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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The recreational sector harvesting red snapper in the Gulf of Mexico includes private anglers and
for-hire vessels. The recreational sector, which has experienced quota overages and shorter
seasons recently, is managed under a quota, bag and size limits, and closed seasons. The
recreational season length is determined through projections that rely on previous years’ data.
Even though the recreational quota has increased in recent years, the season length has
decreased, in part because the average size of the fish harvested has increased (i.e., it takes fewer
fish to fill the quota). Additionally, inconsistent state regulations have made harvest projections
more difficult. To provide more flexibility in the management for the recreational harvest of red
snapper, the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council (Council) developed this amendment
to consider implementing regional management.

The purpose of this action is to provide flexibility in the management of the recreational sector’s
harvest of red snapper by restructuring the federal fishery management strategy to allow for the
regional variation of management measures, and developing accountability measures for
recreational overages to better account for biological, social, and economic differences among
the regions of the Gulf of Mexico. By establishing regional management through delegation or a
conservation equivalency approach, the States would have the ability to tailor the management
measures to address the regional differences in the fishery. The need for the proposed action is
to prevent overfishing while achieving the optimum yield, particularly with respect to
recreational opportunities, while rebuilding the red snapper stock. Table 1 summarizes the
management actions included in this amendment and indicates the preferred alternatives selected
by the Council.

Table 1: Summary of Actions considered in Reef fish Amendment 39

Action 1: Regional Management

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

Alternative 2: Establish a regional management program that delegates some management
authority to a state or group of states (regions). Each region must establish the red snapper
season structure and bag limit for the harvest of an assigned portion of the recreational sector
annual catch limit (ACL). If a region elects to not participate or is determined to have a red
snapper harvest plan that is inconsistent with the requirements of delegation, the recreational
harvest of red snapper in the federal waters adjacent to such region would be subject to the
federal default regulations for red snapper.

Alternative 3: Establish a regional management program in which a state or group of adjacent
states (regions) submit proposals to NMFES describing the conservation equivalency measures
the region will adopt for the management of its portion of the recreational sector ACL. The
proposals must specify the red snapper season and bag limit. To be a conservation equivalency
plan (CEP), the plan must be reasonably expected to limit the red snapper harvest to the region’s
assigned portion of the recreational sector ACL. If a region does not participate or its plan is
determined by NMFS to not satisfy the conservation equivalency requirements, then the
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recreational harvest of red snapper in the federal waters adjacent to such region would be subject
to the federal default regulations for red snapper.

Preferred Alternative 4: Establish a regional management program in which a state or group of
adjacent states (regions) submit proposals to a technical review committee describing the
conservation equivalency measures the region will adopt for the management of its portion of
the recreational sector ACL. The proposals must specify the red snapper season and bag limit.
To be a CEP, the plan must be reasonably expected to limit the red snapper harvest to the
region’s assigned portion of the recreational red snapper ACL. The technical review committee
reviews and may make recommendations on the plan, which is either returned to the region for
revision or forwarded to NMFS for final review. If a region does not participate or its plan is
determined by NMFS to not satisfy the conservation equivalency requirements, then the
recreational harvest of red snapper in the federal waters adjacent to such region would be subject
to the federal default regulations for red snapper.

Preferred Alternative 5: Establish a provision to sunset regional management after:
Option 5a: 10 calendar years of the program.
Preferred Option 5b: 5 calendar years of the program.
Option 5c¢: 3 calendar years of the program.
Option 5d: 2 calendar years of the program.

Action 2: Regional Management and Sector Separation

Alternative 1: No Action — Retain current federal management of recreational red snapper in
federal waters of the Gulf. For the years 2015-2017, establish separate component ACTs for the
federal for-hire and private angling components as specified in Amendment 40.

Alternative 2: Extend the separate management of federal for-hire and private angling
components of the recreational sector. This amendment would apply to the private angling
component, only. The private angling component would be managed by each region under
regional ACLs based on the allocation selected in Action 6.

| Recreational Sector ACL |

brivate / \
Pe— o .

Angling i Federal For-hire !
Component ACL i Component ACL !
State A \ StaeDp | T I
Regional ACL \l/ Regio?lZI ACL
State B State C S
> Regional ACL
Regional ACL Re;(t;t; EACL

Alternative 3: Extend the separate management of the federal for-hire and private angling
components of the recreational sector. This amendment could apply to both components. The
recreational sector ACL will be divided into regional ACLs using the allocation selected in
Action 6. The regional ACLs will be further divided into regional component ACLSs (i.e., apply
the allocation formula established through Amendment 40 to the region’s average proportion of
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landings by each component). A region may manage both components or may opt to manage the
private angling component only. If managing the private angling component only, the region’s
for-hire component ACL would become part of the federal for-hire component ACL.

| Recreational Sector ACL |

| Regional ACLs | Federal For-hire E
1
1

/ Component ACL
]
State A Regional

(Private Angling) ACL

State C Regional
(Private Angling) ACL s m mmmmm

(Private Angling) ACL

‘ State B Regional

-In regions managing privatq

angling component only, thg
State D State E region’s for-hire component
Regional ACL Regional ACL ACL moves to the federal fo
/\ /\ hire component ACL.
Regional Regional Regional Regional
Private Angling For-hire Private Angling For-hire
Component ACL Component ACL Component ACL Component ACL

Alternative 4: End the separate management of the federal for-hire and private angling
components upon implementation of this amendment, and have this amendment apply to the
entire recreational sector. The private angling and federal for-hire components would be
managed as a single unit by each region under regional ACLs based on the allocation selected in
Action 6.

| Recreational ACL |

! \\

State A >
Regional ACL
Regional ACL State C g
Regional ACL
State E
State B Regional ACL
Regional ACL

Action 3: Establish Regions for Management

Alternative 1: No Action — Retain the current management of recreational red snapper in
federal waters of the Gulf as one region.

