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FISHERY IMPACT STATEMENT

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act requires that a fishery
impact statement (FIS) be prepared for all amendments to fishery management plans. The FIS
contains an assessment of the likely biological and socioeconomic effects of the conservation
and management measures on fishery participants and their communities, participants in the
fisheries conducted in adjacent areas under the authority of another fishery management council,
and the safety of human life at sea.

Amendment 20B to the Fishery Management Plan for the Coastal Migratory Pelagic (CMP)
Resources in the Gulf of Mexico and Atlantic Region (FMP) consists of six management actions
jointly developed by the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Fishery Management Councils
(Councils). The first two actions would adjust trip limits and fishing seasons for zones and
subzones of the Gulf of Mexico (Gulf) migratory group. The third action would allow transit of
vessels with king mackerel through areas closed to king mackerel fishing. The fourth would
divide the annual catch limit (ACL) for Atlantic migratory group king and Spanish mackerel into
zones. The fifth is an administrative change to the framework procedure for the FMP. The sixth
addresses the results of the most recent stock assessment for cobia and divides the ACL into
Zones.

Biological Effects

Action 1, Preferred Alternative 3 Option a, would maintain the Gulf migratory group king
mackerel trip limit in the Gulf Western Zone at 3,000 pounds (Ibs) with no step-down. Preferred
Alternative 4 Option b would retain the 1,250-1b trip limit for Gulf migratory group king
mackerel in the Northern Subzone but remove the step-down (currently defined as a trip limit
reduction to 500 Ibs after 75% of the quota for the subzone is met). Preferred Alternative 4
Option ¢ would retain the Gulf migratory group king mackerel 1,250-1b trip limit for the
Southern Subzone but remove the step-down. None of the alternatives selected are expected to
shorten the fishing season by more than approximately a few days to one week. Therefore,
although the likelihood of catching the full ACL increases slightly with these changes, the
impacts to the biological environment should be minimal.

Action 2, Preferred Alternative 3 Option a, would move the opening of the Gulf migratory group
king mackerel fishing year for the Eastern Zone, Northern Subzone to the fall. The rest of the
Gulf zones and subzones would retain a July 1 opening. All zones and subzones are predicted to
remain within their respective annual quotas regardless of seasonal start dates. Consequently, no
biological effects are anticipated from the preferred alternative because it merely addresses the
shifting of harvest time to coincide with availability of the resource in the Northern Subzone.

Current regulations prohibit fishing for or retaining Gulf migratory group king mackerel in or
from a closed zone. Many fishermen live and work near a boundary between two zones, and
may wish to fish in one zone, but land in another. When the landing zone is closed, those
fishermen are forced to land away from their home port. Action 3, Preferred Alternative 4,
would allow fishermen who legally harvest king mackerel from an open zone to transport and
land their catch in other areas of the Gulf that are closed to king mackerel fishing. If these
fishermen are more likely to fish for king mackerel if they can land at their home port, then effort
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could increase relative to Alternative 1 and the impacts to the physical and biological
environments could increase. However, this action is expected to have more economic than
biological impacts.

Participants are concerned that the commercial ACLs for Atlantic migratory group king or
Spanish mackerel could be met by landings in one state before fish are available to fishermen in
other states, particularly North Carolina. In Action 4, Preferred Alternative 3, which establishes
separate quotas for a Northern Zone and Southern Zone, would not change the existing level of
biological effects. The ACL and accountability measures (AMs) provide biological protection
and prevent overfishing of Atlantic migratory group king and Spanish mackerel. The preferred
alternatives would not change the level of catch of Atlantic migratory group king (Action 4.1) or
Spanish (Action 4.2) mackerel, only how it would be distributed.

The current framework procedure was implemented through Amendment 18 to the FMP.
Preferred Alternative 2 would allow changes to management measures under the standard
documentation process of the open framework procedure, including AMs. A section outlining
each Council’s responsibilities was in the previous CMP framework, but was inadvertently
omitted when the new framework was developed in Amendment 18. Preferred Alternative 4
would reinstate that language, in addition to expanding the responsibilities to include those for
Spanish mackerel and cobia. Preferred Alternative 5 would fix language in the framework that
refers to the Socioeconomic Panel, which no longer exists under that name. A combination of
Preferred Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 offers the greatest efficiency and effectiveness of management
change and indirect benefit to the biological environment, by allowing timelier implementation
of management measures.

In Amendment 18 to the FMP, the Councils established the acceptable biological catch for the
separate migratory groups of cobia using the Councils’ boundary in Monroe County. However,
the determination in the most recent stock assessment was that the biological boundary should be
at the Florida/Georgia state line. To adjust for this difference between the Councils’
jurisdictional areas and the areas used by the stock assessment, Preferred Alternative 3 Option d
assigns the portion of the Gulf migratory group ACL attributable to the east coast of Florida and
Atlantic side of the Florida Keys (i.e., the area within the South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction)
to the South Atlantic Council. Creating zone-specific ACLs or annual catch targets potentially
would have an impact on landings if harvest changes from current levels and AMs are triggered,
because AMs could be more precisely applied to the area where landings have increased. The
magnitude of the effects is expected to be proportional to the severity of the constraint imposed
on fishery participants and the nature of corrective measures implemented in response to
overages, if they occur.

