due to the program restrictions. However, if an endorsement is added to the
for-hire permit for headboats or the foire permit is not split byhe programs, then any entity

with a for-hire permit could receive shares unless additional restrictions were implensdied

as eligibility requirements to obtain a shareholder accotlihe Council would need to discuss
whether the shares could trensferred between the programs and if someone could use the same
vessel in the same year in both progra®@mce the IFQ program would be a LAPP, participants
would also be required to meet the U.S. citizenshipeomanent residen¢quirement for this
alternative.

Alternative 3 would be the least restrictive and allow any United StEteen or permanent
residentto obtain sharesimilar toGulf commercial IFQ programsWhile shares could be
transferred to a person or entity without alfiine permit, the fish could not be legally harvested
without procuring a fehire permit, or transferring the allocation to a permit holdémder this
alternative, any United Stategizen or permanenmesidentcould enter the program as a
shareholder, including new fishermen, investors, or fishermen in another fishery or sector.
However, fishing communities and active charter operators may react negatively to absentee
ownership okhares.Full public participatiorwould also allow the transfer of sharestdities

who may nouse the IFQ allocation associated with the shares to participate in the charter fishing
industrybecause a permit is required to harvest filadaptivemanagement options are

chosen, this magtecreas¢he impact of absentee ownersbipshares.

Alternatives 2 and3 would require a protocol to be developed to handle the transfer of shares.
Alternative 2 would require the account holder to maintain advedr-hire permit to receive the
shares.This restriction would contribute to maintaining IFQ shares in the hands-biréor
operators. The moratorium restricts the numbdoehire permits in the Gulf, and these permits
can only be obtained from aent forhire permit holders. Thus the number of potential IFQ
accounts would be limited to the number of permisliérnative 2 is selected, but may

increase ifAlternative 3 is selected, as account holders could maintain their shares after
transferrig a permit. The new permit holder would create a new account, thereby allowing the
number of IFQ accounts to be greater than the number-biffopermits. Alternative 3 would

also allow for fishermen to separate their assets, by creating a new abeabuisinot directly

linked to their permit, as is often done in the commercial IFQ program.

Amendment 41: AllocatioiBased 63 Chapter 3. Affected Environment
Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels



2.9 Action 97 Maintenance ofIFQ Shares

Alternative 1: No Action. Shares can be held by anyitéd Statescitizen or permanent
resident

Alternative 2: A participant must have @harter/Headbodermit for Reef Fish to maintain
shares.Shares can only be held byited Statescitizens orpermanentesidens. If a participant
transfers their permithenthe owrer must divest of their shares obtain andter permitwithin
60 days othecompletion of thdransfer; ifthe permit/endorsement expirésenthe owner must
renew the permit or divest of their shares before the p&emitinater the shares will revert to
NMFS.

Discussion:

If an IFQ programs selected in Action 1, this action determines the criteria for maintaining
shares This action does not address thaintenancef shares under a PFQ program, as the
sharegemainwith the forhire permit. In an IFQprogram the shares are not attached
permit and belong to the entities associated with the account and can be gdnsfpart or in
wholg if transferabilityis selected by the Council in Acti@

Alternative 1 would be the least restrictive and allow any United Stteen o permanent
residento maintain shares. While shares could be maintained by a person or entity without a
for-hire permit, the fish could not be legally harvested without procuringlaif®permit, or
transferring the allocation to a permit holder. ®nthis alternative, any United Statcitizen or
permanentesidentcould participate inthe program as a shareholder, including oew
replacementishermen, investors, or fishermen in another fishery or sector.

Alternative 2 would only allowsharesn accounts that hold a val@harter/Headbod®ermit for
Reef Fish.This restriction would contribute to maintaining IFQ shares in the hands-biréor
operators. The moratorium restricts the numbdoehire permits in the Gulf, and these permits
can only be obtained from current fbire permit holders. Thuthe number of potentidFQ
accounts would be limited to the number of permisitiérnative 2 is selected

In Amendment 42the Council is considering whether to separate théiferpermis or add an
endorsement to the permit for headboat operation. This decision could impaciithenance

of the shares. If the permits are separated, then the shares under these alternatives vibguld only
held by participants with eharter permit dueotthe program restrictions. However, if an
endorsement is added to the permit for headboats or the permit is not split by the programs, then
anyone with a fohire permit coulchold shares unless additional restrictions were implemented

Ifanindividm| 6 s permit expires, the permit hol der
their shares (i.etransferthe shares) If the permit is not renewed, it will be terminatadd any

shares that have not beteansferredwill be redistributed along with reclaimed shares under the
adaptive management process in Actigrnifiadaptive management is not selected, another

method of returning shares would need to be develolbedpermit is transferred, the
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shareholder will hve 60 days to divest of those shares or obtain another permit. Permit
applications/transfers are generally processed by NMFS within 60 days.
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2.10 Action 107 Transferability of Annual Allocation

Alternative 1: No Action. Do not allow the transfef allocationamong participants.

Preferred Alternative 2: An account must have a Charter/Headboat permit for Relefo
receive transferred allocatio®nnual allocatiorcan only be transferred tonided Statescitizens
or permanent residents

Alternative 3: There are no restrictng on the transfer of allocatioAnnual allocation can only
be transferred to hited Statescitizens or permanent residents

Alternative 4. Annual allocatiommay be transferred by surrenderibtp a NMFSallocation
bank from which other program participants may obtairatloeationby:

Option 4a: lottery.

Option 4b: auction.

Note Alternative 4may be selected as a preferred alternative alone or paired with either
Alternative 2or Alternative 3as an additional preferred alternative.

Discussion:

Transferring allocation refers to the movement of allocation, which iarttoaintof fish that
someone is ensured the opportunity to possess or landfiatimg year, between accounts.
Allocation ransfers can be for a monetary value, a gift, or part of a packagevded may

include other aspects such as the transfer of the permit, vessel, and/or shares. ANocgdion
bedistributed to accounts at the beginning of the fishing, ya@aat anytime throughout the year
when there is a quota increas®, either an IFQ or PFQ system based on the shares held by that
account/permit.This action does not require provisions for divestment of allocation due to a
transferred or expired perniiecauseallocation expires at the end of each yearfor-hire

permit would still be requiretb legally harvesselected reef fish (Action 2)

Alternative 1 would be the most restrictive of the alternatives. Allocatwonld be distributed

to accountst the beginning of thigshing yearor after any inrseason quota increasad no
transfers of allocation would be allowed. Therefore, no account could obtain any additional
allocation. Obtaining extra allocation during the year is often desirabfeaitigipant uses all of
their allocatiorbefore the end of the yeaAt any time, if an account does not have sufficient
allocation, any selected species (Action 2) caught would need to be discarded, resulting in
potential increased discards and discaadtality. Fishermen that had received small portions of
the quota may have higher discard and discard mortality rates than if allowed to account for
caught fish through allocation transfeRestricting the transfer of allocatiomayalso inhibit

the adievement of optimum vyieldf those pounds that may have been harvested by a different
account holder would go unused. For example, allocation belonging to an account holder whose
permit expires mig/ear or whose vessel is in diigck would remain unusddr the year.Under

an adaptive management program, this alternative would not allow entities without shares to
develop a landings history, which is required to receive redistributed shares.
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Preferred Alternative 2 andAlternative 3 would require protoaisto be developed to handle

the transfer of allocation. Allowing the transfer of allocation would be beneficial for participants
who use all of their allocation before the end of the year to enable them to accommodate
additional trips to harveselecte reef fish (Action 2)

Preferred Alternative 2 would require a participant receiving allocation to have a
Charter/Headbod®ermit for Reef Fish This restriction would contribute to maintaining
allocation in the control of charter vessel operatoitse Moratorium restricts the number of-for
hire permits in the Gulf, and these permits can only be obtained from current permit holders.
With a permit requirement, all allocation would be held by participants with the ability to use
that allocation to fish

With Alternative 3, any account could receive allocatieven without dor-hire permit

Alternative 3 would be the least restrictive allowing anwitéd Stategitizen or permanent
residento obtain an account and receive allocation. While allocation could be transferred to an
account without a fehire permit, the fish could not be legally harvested without procuring a for
hire permit. This is similar to the provision in the commerciaQllprograms that allows any

United Statesitizen orpermanentesidentto obtain and transfer shares and allocation, although
a commercial reef fish permit is still required to harvest and land IFQ allocation.