Alternative 2: Establish an east (Florida, Alabama, Mississippi) and west (Louisiana, Texas)
region and allow for different management measures for each region.

Alternative 3: Establish an east (Florida, Alabama) and west (Mississippi, Louisiana, Texas)
region and allow for different management measures for each region.

Alternative 4: Establish five regions representing each Gulf State.

Preferred Alternative 5: Establish five regions representing each Gulf State, which may
voluntarily form multistate regions with adjacent states.
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Action 4: Modify the Federal Minimum Size Limit

Alternative 1: No Action — Retain current federal regulations for the minimum size limit for
recreational red snapper in federal waters of the Gulf. The federal minimum size limit is 16
inches TL.

Alternative 2: Reduce the federal minimum size limit to 14 inches TL.

Preferred Alternative 3: Reduce the federal minimum size limit to 15 inches TL.

Alternative 4: Increase the federal minimum size limit to 17 inches TL.

Alternative 5: Increase the federal minimum size limit to 18 inches TL.

Action 5: Closures in Federal Waters of the Gulf

Alternative 1: No action — Regions may not establish closed areas in federal waters adjacent to
their region.

Preferred Alternative 2: A region may establish closed areas within federal waters adjacent to
their region in which the recreational harvest of red snapper is prohibited.

Option 2a: Areas of the Gulf may be closed for up to six months of the year.
Option 2b: No more than 50% of the federal waters adjacent to a region may be closed during
the year.

Action 6: Apportioning the Recreational ACL (Quota) among Regions

Alternative 1: No Action — Retain current federal regulations for allocating the recreational
sector ACL between the private angling component and federal for-hire component for the years
2015-2017. Do not divide the recreational sector ACL among regions.

Alternative 2: Apportion the recreational sector ACL (or component ACLs) among the regions
selected in Action 3 based on the average of historical landings for the years 1986-2013.

Alternative 3: Apportion the recreational sector ACL (or component ACLs) among the regions
selected in Action 3 based on the average of historical landings for the years 1996-2013.

Alternative 4: Apportion the recreational sector ACL (or component ACLs) among the regions
selected in Action 3 based on the average of historical landings for the years 2006-2013.

Preferred Alternative 5: Apportion the recreational sector ACL (or component ACLS) among
the regions selected in Action 3 based on 50% of average historical landings for the years 1986-
2013 and 50% of average historical landings for the years 2006-2013.

Preferred Alternative 6: In calculating regional apportionments, exclude from the selected
time series:

Amendment 39: Public Hearing Draft xiii



Preferred Option 6a: 2006 landings
Preferred Option 6b: 2010 landings

Alternative 7: Apportion the recreational sector ACL into eastern and western regional ACLs
(or component ACLSs) divided approximately at the Mississippi River, based on regional
biogeographical differences in the stock used in the stock assessments.

Alternative 8: Apportion the recreational sector ACL (or component ACLs) among the regions
selected in Action 3 such that each region’s allocation provides an equivalent number of fishing
days.

Action 7: Post-Season Accountability Measures (AMs)

Alternative 1: No Action — Retain the current post-season AMs for managing overages of the
recreational sector ACL in federal waters of the Gulf. While red snapper are overfished (based
on the most recent Status of U.S. Fisheries Report to Congress), if the recreational sector ACL
(quota) is exceeded, reduce the recreational sector ACL in the following year by the full
amount of the overage, unless the best scientific information available determines that a greater,
lesser, or no overage adjustment is necessary. The component ACTs for the years 2015-2017
will be adjusted to reflect the previously established percent buffer.

Preferred Alternative 2: While red snapper are overfished (based on the most recent Status of
U.S. Fisheries Report to Congress), if the combined recreational landings exceed the recreational
sector ACL, then reduce in the following year the regional ACL of any region that exceeded its
regional ACL by the amount of the region’s ACL overage in the prior fishing year, unless the
best scientific information available determines that a greater, lesser, or no overage adjustment is
necessary. The recreational ACTs will be adjusted to reflect the previously established percent
buffer.

Option 2a: If a region has both a private-angling ACL and a federal for-hire ACL, the

reduction will be applied to the component(s) that exceeded the applicable ACL.

Option 2b: If a region has both a private-angling ACL and a federal for-hire ACL, the
reduction will be applied equally to both components.

Action 1 — Regional Management

Action 1 determines the structure for establishing regional management. Alternative 1 (No
Action) would retain current management measures for the recreational harvest of red snapper in
federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico (Gulf). Under Alternative 2, regional management is
defined as the delegation of limited management authority to a State or adjacent States, which
would then establish appropriate management measures to constrain recreational harvest to the
assigned portion of the recreational sector ACL. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) allows for the delegation of management to a
State to regulate fishing vessels beyond their state waters, provided its regulations are consistent
with the fishery management plan (FMP; Appendix D). The delegation of management authority
to the States (Alternati