Economic Effects

The trip limit increases in Action 1 for Gulf migratory group king mackerel are expected to grant
additional flexibility in trip scheduling and in the selection of a catch composition, potentially
resulting in increased net revenues. These direct economic benefits are expected to result in
adverse market effects due to the shortened season and the associated increase in the supply of
king mackerel during the season. For the Western Zone, Preferred Alternative 3 Option a would
implement the same trip limit as the status quo alternative, and economic effects are not
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expected. Effects that would result from Preferred Alternative 4 Option b are expected to be
negligible because most commercial king mackerel trips in the Eastern Zone Northern Subzone
land 1,000 Ibs of king mackerel or less. Because about 80% of the trips in the Eastern Zone
Southern Subzone land 1,000 Ibs of king mackerel or less, economic effects that would be
expected to result from Preferred Alternative 2 Option c are expected to be negligible.

Changes in fishing years for Gulf migratory group king mackerel in Action 2 could have some
economic impacts on the king mackerel portion of the CMP fishery. The October 1-September
30 fishing season proposed in Preferred Alternative 3 Option a is expected to impact a small
portion of the king mackerel annual landings in the Eastern Zone, Northern Subzone. Any
disruptions to trip planning and catch composition as a result of Preferred Alternative 3 Option a
are expected to be minimal, with negligible associated economic effects.

The economic effects expected to result from a relaxation of transit restrictions in Action 3 are
anticipated to be positive because the potential increases in net revenues that would result from
the added flexibility in selecting catch composition and from costs savings from lower fuel
expenditures are assumed to outweigh potential adverse economic effects that could result from
earlier closures. Preferred Alternative 3, which would allow transit through areas closed to king
mackerel fishing for vessels possessing king mackerel that were legally harvested in the
exclusive economic zone off areas open to king mackerel fishing, would be expected to result in
greater economic benefits (though the opportunity for distributional effects increases).

Establishment of regional quotas for Atlantic migratory group king mackerel and Spanish
mackerel under Actions 4.1 and 4.2 are expected to have direct positive economic effects on the
commercial sectors of the fisheries (Preferred Alternative 3 Option b). The transfer provision
under Preferred Alternative 4 would enhance the probability the overall ACL would be reached,
thus creating a higher chance for a direct positive economic effect.

The proposed changes to the framework procedure (Action 5) are not expected to result in any
direct changes on the economic environment. However, Preferred Alternatives 2, 4, and 5
should result in a speedier implementation of management measures that may be beneficial to the
stocks, with associated economic benefits, or otherwise result in increased economic benefits to
fishermen and associated businesses. These would be indirect positive economic effects of the
proposed changes.

In Action 6, the commercial ACL for cobia allocated to the Florida East Coast Zone under all
options of Alternative 3 are likely to result in the commercial ACL for this zone being reached
prior to the end of the fishing year, resulting in direct negative economic effects for the cobia
portion of the CMP fishery because of an in-season closure. In the Florida East Coast Zone,
Preferred Option d would result in an estimated average annual reduction in ex-vessel landings
value of $56,299; approximately 40,872 additional recreational trips, and an expected annual
increase in net operating revenue (NOR) of $118,359. Preferred Alternative 3 Option d would
increase the recreational ACL relative to the status quo for the Florida East Coast Zone, possibly
increasing fishing opportunities for recreational anglers.
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In Action 6, Preferred Alternative 3 Option d would not be expected to have significant negative
economic effects for the commercial fishery in the Atlantic Zone in most years. Because there is
no discernible trend in recreational landings for this zone, it can be expected that there could be
negative impacts for the recreational sector in some years in terms of lost opportunity should the
recreational fishery be closed as a result of reaching their ACL. In the Florida East Coast Zone,
the commercial sector would be expected to incur negative economic consequences, particularly
if 2010 and 2011 represent an increasing trend. Preferred Alternative 3 Option d would increase
the ACL and ACT relative to the status quo in the Gulf, and increase the fishing opportunities for
Gulf fishermen. Direct economic benefits would be expected to result from these increases if
fishermen elected to take advantage of the additional fishing opportunities. However, average
Gulf cobia landings have been below the status quo ACT for all the time intervals considered,
therefore, it is unlikely that these potential economic benefits would materialize in the short run.

Social Effects

The social effects associated with changes in the for Gulf migratory group king mackerel trip
limits under Action 1 would result from the trade-offs of removing the step-down limits. In the
Gulf migratory group king mackerel Western Zone, no additional social impacts would be
expected from Preferred Alternative 3 Option a because it is the same as the status quo.

Preferred Alternative 4 Option b and Preferred Option ¢ would benefit fishermen harvesting Gulf
migratory group king mackerel in the Eastern Zone Northern and Southern Subzones by
removing the trip limit reduction; however, the alternative could have negative impacts if the
season is shorter due to rapid harvest without the step-down in place.

Under Action 2, the effects on the Gulf migratory group king mackerel fleet are associated with
how closely the season opening date aligns with optimal fishing conditions in terms of weather,
fish abundance, and fish availability. Changing the season opening date under Preferred
Alternative 3 Option a is expected to benefit fishermen working in the Gulf migratory group king
mackerel Northern Subzone by improving the opportunity that trip limits are more likely to be
met on more trips, enabling greater profits on trips taken and requiring fewer trips be taken by
fishermen. On the other hand, establishing the season during such optimal fishing conditions
would be expected to contribute to indirect impacts if a shorter season results. Essentially, there
may be a trade-off in expected impacts, where benefits from modifying the season start date to
coincide with optimal fishing opportunities may, in turn, result in negative impacts from a
shorter season as the fish are caught faster.