Alternative 4 would allow charter operate that do not intend to usélocationduring a yeato
surrendethe allocation to NMFS. The surrendered allocationld/be transferred to a NMFS
allocationbank and two options for redistribution are provided. Other program participants
could obtainthe allocatiorby lottery Option 4a) or auction Qption 4b). Participation in the
lottery (Option 4a) or auction Qption 4b) would be restricted to participants with a
Charte/HeadboaPermit for Reef Fish.The Council may choose to use an auctemn
redistribute transferred allocati@ven if an auction is not selected as the preferred method of
initially distributingsharego charter vessela Action 6. Becausallocationis annualthe
redistibution would occuprior to the end of thgear Aspects of the redistribution that would
need to be addressed and developed include the followidgte by which participants would
need to surrender allocaticat, what point in the year redistribution occurs, such that other
participants would have time use the allocation; how often in the year redistribution occurs;
andpotential limits for redistribution, such as how much one entity could reoeivew often

one entity couldeceiveredistributed allocationRevenues from eithexlottery (Option 4a) or
auction Option 4b) would not constitute cost recovery fees and thus would not offset additional
administrative costs for this redistribution program.

In wildlife management, lotterie©ption 4a) have been used to distribute hunting tags when the
demand for the resource exceeds sustainable harvest. Johnston et al. (2007) suggest that some
hunting |l otteries use filimited harvest with
that repeat applicants who may have been unsuccessful ingbtéoies will be/could be

rewarded with tags in the future. For example, some states that use lottery systems for wildlife
management set up a point system for lottery applicants. This process increases the probability
that lottery applicants that hawet previously received harvest tags will have a greater

probability of receiving them in the futyrensuring that tag allocation is equitable (Johnston et
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al. 2007). While this literature pertains to harvest tags, the concepts are releve@ aod FFQ
programs.

Auctions Option 4b) often represent market pricebasedsaldlsased on t he hi ghes
willingness to pay. Johnston et al. (2007) state auctioning of hunting rights in wildlife

management typically helps states generate revenuevieo, due to equity concerns some

states may only hold a portion of all available tags for auction. If the Council moves forward

with Option 4b for redistibuting surrendered allocation, ortlyat portion that is surrendered

would be available for an atien. Nevertheless, auctions favor those with the ability to pay the

most.
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2.11 Action 117 Share Caps

Alternative 1: No Action. Do not cap the amount of shali@sa given speciethat one
participant can hold.

Alternative 2: No participantmayhold sharesor a given speciesqualing more than the
maximum amount of shares issufedthat specieduring initial apportionment for a participant
(as defined in Actio).

Alternative 3: No participant shall hold sharfs a given specieshich conprise more than
x% of the total charter vessel qudta that species

Discussion

Section 303A(c)(5)(D) of MagnuseBtevens Actequires that LAPPs include provisions to

prevent privilege holders from acquiring an excessive share of the total lirotessgriveges

in the program National Standard of the MagnusoiBtevens Ackimilarly requires that an

allocation of fishing privileges be carried out in such a manner to prevent a particular participant
from acquiring an excessive share. To comply with these mandates, an IFQ or PFQ program
must set a cap on share ownership. eNtity, includinga persona businessor other entity

(e.g., a trust), may individually or collectively hold shares in excess of the amount determined in
this action. For the purposes of considering
adding the applicable shares held by the entity for all accounts associated with that entity. If an
entity is involved with a business, the percentage of ownership in that business is applied to that
entitybés share cap.

Sharecaps with a PFQ program mayepent the transfesf a permit iftherecipientalready has

one or more permits artde combined shares/allocation of the permits exceeds the share cap for
one or more of the permit holders. For examiplihe transfer of the permitould putthe
permitholder over any of the share caps for the selected species, then the permit would transfer
would be disallowed. Because caps are at the entity level, a participant may not be aware that
they would exceed the cap until the permit transfer is not apprdves permit transfer may

also be delayed as Permit staff work with Catch Share staff to determine the share cap for each
entity. Currently, 6% of permit holders hold more than one permit.

Alternative 1 would not meet the requirements of the MagneS@vens Act as it would not
constrain a participant from acquiring an excessive amount of sh&lids®ut a share cap,
accumulation of excessive shares could not be prevented, shares could become concentrated
among only a few participants, and those paodiots could gain excessive market power. If
IFQ/PFQ shares accumulate with only a few participants, it may affect the structure of the fleet
and its relationship to communities could be disrupted.

Alternative 2 would cap the shares of a participantite maximum amount initially distributed

to an entity, individually and collectively, which accounts for entities that have multiple permits.

A cap set in thisnethod has a higher likelihood of maintainthg current makeup of the

participants by size of operation and community structure. However, the region may have a high
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amount, but because the cap would be set through the entities, someone with multiple permits in
another region may be the cap setteor reference, the red snappemmercial IFQ program

has a cap of 6.0203% based on the maximum share holdings of a single entity who owned
multiple permits at the initial calculation of sharé&ecause there are no landings history for the
charter fleetthere is not an estimate of how many permits are latent for the entire fishery or for
any individual species selected for this program. Therefore, initial shares must be distributed
assuming all participants are actively fishing all species. This eaalytb an unrealistically low

share cap, if there is a high degree of unfished permékinthe cap equal to the maximum

initial distribution could prevent an entity from expanding their busirgesticularly the initial

cap setter.The efficiencyof the fleetcould be impairedand the fleet may decrease over time

due to the limited access permithecapcouldalsoe st ri ct t he fl eetds abi
quota.

Alternative 3 would set an appropriate maximum percentage for the shardrcap adaptive

catch share progrant,this value is less than thetal amounta participant icalculated tdold

after redistributionNMFS will have to determaa methodology to redistributiee excess

amount to other participants, ensuring thabne participant goes over the share cap. The
appropriate percentage and subsequent options can be determined after further decisions and data
analysis are available regarding the landings and distribution methods, and transferability of
shares or allocain. Caps should not be set so high that any entityacanmulat excessive
sharesconversely, if caps are set too low, they may reduce potential gains in economic
efficiency by preventing mutually beneficial transfers from occurri@gen in allocatiorbased
programs, the greater the number of participants the smaller the share cap percentage. For
example, in the Gulf commercial IFQ program the two share categories with the highest share
caps (deepvater grouper at 14.04321% andftdl at 12.212356%) has the smaller number of
vessels participating, 187 and 79 respectively. In the South Atlantic Wrelidistdual

Transferable QuotdTQ) program, which has only 6 shareholders, the share cap is set unusually
high at 49%.

Figure 211.1 provides an example for calculating the cap on shares for an IFQ and PFQ program
for entities belonging to multiple businesses. These examples include partial ownership of
permits for the calculation
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A) Example of share cap calculation for an IF

Smith, LLC John Smith
(OwnershipJohn and Jane Doe
Smith 55%, Jane Shares held

Doe 45%) 10%
Shares Held 5%
Permit 101 Permit 102

Entities with share cap exposure

Smith LLC = 5%

John Smith and Jane Doe = 10%

John Smith: 55%*5% + 50%*10% %75%

Jane Doe: 45%*5% + 50% * 10% = 7.25%
B) Example of share cap calculation for a PFQ where shares are held with the p

Smith, LLC .
(Ownership:John John Smith
Smith 55%, Jane and Jane Doe

Doe 45%)

N

Permit 103 . .
Permit 101 Permit 102
Shares Held 5% Shares held 4% | | Shares held 6%

Entities with share cap exposure

Smith LLC = 5%

John Smith and Jane Doe = 4% + 6% = 10%

John Smith: 55%*5% + 50%*4% + 50%*6% = 7.75%
Jane Doe: 45%*5% + 50% * 4% + 50%*6% = 7.25%

Figure 2.11.1. Examples of share cap calculations.
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2.12 Action 1271 Cap on Allocation Usage

Note:Allocation wsage is defined as the amount of landings-y@date in an account plus the
remaining allocation in that account on the same day.

Alternative 1: No Action. Do not establish a limit on allocatiosage

Alternative 2: Limit allocation usage t& percentabove the allocation equal to the sharefoap
each species

Option 2a: Per vessehccount

Option 2b: Pershareholdeaccount (unique permit holder)

Alternative 3: Limit allocation usage to the allocation equal to the shardaragach pecies
Option 3a: Per vessehccount
Option 3b: Pershareholdeaccount (unique permit holder)

Discussion

Allocation wsageis defined as the amount of landings yeadate in an account plus the

remaining allocatiomn that account at that point in timélternative 1 would not establish a

limitation on allocatiorusage This alternative would not be consistent with the provisions of

the MagnusoiStevens Act.MagnusonrStevens Act 303(A)(c)(5)(D) requires that ieveloping

a LAPP the Council ensure that participants do not acquire an excessive share of the total limited
access privileges in the program by establishing a maximum share, expressed as a percentage of
the total limited access privilege that a participaan hold, acquire, or us®&ational Standard

similarly requires that an allocation of fishing privileges be carried out in such a manner to
prevent a particular participant from acquiring an excessive share of such priviléges.
MagnusorStevensAt does not define the magnitude of
privileges.