The transit provisions under Preferred Alternative 3 in Action 3 are expected to be beneficial to
fishermen, dealers, and associated businesses. Allowing vessels to transit through closed areas to
land king mackerel harvested in open areas, with specifications for gear stowing, could reduce
potential negative effects of unnecessary travel just to avoid closed areas to offload legally
caught fish. Transit provisions that enable a fishing trip to be shorter in duration would allow
fishermen to spend less time on the water due to the reduced travel time, thereby also supporting
safety at sea. Also, harvest in an open zone or subzone could provide a supply of fish to areas
that are closed by allowing vessels to land in the closed areas. There may be a trade-off in these
expected benefits if effort increases due to reduced travel time, but in general the transit
provisions are expected to be beneficial to the commercial king mackerel fleet.
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Allocation of the Atlantic migratory group king mackerel and Spanish mackerel to a Northern
Zone and Southern Zone under Action 4 is expected to have similar social effects as sector
allocations, in that there could likely be some changes in fishing behavior and impacts to
fishermen, communities, and businesses associated with the CMP fishery. However, the
allocations to each zone for each species in Preferred Alternative 3 Option b would be expected
to benefit the commercial fleets by improving opportunity to harvest when the fish are available
and reducing the chance that another area would land most of the quota. Because Preferred
Alternative 3 Option b considers the last ten years of landings history to designate the quotas, the
available quota to each zone would be similar to recent landings and is not expected to hinder
access to the resource. If one zone could not meet its quota, the transfer provision in Preferred
Alternative 4 would provide an avenue to adapt the available quota for each zone. In a fishing
year, market or environmental conditions could result in one zone not meeting the zone’s quota
and Preferred Alternative 4 could help to meet the full commercial ACL for Atlantic migratory
group king mackerel.

Modification of the framework procedure of the CMP fisheries in Action 5 is not expected to
result in any direct impacts of the fleet or communities but Preferred Alternatives 2, 4, and 5
would improve timeliness, contribute to improved management of the CMP stocks, and would
allow the Councils to respond to management needs.

The social effects of modifications to the cobia ACL in Action 6 are associated with two main
factors: updated ACLs based on the most recent information from the stock assessment and any
changes in access to the resource. The increase in the ACL under Preferred Alternative 3 Option
d is expected to benefit commercial and recreational cobia fishermen in addition to communities
because the catch level recommendations are based on updated data used in the stock
assessment. The allocation of an ACL to the Florida East Coast under Preferred Option d could
limit some fishing opportunities for vessels and recreational anglers harvesting in the Gulf or on
the Florida East Coast, but in general the status quo of landings in the Gulf and Florida East
Coast should continue with minimal effects on the commercial and recreational sectors, and
associated businesses and communities.

Safety at Sea
Modification to the Gulf migratory group king mackerel fishing year for the Eastern Zone,

Northern Subzone under Action 2 may affect safety at sea if weather conditions make fishing
more difficult and less safe if the season extends into winter months. The transit provisions
under Preferred Alternative 3 in Action 3 may improve safety by allowing vessels to land king
mackerel at a port closer to their fishing area. None of the other actions would force vessels to
participate in the king mackerel portion of the CMP fishery under adverse weather or ocean
conditions. Therefore, no additional safety-at-sea issues would be created.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

What Actions Are Being Proposed?

Actions in this amendment address issues associated with the boundaries between migratory
groups, zones, and subzones; allocation of commercial annual catch limits (ACLs); and
modification of the framework procedure for management of king mackerel, Spanish mackerel,
and cobia.

Who Is Proposing the Action? Who's Who?

The Gulf of Mexico (Gulf) and South

Atlantic Fishery Management Councils e Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Fishery
(Councils) are proposing the actions. The Management Councils - Engage in a process
Councils develop the regulations and to determine a range of actions and

submit them to the National Marine alternatives, and recommends action to the
Fisheries Service (NMFS) who ultimately National Marine Fisheries Service.

approves, disapproves, or partially

approves the actions in the amendment e National Marine Fisheries Service and

on behalf of the Secretary of Commerce. Council staffs - Develop alternatives based
NMFS is an agency in the National on guidance from the Council, and analyze the
Oceanic and Atmospheric environmental impacts of those alternatives.

Administration.
e Secretary of Commerce - Will approve,

Why Are The Councils Considering disapprove, or partially approve the

Action? amendment as recommended by the Councils.
For king mackerel, conflicts between

fishermen from different areas have

arisen due to early closures of zones and subzones. For Spanish mackerel and cobia, new stock
assessments were completed in 2013 (SEDAR 28 2013a, 2013b, 2013c, 2013d) which indicate

the stocks are healthy. The actions in this amendment address issues arising from the early
closures of king mackerel zones and new data from the stock assessments.

1.1 Background

Initially the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for the Coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources
(CMP) in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Region (GMFMC and SAFMC 1982), treated
king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, and cobia each as one stock. The present management regime
in the FMP recognizes two migratory groups of each species, the Gulf migratory group and the
Atlantic migratory group. Each migratory group is managed separately. The Gulf king mackerel
migratory group and the Atlantic Spanish mackerel migratory group are also divided into zones
or subzones for management purposes. This amendment considers changes or additions to
fishing regulations for these areas to allow for more targeted management.

King mackerel: The two migratory groups are thought to mix seasonally off the east coast of
Florida and in Monroe County, Florida. For management and assessment purposes, a boundary
between the migratory groups of king mackerel was specified at the VVolusia/Flagler County
border on the Florida east coast in the winter (November 1 - March 31) and the Monroe/Collier
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County border on the Florida southwest coast in the summer (April 1 - October 31) (Figure
1.1.1).