Alternative 2 would restrict a vessel accou@yftion 2a) or unique permit holdgOption 2b)

from landing moref aselected reef fisepeciegAction 2)thanx percent morehian the

allocation equal to the share dap that particular specieOptions for a range ofpercent may

be considered to set an appropriate usage limit. This would allow a vessel account or account
holder to still accumulate additional alldmon abee the share capHowever, while the
additional allocation may be transferred (e.
account or account holder would not be able to land fish in excess of the usage limit. The usage
cap would be based dnhe cumulative landings (ye#w-date) and the allocation balance in the
account each day. For example, if the allocation equal to the share cap@@ake] and the
percentage allowed over was 10%, then each vessel account or account holder cabkel have
potential to land 100 Iks. The vessel account or account holder may acquire more than that
amount throughout the yeby transfers in and out as long as therentholdings plus landings

do not exceed 1,100 Ibén the commercial IFQ programallocation is frequently transferred

multiple times, resulting in a total transfer of allocation in pounds that extie=dsiota For the
commercial red snapper IFQ program, the allocation transfers have exceeded the quota by up to
114% from 2011 onwardand in recent years in the @GFQ program, some share categories

Amendment 41: AllocatioiBased 72 Chapter 3. Affected Environment
Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels



have had allocation transfer exceed the quota by more than 200%ing more annual
allocation to be landed than is equivalent to the sharaltaps businesset temporarily grow
their business and allows other businesses to benefit through the transfer of allocation. This
alternative works to ensure that as much of the quota is harvested as possible.

Alternative 3 would restrict a vessel accou@qtion 3a) or unique permit holdgOption 3b)
from using (andingplus holding)moreof aselected reef fisepeciegAction 2)than is equal to
the share cafor that particular speciedg-or example,fithe share cap equates t000 Ibs, then

no vessel account or account holder could lsrore than 000 Ibs in a given fishing year. The
usage cap would be based on the cumulative landingstydate) and the balanoé allocation

in the account each day. Contraniternative 2, Alternative 3 would set the usage limit
relative to tke share cap on the program as a whole, rather than the ability to obtain and land
allocation greater than the share cap. Uidirnative 3, the full quota may not be harvested
as the landings usage cap may restrict the transfer of allocation fromsuassigle to harvest
(e.g., in dry dock) to vessels that can harvéfghere is a high degree of latency at the time of
initial distribution which determines the share cap, this may result in a considerable portion of
the quota that is unable to be fidistue to allocation caps.

Options aandb in Alternatives 2 and3 restrict allocation usage at different levéfgure

2.121). Option a would restrict usage in a vessel account, effectively limiting usage by permit.
No one vessel could cumulatively land plus have holdings greater than the allocation usage cap.
However, if the permit was transferred to a new owner, the share capdesdéi Option b

would restrict usage in a shareholder accgunique permit holder) Each shareholder account
could have multiple vessel accourttsus,Option b would be more restrictive thadption a for
accounts with multiple vessels.
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Option a. Allocation usage cap per vessel account. Cap is 1,000 Ibg

John Smith
Smith, LLC and Jane Doe

l

Vessel C
Capped at

!

Vessel A
Capped at

1.000 Ibs
1,000 Ibs

Vessel B

Capped at
1,000 Ibs

Option b. Allocation usage cap per shareholder account. Cap is 1,00

Smith, LLC John Snth
Capped at and Jane Doe
1,000 lbs Capped at

1.000 Ibs

Vessel A

!

Vessel B

Figure 2.121. Example ofOptions aandb for Alternatives 2 and3. An example cap of 1,000

Ibs is used for demonstration purposes only.
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2.13 Action 1371 Retaining Annual Allocation before a Quota Reduction

Alternative 1. No Action. Distribute 100% of annual allocation to IFQ shareholdedswouary
1 of each year.

Alternative 2. If the quota for a species is anticipatedécrease after January 1, the Regional
Administratorhas the authority teetainthe anticipated amount of decrease during distribution
of allocation for that species tlite beginning of the yeaiThe amountetainedwill be
distributed as soon as possilflehe decrease does not occur by the following set date:
Option 2a: June 1
Option 2b: August 1

Discussion

This action addresses a decrease irchiagtervesselACL and quota that may happen after the
first of the year. After allocation is distributed to shareholders on January 1, taking any back
would beimpossible if participantiave landed all or some of their allocatmrhave transferred
allocation to andter participant Only two alternatives are presented for this action because the
decision is to either retain the anticipated reduction or datlerAlternative 1, NMFS would

not be able to implement a quota decrease forettreatioml sector until te following fishing

year, unless the Council determines to withhold annual allocation through a framework action
and there is sufficient time to implement the actiQuota decreases are usually implemented in
response to stock assessment result sholwagtock needs additional protection.

UnderAlternative 2, NMFS would hold back the anticipated amount that may be subtracted
from the totakcharterquota before distributing allocation to each shareholder at the beginning of
the year. If the anticipatetkcrease did not occur or was less than expected, NMFS would
distribute the hold back amount proportionally to sharehold&neuld IFQ sharesr PFQ

permitsbe transferred between participants during a year in which some portion of annual
allocation wasvithheld and later distributed, the holdback amount will be distributed according
to the current shareholder at the time the holdback amount is relédigiécs would only

exercise this authority if the Council has approved an action that would deceegsetd, but

the rule implementing the action could not be in place until after the start of the year.

Distributing IFQ/PFQ allocation late in the year can affect program participants in unintended
ways. Subsequent to the retention of a portion of arallagiation at the beginning of the
calendar year, it is possible that an expected quota reduction would not occur. For example, the
Secretary of Commerce could delay or disapprove the regulatory,astobthe ACL reduction
would not occur under the acipated timeline. Should this happen, NMFS would release the
withheld annual allocation right away. Nevertheless, if the Council sél#etsative 2, and an
expected ACL reduction has not occurrégtion a andOption b would provide alateby

which any withheld allocation would be distributed to shareholders if the effective date of the
final rule implementing the ACL reduction has not occurred. An earlier releaseqditen( 2a)
would provide IFQPFQprogram participants more time tolie the quota and would be less
disruptive to their business, while selecting a later release@pt®K 2b) would provide

NMFS with additional time to complete the regulatory process, should an issue or delay arise.
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Regardless of the option selecgtedif no option is selected, the Regional Administrator would
retain the authority to distribute withheld quota at any time it becomes known that an expected
ACL reduction is not going to occur during the year in which allocation was withheld. Should
shares be transferred between participants during a year in which some portion of annual
allocation was withheld and later distributed, the allocation would be distributed according to the
shareholder at the time the allocation is released.
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2.14 Action 1471 Cost Recovery Fees

Alternative 1. No Action. Cost recovery fees will not mllected

Alternative 2: For each participant, cost recovery fees wiltbkected. The total value will be
thestandard price per pound (or per fish) of a given species multiplied by the number of
pounds (or §h) harvested by the shareholder (unique permit halideing the specified time
period. The cost recovery fee will g to3% of the total valueThestandard price will be
equal to:

Option a: the commercial exessel price

Option b: the average price of annual allocation

Alternative 3. For each participantost recovery fees will beollected. Total fees paid per trip
and total poundéor number of fishpf all speciesharvestednust be reported. The total fees
will be divided by the totgbounds(or number of fishpf all speciedarvestedo achieve a price
per poundor per fish) The price per poun@r per fish)will be multiplied by the pound&r
number offish) of covered specigspecies in the prograrharvestedo achieve the total value.
The cost recovery fee will he t03% of the total value.

Discussion

Alternative 1 would not conform to Magnuseftevens Act cost recovery provisions. The
MagnusonrStevens Act requires thBAPPsinclude provisions to recovéine incremental costs

of management, monitorg data collection and analysis, and enforcement. This includes the

cost of computer systems necessary to manage the disbursement and tracking of annual harvest
privileges, as well as observer and enforcement programs.

The MagnusofStevens Act limits ast recovery fees to 3% of the value of fisk harvested

under the programThe exact percentage to collect will be determined by NMFS based on
reasonable estimatesiatrementakosts incurred to administer the program. The percentage
withheld wouldbe adjusted as the costs estimates are refiReds collected must be in addition
to any other fees charged under the Magni&tavens Act and must be deposited in the Limited
Access System Administration Fund established under Section 305(h)(5)(B)Méatnuson
Stevens Act.In the commercial IFQ programs, the fees are calculated during sale, deducted
from the seller's check, and submitted by the dealer to NMFS on a quarterlyBxesasise

charter vessels do not sell fish, the program participantédviee responsible for submitting the
fees directly to NMFS.

Alternative 2 would require tl specification of standard priceNMFS would publish, at

regular intervals, standard pricger pound or per fisH)y species to be used for cost recovery
purposes. These standard priegsild be determined based commercial exvessel prices

(Option a) or average prices of annual allocatitr@sferred within the IFQ/PFQ system

(Option b). ForOption b, if annual allocation prices for species categories in the charter vessel
program are not available, an average annual allocation price derived from commercial IFQ
programs could be used as a temporary proxy. For each species included in the chalrter vess
program, cost recovery fees to be submitted by a participant cannot exceed 3% of the total dollar
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amount calculated by multiplying the standard price by the pounds (or numbers) of fish
harvested by the participamtera vessel (s) duri

Alternative 3 would use the actual fees paid by passengers and the amounthafrfisbtedhs

the price basis. The fees for each trip would need to be reported, as well as the amount of all fish
caught of all species. Faiternative 3, actual weight®r the number of fish harvestasiould

be neededDividing the total fees by the totabmber omweight of all retained fish would give a
price perunit (poundor fish). These prices would be based on all ishvestedeven if they are

nat species in theatch shar@rogram, because those fish have value to the fishermen as well.
However, the 3% cost recovery fee would only be assessed on speciesaitihshare

program. Compared tdlternative 2, Alternative 3 may lead some vesselanators to

underreport the passenger fees collected to minimize their cost recovery, Butelerative 3

may also incentivize operators to increase retention of other species in order to drive down the
price per unit of catch share speciédso, Headboa AP members have expressed a desire not to
report fees as they feel this is a private business mattéchartervessel operators may feel
similarly. Numerical examples illustratinglternative 3 (for pounds and number of fish) are
provided below.

Alternative 3 Example(pounds of fish):
Total passenger fees =660
Total pounds of all specidgrvested 1,000 I
Price per pound = $300/1,0001lbs = $5/Ib
Total pounds o€atch sharempgramspeciesharvested 500 Iis
Value ofcatch sharempgramspecies = $5/lb x 500 #= $2,500
Costrecovey fee= $2500 x 0.03 = $75

Alternative 3 Example(number of fish)
Total passenger fees =660
Total numberof all specieharvesed =100 fish
Price peffish = $5000/100 fish = $50/fish
Total catchshareprogramspeciesharvested 50fish
Value ofcatch shar@rogramspecies = $6/fishx 50fish = $2500
Costrecovey fee= $2500 x 0.03 = $75
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CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1 Description of the Fishery

Detailed descriptions of the reef fifBhery have been provided in many management actions
and many focus on fishing for particular specgegh as Amendment 31 (GMFMC 2009),
Amendment 32 (GMFMC 201}, Amendment 35 (GMFMC 20t Amendment 38 (GMFMC
2012), Amendment 46 (GMFMC 20&Y and ae incorporated here by referenc&dditionally,
Sections 3.4 and 3.5 also provide information on the respective economic and social
environments of the fishery.

Management of the commercial and recreational sectors fishing for reef fish in federal waters
began in 1984 with the implementation of ffishery Management Pldiar the Reef Fish
Resources in the Gulf of Mexi¢g6MP). This FMP has been continuously amed through

plan amendments and framework actions (also known as regulatory amendments). Resultant
regulatory measures are codified at 50 CFR 622. A summary of reef fish managetions

can be found on The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Managen@aotu n ¢Goundilsweb page at
http://gulfcouncil.org/fisherymanagement/ Presently, th&MP contains 31 species.

Each of the species included in this amendment has separate annual catch limito(Al)
commercial and recreational sectors based on allocations determined by the Gulf of Mexico
Fishery Management Council (Council) based on historical landings (Table 3.1.1). Further, the
red snapper recreational ACL is allocated 57.7% to privateenghd 42.3% to fdnire vessels.

Table 3.1.1. Allocations of five species of reef fish between sectors.

Stock Recreational Allocation. Commercial Allocation
Gag 61% 39%
Red grouper 24% 76%
Red snapper 49% 51%
Gray triggerfish 79% 21%
Greateramberjack | 73% 27%

3.1.1 Commercial Sector

The commercial sector fishing for reef fish in the Gulf of Mexico (Gulf) is managed through, but
not limited to,ACLs, annual catch targets, accountability measures, size limits, trip limits,
individual fishing quota programs, seasonal closures, time and area/gear restrictions, and gear
requirements. Table 3.1.2 summarizes the current minimum size limits, trip limits, and seasons
for the five species addressed by this amendment. Gag, red grouped andpeer are

managed under individual fishing quota (IFQ) programs administered through the Southeast
Regional Office(SERO)of the National Marine Fisheries ServieéFS). Primary commercial

gear types in the fishery are vertical lines (handlines andibgear) and bottom longlines.
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Table 3.1.2. Commercial minimum size limits, trip limits, and seasons for five species of reef
fish in the Gulf of Mexico.

Stock Minimum size | Trip limit Season

Gag 22 inches TL | Managed under IFQ January iIDecembe1*
Red grouper 18 inches TL | Managed under IFQY January iDecember 31*
Red snapper 13 inches TL | Managed under IFQY January iDecember 31*
Gray triggerfish 14 inches FL | 12 fish per day Closed June-Tluly 31**
Greater amberjack 36 inches FL | None ClosedMarch XMay 31**

*These species are managed under an individual fishing quota (IFQ) program and so a the season is open for a
fisherman as long as he/she has allocation available for harvesting gag, red grouper, or red snapper.

**Season closures can ocquior to December 31 if a species annual catch limit is caught or is projected to be
caught.

With regard to commercial operators harvesting reef fish from thee&clfisive economic zone
(EE2), their fishing vessels must have a Gulf reef fish perniitclvis a limited access permit.

As of November 13, 2017, a total of 844 vessels have the pedmiy. vessels with a valid Gulf

reef fish permit can harvest reef fish in the Gulf EEZ, and those that use bottom longline gear in
the GUIf EEZ eastof 85°30W. | ong must also have a valid Ea:
As of November 13, 201762 of the permit holders have the longline endorsement, and all but

one of the endorsement holders have a mailing address in Floridddition to these

restridions, operators of reef fish fishing vessels who want to harvest red snapper or grouper and
tilefish species, must participate in the red snapper or graigiesh IFQ programs.To harvest

IFQ species, a vessel permit must be linked to an IFQ accodmtassess sufficient allocation

for the species to be harvested. IFQ accounts can be opened and valid permits can be linked to
IFQ accounts at any time during the year. Eligible vessels can receive allocation from other IFQ
participants.

This amendmenis restricted to the recreational sector; therefore, no additional description of the
commercial sector is included.

3.1.2 Recreational Sector

The recreational sector is currently managed through, but not limitd€tc, annual catch

targets, accountability measures, size limits, bag limits, seasonal closures, time and area/gear
restrictions, and gear requirements. Table 3.1.3 summarizes the management measures for the
five species considered in this amendment. 3tapelations are different than federal

regulations in some cases. In those circumstances (e.g., red snapper seasons), fishermen must
obey the regulations for the waters they are fishing in. For federal waters, if landings meet or are
projected to meet&h s p ACL, then the season will be closed (Table 3.6.2.1). The primary
gear type in the fishery is vertical line gear ¢anttireel).
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Table 3.1.3. Recreational minimum size limits, bag limits, and seasons for five species of reef
fish in the Gulf of Mexico. Season closures can occur prior to the end of the fishing season if a
species quota is caught or is projected to be caught.