Atlantic Group Zone
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Figure 1.1.1. Seasonal boundary between Atlantic and Gulf migratory groups of king mackerel.
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Amendment 1 (GMFMC and SAFMC 1985) established Eastern and Western Zones for the Gulf
migratory group, divided at the Alabama/Florida border, each with a separate commercial
allocation. Amendment 9 (GMFMC and SAFMC 2000) further subdivided the commercial
hook-and-line king mackerel allocation for the Eastern Zone Florida west coast by establishing
two subzones, Northern and Southern, with a dividing line between the two subzones at the
Collier/Lee County line. These zones and subzones were established to ensure that fishermen
throughout the Gulf had an opportunity to fish in their homeport area and that some of the
allowable quota was available for those areas.

The commercial fishing year for the Gulf migratory group is July 1- June 30. The trip limit is
3,000 pounds (Ibs) per day for the Western Zone. In general, the commercial quota in this zone
is met in September to November of each year, and fishing is closed; in 2008/2009, the zone
remained open until March, but in 2012/2013 the zone closed in August. Both the Northern and
Southern Subzones have a 1,250-1b trip limit until 75% of the quota is reached, and then the trip
limit is reduced to 500 Ibs until the quota is taken, or the end of the fishing year. The Northern
Subzone has closed in the past five years, but previously had not closed since 2003/2004. The
quota for the Southern Subzone for hook-and-line gear generally is met in February or March,
but occasionally the quota is not filled before the end of the fishing year. In the Southern
Subzone, the gillnet season opens on the day after the Martin Luther King, Jr. holiday. The
fishing year ends June 30, but the quota is usually reached within one to two weeks after
opening. The East Coast Subzone opens November 1 with a 50 fish trip limit. If the 75% of the
quota is not landed by February 1, the trip limit increases to 75 fish until the end of the fishing
season (March 31) or the quota is met and the subzone is closed. From April 1- October 31, this
area is part of the Atlantic migratory group.

The fishing year for the Atlantic migratory group is March 1 to the end of February. The
northern boundary for this group is at the jurisdictional boundary between the Mid-Atlantic and
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New England Fishery Management Councils, which is at the intersection point of Connecticut,
Rhode Island, and New York.

Many king mackerel fishermen travel throughout the southeast region to fish under different
quotas. For example, fishermen from the east coast of Florida may fish in the Western Zone in
the summer and early fall until that quota is filled. They then move to the Florida Panhandle to
fish under the Northern Subzone quota. When that quota is filled, they generally travel back to
their homeport to fish during the winter and spring.

Recently, some fishermen who do not travel have expressed discontent with fishermen from
outside their area contributing to filling the quota. In particular, fishermen from Louisiana and
the Florida Panhandle feel that their zone/subzone is closed too quickly each year, depriving
those who do not travel of fishing opportunities. Additionally, because of the fall closures of the
Northern Subzone, fishermen on the west central coast of Florida have fewer opportunities to
fish for king mackerel; by the time the fish have migrated that far south, the subzone is closed.
Proposed actions to address these problems include changing trip limits and the dates of the
fishing year.

Another problem resulting from management by subzones is that in spring, the Eastern Zone
subzones are often closed, but Monroe County is open (because starting April 1, that county is
part of the Atlantic migratory group). Some fishermen from southwest Florida, particularly from
Collier County, fish in waters of northern Monroe County on the Florida west coast. Currently,
regulations prevent them from transiting the closed area (Collier County) with king mackerel to
return to their homeport. Their only option is to travel to the Florida Keys, a considerable
distance from the fishing area. A similar issue arises when the Northern Subzone is closed but
the Southern Subzone is open, and other areas where boundaries occur. This amendment
considers allowing transit through closed areas by vessels possessing king mackerel, provided
gear is appropriately stowed.

The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (South Atlantic Council) is concerned that the
commercial ACLs for king mackerel could be filled by fishermen in one state before fish are
available to fishermen in other states, particularly North Carolina. State representatives from
North Carolina have expressed a desire to manage a separate quota for their state, to ensure
fishermen in their area have the opportunity to fish. This amendment considers assigning a
separate quota for North Carolina, or for a northern zone that includes North Carolina, versus the
rest of the Atlantic region.

Spanish mackerel: Although the two migratory groups mix in south Florida, abundance trends
along each coast of Florida are different, indicating sufficient isolation between the two
migratory groups. Consequently, the boundary for Spanish mackerel was fixed at the Miami-
Dade/Monroe County border on Florida’s southeast coast (Figure 1.1.2). The Atlantic migratory
group is divided into northern and southern areas for trip limit purposes at the Florida/Georgia
border and the northern area extends to the jurisdictional boundary between the Mid-Atlantic and
New England Fishery Management Councils. Although only one quota is assigned to both
zones, each zone has different trip limits and accountability measures. The fishing year for the
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Gulf migratory group is April 1 — March 30 and the fishing year for the Atlantic migratory group
is March 1 — end of February. The Gulf migratory group does not have a trip limit.

4 Spanish Mackerel Boundaries

Figure 1.1.2. Fixed boundary between Atlantic and Gulf migratory groups of Spanish mackerel.

Most Spanish mackerel are landed in Florida and North Carolina. The South Atlantic Council is
concerned that the commercial ACLs for Spanish mackerel could be filled by fishermen in one
state before fish are available to fishermen in other states, particularly North Carolina. State
representatives from North Carolina have expressed a desire to manage a separate quota for their
state, to ensure fishermen in their area have the opportunity to fish. This amendment considers
assigning a separate quota for North Carolina, or for a northern zone that includes North
Carolina, versus the rest of the Atlantic region.