Stock Minimum size | Daily bag limit Season

Gag 24 inches TL 2 per person within 4 _
grouper aggregate bag lim

Junel-December 31

February iMarch 31 when
fishing beyond 20 fathom
break

Open June 1, close when
ACT is projected to be met

2 per person with 4 groupe

Red grouper | 20 inches TL aggregate bag limit

Red snapper | 16 inches TL | 2 per person

Gray : 2 per person within 20 reef

triggerfish 14 inches FL fish aggregate bag limit January 1July 31
Greater : .
amberjack 34 inches FL | 1 per person June 1July 31

* The Gulf Council has approved a framework action that would change the fishing season to Alugysti1

Private recreational fishing vessels are not required to have a federal permit to harvest individual
species or species complexes in the reef fish fishery from the Gulf EEZ. However, anglers
aboard these vessels must either be federally registeredrmdican states that have a system to
provide complete information on the statesbd
Any for-hire fishing vessel that takes anglers into the Gulf EEZ where anglers harvest species or
complexes in the reef fish fishy must have a limitedccess charter vessel/headboatKiioe)

permit for reef fish that is specifically assigned to that vessel. Aslpf 2017, there were
1,311vessels witha valid (norexpired) or renewable fdrire reef fish permit (including

historical captain permits)Approximately 58% of the femire vessel reef fish permits have

mailing recipients in Florida. Texas recipients hold the second highest number of permits, with
17% (see Table 1.1.1). Since 2003, there has been a moratoritmm issuance of new federal

reef fish forhire permits. This means that participation in the federahifercomponenis

capped; no additional federal permits are available.

Although the forhire permit application collés information on the primary method of

operation, the permit itself does not identify the permitted vessel as either a headboat or a charter
vesseland vessels may operate in both capacities. However, only federally permitted headboats
are required toubmit harvesand effort information ttNMFS Southeast Region Headboat

Survey (SRHS). Participation in the SRHS is based on determination by the Southeast Fishery
Science Center (SEFSC) that the vessel primarily operates as a he&algatrposes here,

charter vessels are those vessels not participating in the S&HS.July 6, 2017, there were

1,245 charter vessels with valid or renewablehfioe permits (including historical captain

permits) and 1,12 unique permit holders associated with thogenjis?

Charter Vessels
Savolainen et al. (2012) surveyed the charter and headboat fleets in the Gulf. They found that
most charter vessel trips occurred in the exclusive economic zone (68%) and targetef rig

9 Source: NMFSSERO permit office database accesdely 6 2017.
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species (64%; snappers and groupersagre(mackerel and cobia) trips accounted for 19% of
trips. If examined by state, more trips targetedreef species with the exception of Louisiana
where rigreef species and pelagic species had almost the same proportion of trips. In a similar
survey conducted in 1998, Holland et al. (1999) found species targeted by Florida charter boat
operators were king mackerel (41%), grouper (~37%), snapper (~34%), cobia (25%), and
Spanish mackerel (20%). For the rest of the Gulf, Sutton et al. (1999) ussapnibesurvey

reported that the majority of charter boats targeted snapper (91%), king mackerel (89%), cobia
(76%), and tuna (55%).

Long-term recreational landings for the five reef fish species considered in this amendment can
be found in Section 2.2. Table 3.1.4 shows recent charter vessel landings for each species.

Table 3.1.4. Recent charter vessel landings (in pounds) far $ipecies of reef fish.

Species Year| Landings Species Year | Landings
Red Snapper 2012| 1,515,243 | | Gag 2012 | 386,935
2013| 1,111,709 2013 | 165,327

2014| 184,589 2014 | 110,067

2015| 1,573,451 2015 | 142,425

2016 1,616,241 2016 | 151,336

Greater Amberjack| 2012| 654,564 Red Grouper| 2012 | 515,818

2013| 640,962 2013 | 831,906

2014| 515,791 2014 | 522,126

2015| 822,126 2015 | 914,374

2016| 603,536 2016 | 435,625
Gray Triggerfish | 2012| 56,101

2013| 90,606

2014| 36,176

2015| 5,549

2016| 175,726
Source: Source: MRIP APAIS Adjusted SEFSC Recreational ACL Data-@A@B5),
mrcat_rsnap81_13 01Decl4 APAISadjustedRedSnapper,

MRIPACLspec_rec81 17wv4_22Nov17_wl4and16LACreel,
MRFSSassess_rec81_17wv4 22NoMRFSSassess _rec81_17wv4 _22Nov17_wl14tol6LACreel.xIsx.

Red snapper landings decreased substantially in 2014 because the federal recreational fishing
season was only 9 days (Table 3.1.5). In 2015, thkifercomponent wasyen a separate

guota from the private angling component (GMFMC 2014a); consequently, the length of the for
hire fishing season increased in 2015 and 2016 similar to the length of the fishing seasons during
2011-2013.
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Table 3.1.5. Length of state and federal red snapper recreational seasons in days. Separate

seasons were set for private andhoe vessels beginning in 2014.

State Seasons Federal Season
Year FL AL MS LA TX Rec Private | For-hire
2012 46 46 46 46 365 46
2013 58 42 42 113 365 42
2014 52 21 36 286 365 9
2015 70 41 118 215 365 10 44
2016 85 66 102 279 365 11 46

Fluctuations in greater amberjack landings are the result of accountability measures. In 2013,
landings exceeded the ACL,; therefore, the 2014 ACL was reduced by the amount of the overage.
In 2015, the ACL went back to the original amount, and once #ayaiings exceeded the ACL
requiring an ACL reduction in 2016.

In 2013, an overage adjustment for gray triggerfish was implemented. The result was decreasing
guotas for subsequent years, leading to decreasing landings. The overage in 2016 was large
enaugh to keep triggerfish recreational fishing closed for all of 2017 in federal waters.

Gag landings have decreased in recent years and have reached 50% or less of the recreational
ACL for the past three years. A stock assessment update in 2016 intheaaalf gag stock is
not overfished.

Red grouper landings have fluctuated in the past 5 years; however, landings have remained at or
below the ACL, and no overage adjustment has been necessary during that time.

3.2 Description of the Physical Environmet

TheGulf has a total area of approximately 600,000 square miles (1.5 milliéy ikeiuding

state waters (Gore 1992l is a semienclosed, oceanic basin connected to the Atlantic Ocean
by the Straits of Florida and to the Caribbean Sea bydleatan Channe{Figure 3.2.1)
Oceamgraphicconditions are affected by the Loop Curretischarge of freshwater into the
northern Gulf, and a serpermanent, anityclonic gyre in the western GuliThe Gulf includes
both temperate and tropical waters (McEachran and Fechhelm 2B0B)water temperatures
range from 54° F to 84°@2° C to 29° Cdepending on time of year and depth of watdean
annual sea surface temperatures rarfiged 73° F through 83 F (23-28° C) including bays and
bayous (Figure 3.1.1) between 1982 and 2009, according to satelitted measurements
(NODC 20119. In general, mean sea surface temperature increases from north to south with
large seasonal variations in $ba waters.

The physical environment f@ulf reef ish is alsadetaikedin thefinal environmental impact
statementsEIS) for the Generi&ssential Fish Habitat (EFH#)mendmentthe GeneriAnnual

10 hitp://accession.nodc.noaa.gov/0072888
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Catch Limits/Accountability Measures (ACL/AMYmendment, and Reef Fish Amendment 40
(refer toGMFMC 2004; GMFMC 201& GMFMC 2014) and are incorporated by reference
and further summarized belovn general, reef fish are widely distributed in the Gulf,
occupying both pelagic and benthic habitatsrautheir life cycle. A planktonic larval stage
lives in the water column and feeds on zooplankton and phytoplankton (GMFMC 2004).
Juvenile and adult reef fish are typically demersal and usually associated with bottom
topograjmies on the continental séless thari00m) which have high relief, i.e., coral reefs,
artificial reefs, rocky hardbottom substrates, ledges and caves, slopingbsttibm areas, and
limestone outcroppings. However, several species are found over sand datteotft
substrates. For example, juvenile red snapper are common on mud bottoms in the northern Gulf,
particularly off Texas through Alabama. Also, some grouper, @#tath, red, gag, and
yellowfin groupers) have been documented in inshore seagrass bedsyvaasjuaries,
lagoons, and larger bay systems.

With respect tdhe National Register of Historic Placéisere is one site listed in the Gulf. This
is the wreck of th&).S.S. Hatteradocated in federal waters off Texas. Historical research
indicates that over 2,000 ships have sunk on the Federal Outer ContinentahShelGulf
between 162and1951; thousands more have sunk closer to shore in state waters during the
same period Only a handful of these have been scientifically excavated bpeotdyists for

the benefit of generations to corte.

1 Further information can be found dittp://www.boem.gov/Environmental
Stewardship/Archaeology/Shipwrecks.aspx
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3.3 Description of the Biological Environment

3.3.1 Information on Reef Fish Species

Reef fish are widely distributed in the Gulf, occupying both pelagic and benthic habitats during
their life cycle. Habitat types and life history stages can be found in more detail in Amendment
23 (GMFMC 2004c). In general, both eggs and larval stageglanktonic. Larval fish feed on
zooplankton and phytoplankton. Gray triggerfish and gray snapper are exceptions, to this
generalization as gray triggerfish lay their eggs in nests on the sandy bottom (Simmons and
Szedimayer 2012) and gray snapper laraee found around submerged aquatic vegetation.
Juvenile and adult reef fish are typically demersal, and are usually associated with bottom
topographies on the continental shelf (less than 328 feet; less than 100 m) which have high relief,
i.e., coral refs, artificial reefs, rocky harbottom substrates, ledges and caves, sloping soft
bottom areas, and limestone outcroppings. However, several species are found over sand and
softbottom substrates. Juvenile red snapper are common on mud bottomsartibenrGulf,
particularly from Texas to Alabama. Also, some juvenile snappers (e.g., mutton, gray, red, dog,
lane, and yellowtail snappers) and groupers (e.g., goliath grouper, red, gag, and yellowfin
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groupers) have been documented in inshore seagmssrmangrove estuaries, lagoons, and
larger bay systems (GMFMC 1981). More detail on hard bottom substrate and coral can be
found in the FMP for Corals and Coral Reefs (GMFMC and SAFMC 1982).

Status of Reef Fish Stocks

The Reef Fish FMP currently emmpasses 31 species (Table 3.3.1). Eleven other species were
removedrrom the FMP in 2012 through tli@eneric ACL/AM AmendmenfGMFMC 2011a)

The NMFS Office of Sustainable Fisheries updates its Status of U.S. Fisheries Report to

Congres¥ on a quarteyl basis utilizing the most current stock assessimémtmation. Stock
assessments and status determinations have been conducted and designated for 12 stocks and can
be found on the CounéflandSoutheast Data, Assessment, andi®e(SEDAR)'* websites

(Table 3.3.2).0f the 12 stocks for which stock assessmératve been conducted, the fourth

guarter report of the 2017 Statudb. Fisheries classifies oag overfished (greater

amberjack) and twas undergoing overfishing (greatamberjacland gray triggerfish

A stock assessment for Atlantic goliath grouper has been conducted, but upon review by the
Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC), the assessment was deemed not suitable for stock
status and management advice (€&3.3). Stock assessments were conducted for seven stocks
using the Data Limited Methods Toolkit (DLMToolkit) although only lane snapper was able to
have overfishing limit (OFL) and annual biological catch (ABC) limits set based on the limited
data (Tale 3.3.4).

The status of both assessed and unassessed stocks, as of the writing of this report is provided in
Table 3.3.1.However, it should be noted that greater amberjack, gray triggerfish, and red
snapper are under rebuilding plans. Reef fish Amendment 44 (GMFMC 2017b), implemented
December 21, 2017 modified the minimum stock size threshold for seven species in the FMP.
Based on théourth quarter report of the 2017 Status of U.S. Fishe®essnaper and gray

triggerfish arenot overfished but rebuilding, because the biomass for the stock is currently
estimated to be greater than 50% e&B The greateamberjack stok will remain classified as
overfished.

12 https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/populatassessments/fishesfockstatusupdates
13 www.qulfcouncil.org
14 hitp://sedarweb.org/
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Table 3.3.1. Status of species in the Reef Fish FMP grouped by family

Common Name

Scientific Name

Stock Status

Family Balistidae i Triggerfishes

gray triggerfish

| Balistes capriscus |

Not overfished,overfishing

Family Carangidaei Jacks

greater amberjack

Seriola dumerili

Overfished, overfishing

lesser amberjack

Seriola fasciata

Unknown if overfished, no overfishing

almaco jack

Seriola rivoliana

Unknown if overfishedno overfishing

banded rudderfish

Seriola zonata

Unknown

Family Labridae i Wrasses

*hogfish

| Lachnolaimus maximus

Not overfished, no overfishing

Family Malacanthidaei Tilefishes

tilefish (golden)

Lopholatilus chamaeleonticef

Not overfishedno overfishing

blueline tilefish

Caulolatilus microps

Unknown

goldface tilefish

Caulolatilus chrysops

Unknown

Family Serranidaei Groupers

gag Mycteroperca microlepis Not overfished, no overfishing
red grouper Epinephelus morio Not overfishedno overfishing
scamp Mycteroperca phenax Unknown

black grouper

Mycteroperca bonaci

Not overfishedno overfishing

yellowedgegrouper

**Hyporthodus flavolimbatus

Unknown if overfishedno overfishing

snowy grouper

**Hyporthodus niveatus

Unknown if overfished, no overfishing

speckled hind

Epinephelus drummondhayi

Unknown if overfished, noverfishing

yellowmouth grouper

Mycteroperca interstitialis

Unknown if overfished, no overfishing

yellowfin grouper

Mycteroperca venenosa

Unknown

warsaw grouper

**Hyporthodus nigritus

Unknown if overfished, no overfishing

***Atlantic goliath
grouper

Epinephelus itajara

Unknown if overfished, no overfishing

Family Lutjanidae 1 Snappers

gueen snapper

Etelis oculatus

Unknown if overfished, no overfishing

mutton snapper

Lutjanus analis

Not overfishedno overfishing

blackfin snapper

Lutjanus buccanella

Unknown if overfished, no overfishing

red snapper

Lutjanus campechanus

Not overfished, no overfishing

cubera snapper

Lutjanus cyanopterus

Unknown if overfished, no overfishing

gray snapper

Lutjanus griseus

Unknown if overfished, no overfishing

lane shapper

Lutjanus synagris

Unknown if overfished, no overfishing

silk snapper

Lutjanus vivanus

Unknown

yellowtail snapper

Ocyurus chrysurus

Not overfishedno overfishing

vermilion snapper

Rhomboplites aurorubens

Not overfishedno overfishing

wenchman

Pristipomoides aquilonaris

Unknown if overfished, no overfishing

Notes: *The East Florida/Florida Keys hogfistiock is considered overfished and undergoing overfishing.

**In 2013 the genus for yellowedge grouper, snowy grouper, and warsaw grouper was changed by the American
Fisheries Society fro&pinephelugso HyporthodugAmerican Fisheries Society 2013).

***Atl antic goliath grouper is a protected grouper and benchmarks do not reflect appropriate stock dynamics. In
2013 the common name was changed from goliath grouper to Atlantic goliath grouper by the American Fisheries
Society to differentiate from the Pacifijoliath grouper, a newly named species (American Fisheries Society 2013).
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Table 3.3.2. Reef fish stock that have assessments and accepted status determinations.

Stock Stock Status Most Recent SSC Most Recent Stock
Overfishing | Overfished | Determination Assessment

black grouper N N Mar 2010 SEDAR 19 2010
yellowedge grouper N N May 2011 SEDAR 22 2011b
tilefish (golden) N N May 2011 SEDAR 22 2011a
yellowtail snapper N N Oct 2012 SEDAR 27A 2012
red snapper N N Jan 2015 SEDAR 31 Update 2015
hogfish N N Oct 2014 SEDAR 37 2013
mutton snapper N N May 2015 SEDAR 15A Update 2015
gray triggerfish Y N Jan 2016 SEDAR 43 2015
red grouper N N Jan 2016 SEDAR 42 2015
vermilion snapper N N Jun 2016 SEDAR 45 2016
gag N N Jan 2017 SEDAR 33 Updat@016b
greater amberjack Y Y Mar 2017 SEDAR 33 Update 2016a

A stock assessment has been conducted for Atlantic Goliath grouper (Table Bi&.3).

Council 6s SSC accepted the assessmentbds gener
experiencingverfishing. The Atlantic Goliath grouper assessment was deemed not suitable for
stock status and management advice but was determined to not be experiencing overfishing

based on annual harvest remaining below the OFL. There has been no asdessadestatus
determnation.

Table 3.3.3. Reef fish stocks deemed unsuitable by the SSC for stock status and management
advice.

Stock

Stock Status

Most Recent SSC

Overfishing | Overfished

Determination

Most Recent Stock
Assessment

N unknown

SEDAR 47 2016

Atlantic goliath grouper Sep2016

For SEDAR 49, data limited methods were attempted for seven reef fish stocks listed in Table
3.3.4. This method allows the setting of OFL and ABC based on limited data and life history
information, but does not providessessmeriased status determinations. Data were requested

for the following stocks but it was determined not enough information was available to complete

an assessment even using the DLMToolkit. These stocks are not experiencing overfishing based
on amual harvest remaining below the OFL, but no overfished status determination has been

made (Table 3.3.4). Lane snapper was the only stock with adequate data to be assessed using the
DLMToolkit methods resulting in OFL and ABC recommendations by the SSC.
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Table 3.3.4.Data limited assessments were attemjwedhe seven reef fish stock belplautno
stock statusleterminations were made.