Cobia: Separate migratory groups of cobia were established in Amendment 18 (GMFMC and
SAFMC 2011). The division between Gulf and Atlantic migratory groups was set at the
Councils’ jurisdictional boundary, off the Florida Keys. During the Southeast Data, Assessment,
and Review (SEDAR) 28, panelists determined the biological boundary between the Gulf and
Atlantic migratory groups to be at the Florida/Georgia border. This decision was based on
genetic and tagging data, and recommendations from the commercial and recreational statistics
working groups. They determined that a mixing zone occurs around Brevard County, Florida,
and potentially to the north. Although they did not find enough resolution in the data to
specifically identify a biological boundary, the Florida/Georgia line did not conflict with life
history information and would be easiest for management (SEDAR 28 2013a, 2013c). The
northern boundary of the Atlantic migratory group is at the jurisdictional boundary between the
Mid-Atlantic and New England Councils (Figure 1.1.3).

Because the biological boundary from the stock assessment differs from the management
boundary, acceptable biological catch (ABC) would need to be allocated for the east coast of
Florida. Further, the assessment produced new recommendations for ABC, which should result
in new ACLs and annual catch targets (ACTs) for cobia.
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Gulf of Mexico

Figure 1.1.3. Jurisdictional boundaries of the Gulf (blue), South Atlantic (orange), Mid-Atlantic
(green), and New England (peach) Fishery Management Councils. The South Atlantic Council
manages cobia for the South Atlantic and Mid-Atlantic regions.

1.2 Purpose and Need

K Purpose for Action \

The purpose of this amendment is to determine if the current and proposed
commercial trip limits, fishing seasons, and other regulations are necessary and
appropriate and provide the greatest benefit to the coastal migratory pelagic
fishery.

Need for Action

The need for the proposed actions is to achieve optimum yield while ensuring

qulations are fair and equitable and fishery resources are utilized efficientlyj

1.3 History of Management

The CMP FMP, with Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), was approved in 1982 and
implemented by regulations effective in February 1983 (GMFMC and SAFMC 1982). The
management unit includes king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, and cobia. The FMP treated king
and Spanish mackerel as unit stocks in the Atlantic and Gulf. The FMP established allocations
for the recreational and commercial sectors harvesting these stocks, and the commercial
allocations were divided between net and hook-and-line fishermen. The following is a list of
management changes relevant to CMP zonal issues. A full history of CMP management can be
found in Amendment 18 (GMFMC and SAFMC 2011), and is incorporated here by reference.
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Amendment 1, with EIS, implemented in September 1985, recognized separate Atlantic and
Gulf migratory groups of king mackerel. The Gulf commercial allocation for king mackerel was
divided into Eastern and Western Zones for the purpose of regional allocation, with 69% of the
allocation provided to the Eastern Zone and 31% to the Western Zone.

Amendment 2, with environmental assessment (EA), implemented in July 1987, recognized two
migratory groups of Spanish mackerel, established allocations of total allowable catch (TAC) for
the commercial and recreational sectors, and set commercial quotas and recreational bag limits.

Amendment 5, with EA, implemented in August 1990, extended the management area for
Atlantic migratory groups of mackerels through the Mid-Atlantic Council’s area of jurisdiction;
provided that the South Atlantic Council will be responsible for pre-season adjustments of TACs
and bag limits for the Atlantic migratory groups of mackerels while the Gulf Council will be
responsible for Gulf migratory groups; and continued to manage the two recognized Gulf
migratory groups of king mackerel as one until management measures appropriate to the eastern
and western migratory groups could be determined.

Amendment 6, with EA, implemented in November 1992, allowed for Gulf migratory group
king mackerel stock identification and allocation when appropriate.

Amendment 7, with EA, implemented in November 1994, equally divided the Gulf commercial
allocation in the Eastern Zone at the Dade-Monroe County line in Florida. The sub-allocation
for the area from Monroe County through Western Florida is equally divided between
commercial hook-and-line and net gear users.

Amendment 8, with EA, implemented March 1998, provided the South Atlantic Council with
authority to set vessel trip limits, closed seasons or areas, and gear restrictions for Gulf migratory
group king mackerel in the North Area of the Eastern Zone (Dade/Monroe to VVolusia/Flagler
County lines); modified the seasonal framework adjustment measures; and expanded the
management area for cobia through the Mid-Atlantic Council’s area of jurisdiction (to New
York).

Amendment 9, with EA, implemented in April 2000, established a trip limit of 3,000 Ibs per
vessel per trip for the Western Zone.

Amendment 18, with EA, implemented in January 2012, established ACLs and accountability
measures for Gulf and Atlantic migratory groups of cobia, king mackerel, and Spanish
mackerel. It also separated cobia into Atlantic and Gulf migratory groups.
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CHAPTER 2. MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Action 1 - Modify the Commercial Hook-and-Line Trip Limits
for Gulf Migratory Group King Mackerel

Alternative 1: No Action — Retain the existing commercial hook-and-line trip limits.
Western Zone: 3,000 Ibs with no reduction
Eastern Zone Northern Subzone: 1,250 Ibs until 75% of the quota is taken, at which time
the trip limit decreases to 500 Ibs
Eastern Zone Southern Subzone: 1,250 Ibs until 75% of the quota is taken, at which time
the trip limit decreases to 500 Ibs

Alternative 2: Set the commercial hook-and-line trip limit at 2,000 Ibs with no reduction.
Option a: For the Western zone
Option b: For the Eastern Zone Northern Subzone
Option c: For the Eastern Zone Southern Subzone

Preferred Alternative 3: Set the commercial hook-and-line trip limit at 3,000 Ibs with no
reduction.

Preferred Option a: For the Western zone

Option b: For the Eastern Zone Northern Subzone

Option c: For the Eastern Zone Southern Subzone

Preferred Alternative 4: Set the commercial hook-and-line trip limit at 1,250 Ibs with no
reduction.

Option a: For the Western zone

Preferred Option b: For the Eastern Zone Northern Subzone

Preferred Option c: For the Eastern Zone Southern Subzone

Note: Only one alternative may be selected for each option.

Discussion:

Western Zone (Alternative 1 and Alternatives 2-4, Option a)

During the 1996/1997 — 2000/2001 fishing years, the Western Zone of the Gulf of Mexico (Gulf)
opened July 1 and closed consistently in August. At the request of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery
Management Council (Gulf Council), the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
implemented a 3,000 Ib trip limit for the Western Zone in 1999 to lengthen the fishing season.
This action appears to have been partly successful in that, after the first year, the season has
stayed open usually until October or November. However, the Western Zone is still usually
closed for more than half of the fishing year, and in the most recent season (2012/2013), the zone
closed in August (Table 2.1.1). Maintaining the existing trip limit at 3,000 Ibs would likely
continue this closure pattern.
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Table 2.1.1. Gulf migratory group king mackerel season closure dates in the Western Zone and

Eastern Zone Subzones. TLR=Trip limit reduction, “x” denotes no closure.

Years
— AN (90} < Lo © N~ (00} ()} o — N o
o o o o o o o o o — — — —
o) - I ™ < o) © N o) o | & - ~
o o o o o o o o o o — — —
o o o o o o o o o o o o o
N N N N N AN N N N N AN N (9\V]
Western | Close | 26. | 19- |25- |24- |20- [17- |6- |3 |27 |4- |11- |16- |2Z
Zone Aug |Nov |Oct |[Sep |Oct |Nov | Oct | Nov |Mar |Sep |Feb | Sept | Aug
Eastern | [°R | 12- 30- | 30- 21- | 21- 26- 30-
e Nov | x Nov | Oct |x X Nov | Dec | x X Oct | x Aug
Northern | Close | 19. |10- |5- |13- 24- |4 |7- |
Subzone Nov | Nov | Dec | Nov | X X X X X Oct | Apr | Oct Oct
Eastern | 'R | 20- |11- |5 |20- |25- |25- |3 |22- [28- |7- |8 17-
Zone Feb | Mar | Mar | Mar | Feb | Feb | Mar | Mar | Feb |Feb | Mar | x Mar
Southern | Close | 2. | 23 9- 12- | 10- 15- | 23- |26- |12
Subzone Mar | Mar | x Apr | x Mar | Apr | x X Feb | Mar | Feb | Mar

Note: The 2010/2011 fishing season was impacted by the Deepwater Horizon MC252 oil spill.

Using catch rates from the 2005/2006 — 2011/2012 fishing seasons, landings with each proposed

reduction of the trip limit were predicted (Appendix D). Each lowering of the trip limit with
Alternatives 2-4 would extend the season some amount, with Alternative 4, Option a providing
the latest predicted closure date in February (Table 2.1.2). Lowering the trip limit may benefit
fishers in that it could extend the fishing season by several months. It may also deter some of the
transient fishing that has occurred in the past when vessels from the east coast of Florida, in
particular, have traveled to the Western Zone, thereby increasing effort in this portion of the

fishery. However, the economic return per trip versus the cost of the trip could decrease with a
lower trip limit. In some cases, particularly when vessels must travel long distances to reach the

fishing grounds, fishermen may not be able to recoup their costs with less fish.

Table 2.1.2. Predicted closure dates for king mackerel hook-and-line fishing in the Western
Zone for the different proposed trip limits. The closure dates are based on landings from the
2011/2012 fishing season. Alternative 1 and Alternative 3, Preferred Option ¢ propose no
change to the current trip limit of 3,000 Ibs.

* Projected closure date is earlier than the 2011/2012 closure date of 16-Sept because landings exceeded the quota.

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Trip Limit

3,000 Ibs

2,000 Ibs

3,000 Ibs

1,250 Ibs

Closure Date

Sept 11*

Oct 28

Sept 11*

Feb 11

Coastal Migratory Pelagics
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Eastern Zone — Northern and Southern Subzones (Alternatives 2-4, Options b and c)

The current trip limits and trip limit reductions for the Northern and Southern Subzones of the
Eastern Zone (Alternative 1) were intended to extend the fishing seasons. Particularly in the
Southern Subzone, fishermen at times travel long distances to reach the fishing grounds. A trip
limit of 1,250 Ibs may not allow enough income on a trip to cover expenses. This problem is
exacerbated when the trip limit is reduced to 500 Ibs, leading to requests for removing the trip
limit reduction. Additionally, in some years king mackerel have been caught at such a high rate
that NMFS could not implement the reduction to 500 Ibs before the zone needed to be closed
(Table 2.1.1).

Using catch rates from the 2005/2006 — 2011/2012 fishing seasons, landings with each proposed
increase of the trip limit were predicted (Appendix D). Each increase of the trip limit would
shorten the season some amount; however, the differences among Alternatives 1-4 are minimal
(Table 2.1.3). Therefore increasing the trip limit could benefit fishers in that the economic return
per trip versus the cost of the trip could increase with a higher trip limit without substantially
reducing the season.

Table 2.1.3. Predicted closure dates for king mackerel hook-and-line fishing in the Eastern
Zone, Northern and Southern Subzones for the different proposed trip limits. The closure dates
are based on landings from the 2011/2012 fishing season. TLR = trip limit reduction.