Stock Stock Status Most Recent SSC Most Recent SSC

Overfishing | Overfished Determination Workshop
lanesnapper N unknown | Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016
wenchman N unknown | Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016
almaco jack N unknown | Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016
lesser amberjack N unknown | Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016
speckled hind N unknown | Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016
snowy grouper N unknown | Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016
yellowmouth grouper N unknown | Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016

Red Snapper Life History and Biology

Red snapper demonstrate the typical reef fish life history pattern. Eggs and larvae are pelagic
while juveniles are found associated with bottom features or over barren bottom. Spawning
occurs over firm sand bottom with little relief away from reefsraythe summer and fall.

Females mature as early as 2 years and most are mature by 4 years (Schirripa and Legault 1999).
Red snapper have been aged up to 57 years. Until 2013, most red shapper caught by the directed
fishery were 2 to 4 years old, but tBEDAR 31 benchmark stock assessment suggested that the
age and size of red snapper in the directed fishery has increased (SEDAR 31 2013). A more
complete description of red snapper life history can be found in the G&ssgatial Fish

Habitat (EFH)Amendment (GMFMC 2004).

Status of the Red Snapper Stock
SEDAR 31 Benchmark Stock Assessment

Commercial harvest of red snapper from the Gulf began in tha &tifls (Shipp and Bortone

2009). In the 1930s, party boats built exclusively for recreationahfidiegan to appear

(Chester 2001). The first stock assessment conducted by NMFS in 1986 suggested that the stock
was in decline (Parrack and McLellan 1986) and since 1988, the stock biomass has been below
threshold levels (Goodyear 1988).

The most recertienchmark red snapper stock assessment was completed in 2013 (SEDAR 31
2013). The primary assessment model selectedhi®Gulf red snapper stoelssessment was
Stock Synthesis (Methot 2010Btock Synthesis is an integrated statistical cateamgemodel
which is widely used for stock assessments in the United States and throughout the world.
Commercial landings data included commercial handline and longline landings from the
accumulated landings system (ALS) from 1964 through 2011. For landitvgsenel880 and
1963, previously constructed historical landings were used. Total annual landings from the
commercial IFQ program for years 202011 were used to reapportion 268711 ALS data
across strata. Recreational landings data included the MRetreational Information Program
(MRIP)/Marine Recreational Fishery Statistics Survey from 12@&11, SRHS for 1982011,

and Texas Parks and Wildlife Departm€PWD) survey. For the years 2002011, MRIP
landings are available. For earlier years, iN@aRecreational Fishery Statistics Survey data
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were calibrated to MRIP estimatesinga standardized approach for calculating average weight
that accounts faspecies, region, year, state, mode, wave, and area

Standardized indices of relative abundafmoen both fishery dependent and independent data
sources were included in the model. The fishery dependent indices came from the commercial
handline fleet, recreational headlmaind recreational private angling/federattioe

components Fishery in@pendent indices came from tBeutheast Area Monitoring and
Assessment Progra(8EAMAP) bottom trawl survey, SEAMAP reef fish video survey, NMFS
bottom longline survey, and the SEAMAP plankton survey.

Red snapper discards in the Gulf were calculated trata collected by the seakported

commercial logbook data and the NMFS Gulf reef fish observer program. In addition to these
directed fisheries discards, estimates of red snapper bycatch from the commercial shrimp fleet
were also included.

The resultof the SEDAR 31 assessment, including an assessment addendum that was prepared
after a review of the SEDAR Assessment Panel Report by the SEDAR Review Panel, was
presented to the SSC in May 2013nder the base modelvitasestimated that the red snappe

stock has been overfished since the 1960s.

Recentstock status was estimated relative to two possible proxiem#or Fsproex(i.€., the

fishing mortality rate that would produce an equilibrispawning potential ratidcPR of 26%)

and Fuax, whichcorresponded todrr20.494(i.€., the fishing mortality rate that would produce an
equilibrium SPR 20.4%)A proxy of Fspraewwas previously used as the overfishing angvF

proxy in SEDAR 7 (2005) and the SEDAR 7 update assessment (200) wks evalated as

an alternative proxy becausesgtawneirecruit steepness values near 1.0, such as the value of
0.99 fixed in the red snapper assessmaty Bpproximates the actual estimate ¥

However, the actual estimate afdy is sensitive to the parameters of the spavaeruit
relationship. The SSC did not have confidence in using the divee¢tEeStimate because the
spawneirecruit function is poorly estimated and data exist for a very limited range of potential
spawning ®ck biomass (SSB) values for the stock. In addition, the SSC felt that the equivalent
SPR for lwax (20.4%) was inappropriately low for species with life history parameters similar to
red snapper. Th8SC felt thathe Fsproewproxy, while stillsomewhatow for species with life
history parameters similar to red snappes more realistic than the 20.4% SPR associated with
Fvax. Furthermore, th&spr2swproxy is consistent with the curreiighery management plan

(FMP) and rebuilding plan for red snagr.

SSB wa estimated to remain below both the minimum stock size thresi8I8T) and the
spawning stock size associated with maximum sustainable yield:$§8y) using either
proxy described above. Therefore, the SSC concluded that the stocksewvaifished With
respect to overfishing, the current fishing mortality rate (geometric mean of220A9was
estimated to be below botlu§y proxies. Therefore, the SSC estimated the si@snot
experiencing overfishings of 2011
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SEDAR 31 Upda Assessment

In January 2015, NMFS presented an update of the SEDAR 31 assessment to (G&EBIC (
2015. The methods used were the same as SEDAR 31, except for instances when the
assessment team was responding to specific terms of reference frooutitd. CThe SEDAR

31red snapper base modehs used witlataupdatedhrough 2013 Recreational catch data

was adjusted usingethods from the September 2014 MRIP Calibration worksimolgthe

rescaled MRIP landings were used.séectivity block (2012013)was appliecn all

recreational fleets to accommodate recent changes in fisbhmayior that indicatea shift in
selectivity to older (heavier) fish in recent yeaf$e revised recreational landingsre

generally 10% t@0% higher than in SEDAR 3butthe revised discarddsoshowed
proportionately higher rates than in SEDAR Jhe results of the update assessment indicated
that Gulfwide, the stock biomass estimates are continuing to increase, but remain below the
management target of 26% SPR. Stock biomass is continuing to increase in the western Gulf,
but in the eastern Gulf, stock biomass estimates have shown a slight downward trend in recent
years, which resulted from strong yedaisses exiting the stock, as e recent low

recruitment estimates.

The combined east and west stock biomass estimates, while increasing, remain below the MSST,
indicating that the stock remains in an overfished condition. However, estimated fishing

mortality remains below the maxum fishing mortality threshold, indicating that overfishing

was not occurring as of 2013.

Greater Amberjack Life History and Biology

Seasonafspects oReproduction

Studies conducted in the Gulf have estimated that peak spawning occurs during tieahont
March and April (Wells and Rooker 2002; Murie and Parkyn 2008gre is also evidence for
separate and limited connectivity of the greater amberjack population structure within the Gulf,
where the northern Gulf population does not appear to mex efith the Florida Keys

population (Gold and Richardson 1998, Mweteal.2011).

Early studies on greater amberjack conducted in south Florida indicated that maximum gonad
development occurred in the spring months (Burch 1979) although larvae dhpigemles

were reported year round in the entire Gulf (Aprieto 1974). Harris et al. (2007) provided
information on reproduction in the southeastern U.S. Atlantic using fistegrgndent and
fisheryindependent samples from 200P004. Greater ambegh in spawning condition were
captured from North Carolina to the Florida Keys; however, spawning was concentrated in areas
off south Florida and the Florida Keys. Harris et al. (2007) documented evidence of spawning
from January June with peak spawnirdyring April and May within this area. They estimated

a spawning season of approximately 73 days off south Florida, with a spawning period of 5 days,
and that an individual female could spawn as frequently as 14 times during the season. Wells
and Rookef2002) conducted studies in the northwestern Gulf on larval and juvenile fish
associated with floatin§argassunspp. Based on the size and season when larvae and juvenile
greater amberjack were captured, they suggested peak spawning season occlarei ami
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April although they did find that peak spawning began as early as February off Texas. Murie
and Parkyn (2008) provided updated information on reproduction of greater amberjack
throughout the Gulf using fishedependent as well as fishendepenlent data from 1982008

(it is important to note that fishedependent sampling has not been year round). They reported
peak spawning occurring during March and April, and by May, they documented low gonad
weights indicating spawning was ending.