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 | Alternative 4
Trio Limit 1,250 Ibs 2,000 Ibs 3,000 Ibs 1,250 Ibs
P w/ TLR w/o TLR w/o TLR w/o TLR
Eastern Zone - N
Northern Subzone Oct1 Sept 27 Sept 26 Sept 28
Eastern Zone - N
Southern Subzone Mar 7 Feb 15 Feb 9 Feb 21

* Projected closure date is earlier than the 2011/2012 closure date of October 7 because the quota was exceeded.
**Projected closure date is later than the 2011/2012 closure date of February 26 because the trip limit reduction did
not get implemented before the quota was met.

The Southern Subzone encompasses Collier and Monroe Counties in Florida from November 1
through March 31. Beginning April 1, Monroe County (including the Florida Keys) becomes
part of the Atlantic migratory group until October 31. Any change to the trip limit in the
Southern Subzone would only apply to Monroe County when that area is considered part of the
Atlantic. Therefore, the trip limit off Monroe County would remain 1,250 Ibs annually with
Preferred Alternative 4 Preferred Option c.

Establishing a single trip limit for the entire Gulf area by choosing the same options within
Alternatives 2, 3, or 4 would simplify enforcement. Currently, vessels fishing off Alabama,
Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas can land 3,000 Ibs, whereas vessels fishing off Florida can
only land 1,250 Ibs. However, fishermen in different areas may prefer lower trip limits and
longer seasons to higher trip limits and shorter seasons, so the Gulf and South Atlantic Fishery
Management Councils (Councils) could set different trip limits for the three areas based on their
choice of preferred alternatives and preferred options above.
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Council Conclusions:

The Councils chose to maintain the current 3,000-1b trip limit for the Western Zone (Preferred
Alternative 3 Option a) because this higher trip limit allows vessels that travel long distances to
be more cost efficient. Although a lower trip limit could extend the fishing season, many of the
fishers in this area fish in other areas or for other species during the rest of the year.

The Councils chose to maintain the 1,250-Ib trip limit for the Eastern Zone Northern Subzone,
but eliminate the 500-1b trip limit reduction, (Preferred Alternative 4 Option b) because a
higher trip limit might reduce the length of the fishing season. This subzone has a small quota
that could quickly be caught if vessels landed more fish on each trip. Although the trip limit
reduction at 75% of the quota can extend the fishing season, it was removed because it is
difficult to implement in a timely manner before the entire quota is landed. Also, many vessels
cannot make a profit if they can only land 500 Ibs per trip.

The Councils chose to maintain the trip limit in the Eastern Zone Southern Subzone to 1,250 Ibs;
however they chose to remove the trip limit reduction (Preferred Alternative 4 Option c).
Testimony from fishermen in the Eastern Zone Southern Subzone was divided among those who
wanted the trip limit to increase and those that wanted the trip limit to remain at 1,250 Ibs.
Fishermen from Monroe County generally wanted the higher trip limit because they expend a lot
of fuel to reach the fishing grounds, and a higher trip limit would increase their profit margin.
Fishermen from Collier County generally wanted the lower trip limit to extend the fishing
season. The Council chose to maintain the current trip limit, while removing the trip limit
reduction for the same reasons as for the Northern Subzone.
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2.2 Action 2 - Change the Fishing Year for Gulf Migratory Group
King Mackerel for the Eastern Zone

Alternative 1: No Action - the fishing year remains July 1 — June 30.

Alternative 2: Change the fishing year for Gulf group king mackerel season to September 1 —
August 31.

Option a: For the Eastern Zone Northern Subzone

Option b: For the Eastern Zone Southern Subzone

Preferred Alternative 3: Change the fishing year for Gulf group king mackerel season to
October 1 — September 30.

Preferred Option a: For the Eastern Zone Northern Subzone

Option b: For the Eastern Zone Southern Subzone

Currently, the fishing year for Gulf group king mackerel in the Eastern Zone begins on July 1
(Alternative 1). Alternative 1 would continue the current situation, where the Northern
Subzone generally close in the fall and the Southern Subzone generally closes in the spring.
Alternatives 2 and 3 would move the opening of the fishing year into the fall. However, if the
fishing year starts too late in the fall, fish may migrate south earlier in some years and may not
be available. Also, weather conditions may make fishing more difficult and less safe if the
season extends into winter months.

Alternative 2 Option a would change the fishing season dates for the Northern Subzone to
September 1-August 31; and Option b would change the season dates for the Southern Subzone
to September 1-August 31. Preferred Alternative 3 Option a would change the fishing season
dates for the Northern Subzone to October 1-September 30; and Alternative 3 Option b would
change the fishing season dates for the Southern Subzone to October 1-September 30. Choosing
the same season dates for both zones would ease enforcement and lessen confusion among
fishers. Charter captains in the Northern Subzone have indicated that October corresponds to a
time of year when the number of charter trips booked every week begins to decrease
substantially, and typically coincides with the offshore arrival of larger and more numerous
migratory king mackerel. Preferred Alternative 3 Option a would allow dually permitted
vessels in the Northern Subzone the opportunity to commercially fish for king mackerel at a time
when the for-hire industry is slowing down, and do so more efficiently due to the typical increase
in abundance of king mackerel during this time of year. Annual catch limits (ACLs) and quotas
for both the recreational and commercial sectors, respectively, are tracked by the commercial
fishing year. Recreational data from the Marine Recreational Information Program are available
by two-month waves, starting with January. An October opening (Alternative 3) would
complicate monitoring of the recreational ACL because the opening would fall in the middle of a
two-month wave.

Because the Councils did not select a preferred alternative for the Southern Subzone, the fishing
year in that zone will remain July 1 — June 30.
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Table 2.2.1. Gulf king mackerel landings by region and month. Landings (Ibs ww) were calculated for the two zones by county landed:

Eastern Gulf (Monroe* - Escambia County, FL) and Western Gulf (AL, MS, LA, TX) for the most recent fishing seasons.