Status of the Greater Amberjack Stock

Secretarial Amendment 2 (GMFMC 2002) to the Reef Fish FMP established a rebuilding plan
for Gulf greater amberjagiSeriola dumerilj based on a stock assessment conducted in 2000
(Turner et al. 2000). TTurner et al. (2000assessment determined the greater amberjack stock
to beoverfished and undergoing overfishing as of 1998. Management measures were
implemented in January 1997 to reduce the recreational bag limit from three fish to quez fish
person per dayln January 1998, a March through May commercial season closure was
implemented; however, this closure was not incorporated into thest@KassessmentThe
projected effects of these management measures were expected to ebrerfahing;

therefore, no new management measures to further restrictvedfice implemented. This
rebuilding planwas implemented i8002, and the management measures were expected to
rebuild the greater amberjack stock within 7 years (by 2009), vithlinthe maximum time

frame of 10 years (by 2012) as specified by the Magr&tevens Act.

In 2006, aSSEDAR updatestock assessment was completed that determined the greater

amberjack stock was not recovering at the rate previously projected. Theattiokied to be
overfished andvasexperiencing overfiship (SEDAR 9 2006). The Counciend NMFS

developed and implemented Amendment 30A in 2008 in response to the stock assessment results
and the requirement to end overfishing and rebuild the sto2Rhy (GMFMC 2008). The

minimum reduction required to rebuild the stock by 2012 was 40% of current fishing mortality.

The total allowable catch (TAC) implementeg the final rule forAmendment 30A was

1,871,000 Ibs whole weight (ww) for 2008 through QQGMFMC 2008&). Amendment 30A

also established quotas for the recreational and commercial sectors equal to 1,368,000 and
503,000 Ibs ww, respectively. Amendment 30A also required ssgémific accountability

measures (AMs) such that if either sectxezezded its allocated portion of the TAC, the
RegionalAdministrator (RA) woulcclose that sector for the remainder of the year. Additionally,

if a sectords | amdi rsgsarex code d htethuektheCiskhimgthoe RA w
season by the amptiof time necessary to account for the overage in the following fishing year.

A 2010 update stock assessment also determined that the stock remained overfished and was
continuing to experience overfishing. In December 2012, Amendment 35 (GMFMC) 2@12

the ACLs equal to the acceptable biological catch (ABC) and reduced the commercial ACLs
(previously called the TAC), to 1,780,000 Ibs ww in an effort to endfishéng and rebuild the
stock. The recreational ACL was set at 1,299,000 Ibs amwd acommercial ACL was set at
481,000 Ibs ww, based on the sector allocaff@% recreational, 27% commerciabtablished

in Amendment 30A (GMFMC 20G@8. Annual catch targets (ACTS) (equivalent to quotas for
greater amberjack) were established at 1,130,000 for the recreational sectand409,000

Ibs ww for the commercial sector.
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A greater amberjack stock assessment (SEDAR 33 2014) was completed and reviewed by the
C o u n &%d afisslune 2014 meetingThe SSQused theABC Control Rule torecommendtte
following ABCsfor a time period of four yearbeginning in 2015equivalent t&/5% of

maximum fishing mortality thresholdAFMT), to end overfishing and rebuild the stock.

In 2015, he Councildeveloped a framework actionreduce theACL from 1,780,000 Ibs ww to

the SSC6s ABC r ecomme n,drent 2016 thromh 2019hesenew 0 00 | b's
catch levels were implemented in a final rule that was effective on January 4, 2016. However,

the most recent ABC recommendation from the SS@edsthe current OFL established in the

2016 framework action and requires modification to end overfishing and rebuild the stock.

In 2016, the greater amberjack stock assessment update to SEDAR 33 was completed and
reviewed by the SSC d@s March 2017 meting. The SSC accepted the greater amberjack
updateassessment as the best scientific information available and concluded that greater
amberjack was still overfished and undergoing overfishing and the stock would not be rebuilt by
2019 as previouglprojected. The SSC providettwannualOFLs and ABGs for a period of

three yearsbheginning in 2018equivalent to yieldat 75% of the MFMTbased on theesults of

the update assessment. The results also inditaeGulf greater amberjack ¢chbeen

overfished in all years since 1987 and has been undergoing overfishing since 1985. These results
are generally consistent with the SEDAR 33 benchmark assesshimméver the update
assessment produced lower estimatespafvning stock biomassd higher estintas offishing
mortality in the most recent years.

Gray Triggerfish Life History and Biology

There have been relatively few age and growth studies on gray triggerfish; however, this species
is estimated to live up to 11 years, with 16 being the maxiegerecorded (Hood and Johnson
1997; Wilson et al. 1995; Ingram 2001; Panama City National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
Database, accessed 2012). Gray triggerfish is estimated to grow rapidly within the first year of
life then growth slows for both sex combined (Hood and Johnson 1997; Ingram 2001; Wilson

et al. 1995; SEDAR 9 2006a). The maximum length of gray triggerfish recorded #8s 27

inches fork length (69725 mm FL) by Hood and Johnson (1997) and samples processed from
2003 through 2010 atéhPanama City Laboratory from both fishelgpendent and fishery
independent samples in the Gulf. The maximum weight documented from the Panama City
NMFS Database, accessed in 2012, was 13.8 Ibs gutted weight (6.26 kg gw). Male gray
triggerfish reach sigficantly larger sizes than females (Hood and Johnson 1997; Ingram 2001;
Simmons and Szedimayer 2012).

Gray triggerfish spawn as early as May and as late as August, with peak spawning in June and
July in the Gulf and South Atlantic Bight (Wilson et H95;Hood and Johnson 199figram

2001; Moore 2001; Simmons and Szedimayer 20B2Yh sexes are reproductively mature by
age2, 10 inches FL (250 mm FL). At this size (-ib@hes FL), some males are agand all

females are age (Wilson et al. 1995Ingram 2001). Male and femajeay triggerfishhave a
combination of atypical spawning behaviors compared to most marine fishes (i.e., pelagic
broadcast spawners) managed by the Council. Male gray triggerfish establish territories, build
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demersal nestand form harems (one male and several females) during the spawning season
(Simmons and Szedlimay2012). Gray triggerfish form harerB8% of the time at sites with
active nests, a mean sex ratio of 1:4.2 male to females on the reef, while at otheitmeats
spawning (lack of active nests) the mean sex ratio is 1:1.3 male to ferAftkstertilization of

the eggs, female gray triggerfiprovide parental care of the eggs (Figure 3.1.1), while the male
defends his territory and courts other femateygriggerfish on the reef (Simmons and
Szedlmayef012).

Figure 3.3.1. Underwater photograph of a female gray triggerfish guarding eggs in a nest in the

northern Gulf of Mexico.
Source: Simmons and SzedIimayer 2012.

The eggs are small average size (0.62 mm) and laid in a gelatinous matrix in the bottom of the
nest. Eggs hatch 24 to 48 hours after fertilization and gray triggerfish larvae move up into the
water column (Simmons and Szedlmayer 2013). Large numbexssaf &nd juvenile gray

triggerfish are found associated wiargassunspp. mats in late summer and fall (Dooley 1972;
Fahay 1975; Bortone et al. 1977; Wells and Rooker 2004). After 4 to 7 months in the pelagic
zone, juvenilegray triggerfish recruit tbenthic substrate (Simmons and Szedimayer 2011).

Adult gray triggerfish are closely associated with both natural and artificial reefs (Johnson and
Saloman 1984; Frazer and Lindberg 1994; Vose and Nelson 1994; Kurz 1995; Ingram 2001,
Lingo and SzedlmayelO®6; Simmons and Szedlmayer 2011). Diet studies on juvenile and

adult gray triggerfish, after recruitment to benthic structure, determined they consume a wide
variety of invertebrates such as: barnacles, bivalves, polychaetes, crustaceans, echinatlerms, a
isopods (Vose and Nelson 1994; Kurz 1995). Adult gray triggerfish (mean size tagged = 13.6
inches FL (347 mm FL)) are estimated to have high site fidelity (Ingram and Patterson 2001). In
a markrecapture study completed in the northern Gulf, 28 othe#2 recaptures were made at

the site of release (n = 206 tagged gray triggerfish; Ingram and Patterson 2001). Herbig and
Szedlmayer (2016) recently completed an internal transmitter tagging paper on gray triggerfish
and found that adult gray triggesfi have 64% site fidelity, staying close to the reef ((35.9 m
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