Regron F$2;?g Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Total
Eﬁem 2004-2005 27,617 8,200 4,344 26,386 46,625 43,382 155,204 295,371 92,601 8,330 12,078 5,859 725,997
2005-2006 6,425 4,181 2,718 7,493 12,317 | 149,942 | 187,852 | 257,988 95,259 | 51,614 | 17,278 | 10,316 803,383
2006-2007 18,755 11,473 7,748 44,859 71,236 55,780 | 180,168 | 199,732 | 136,223 | 12,093 6,743 | 13,761 758,571
2007-2008 18,739 9,275 1,964 20,960 93,544 104,029 113,629 160,615 199,784 26,558 4,784 14,610 768,491
2008-2009 16,493 2,726 14,117 48,754 77,729 141,248 | 263,300 253,174 27,745 17,542 26,322 24,747 913,897
2009-2010 48,119 16,432 72,229 153,119 5,687 53,231 | 338,919 137,854 4,022 94,366 237 1,474 925,689
2010-2011 16,910 17,482 44,204 121,627 23,367 17,533 180,111 295,612 144,604 2,850 119 7 864,426
‘é’jﬁtem 2004-2005 | 501,571 | 244,049 | 79,459 | 175,347 0 0 30 32 0 83 0 235 | 1,000,806
2005-2006 312,526 294,042 67,222 136,637 127,032 0 9 0 0 0 148 10,941 948,557
2006-2007 358,757 346,873 | 249,701 61,047 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 361 1,016,739
2007-2008 420,772 278,557 105,853 163,046 23,947 0 0 0 0 0 0 451 992,626
2008-2009 267,623 171,136 64,587 197,220 166,728 3,671 6,507 12,196 21,692 0 202 170 911,732
2009-2010 530,290 | 373,595 | 134,551 1,251 23 0 0 0 35 0 0 0| 1,039,745
2010-2011 58,129 101,710 42,499 222,334 329,332 71,245 119,994 24,718 0 93 0 0 970,054
*Monroe County is only part of the Eastern Zone from November to March
Source: Accumulated Landings System data file (7/12/2012)
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Table 2.2.2. Gulf king mackerel landings by region and month. Landings (Ibs ww) were calculated for the two zones by reported area
fished: Eastern Gulf (areas 10-109* and 7480-7489**) and Western Gulf (areas 110-219) for the most recent fishing seasons.

Regron f{i:;lring Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Total
Eﬁ}em 2004-2005 | 31020 | 7,033 | 2,899 | 24675 | 46582 | 43,060 | 155665 | 295691 | 94,578 | 2495 | 12,016 | 5968 | 721,682
2005-2006 8929 | 9211 2590 | 6936 | 11658 | 150,750 | 187,567 | 255920 | 93,783 | 50,919 | 17,367 | 11,212 | 806,842
2006-2007 | 30486 | 23,942 | 19,816 | 47,019 | 71,853 | 52,571 | 179,993 | 203,665 | 140,346 | 4028 | 6,734 | 13,639 | 794,092
2007-2008 | 42750 | 25148 | 4,720 | 21,588 | 93,690 | 104,464 | 114,036 | 161,206 | 199,267 | 8,050 | 4,738 | 14,484 | 794,141
2008-2009 | 36062 | 9,681 | 17,317 | 52,214 | 77,064 | 143157 | 262543 | 251,519 | 27,061 | 3,784 | 26,409 | 24,732 | 931,643
2009-2010 | 79614 | 38,043 | 75634 | 154,229 | 5270 | 52,430 | 352,255 | 139,206 | 2,298 | 47,289 237 | 1,474 | 947,979
2010-2011 16,910 | 17,482 | 44,666 | 130,934 | 43267 | 21,957 | 180,720 | 300,595 | 147,914 | 1,443 56 7| 905,951
‘é’jﬁtem 2004-2005 | 498168 | 245216 | 80,837 | 176,991 0 0 30 32 0 225 0 126 | 1,001,625
2005-2006 | 310,022 | 288,998 | 67,350 | 137,194 | 127,569 0 9 0 0 0 44 145 | 931,331
2006-2007 | 346 962 | 334,388 | 237,633 | 58,887 37 6 0 0 0 0 9 476 | 978,398
2007-2008 | 396,750 | 262,641 | 103,089 | 162,418 | 24,046 96 0 0 5 0 46| 568 | 949,659
2008-2009 | 248054 | 164,181 | 61,387 | 190,933 | 166,606 | 3,704 | 6507 | 12196 [ 21,750 0 115 185 | 875,618
2009-2010 | 498,792 | 351,984 | 131,146 29 23 0 0 0 35 0 0 0| 982,009
2010-2011 | 58129 | 101,710 | 42,037 | 210,240 | 300,313 | 49,141 | 105367 | 24,718 0 93 0 0| 891,748

* Area 109 includes the eastern coast of Alabama

**Areas 10-39 and 7480-7489 are only part of the Eastern Zone from November to March

Source: Accumulated Landings System data file (7/12/2012)
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Council Conclusions:

Both Councils received public testimony concerning the proposed changes to the fishing seasons
in the respective Gulf jurisdictional fishing zones. This Action previously included alternatives
to change the start of the fishing year for king mackerel in the Western Zone. For the Western
Zone, but fishermen were somewhat divided on whether to retain the opening date for the
commercial king mackerel season at July 1 or to move it to September 1. At its December 2013
and March 2014 meetings, the South Atlantic Council received public comments from several
Western Zone fishermen recommending that the Councils not change the fishing season for the
Western Zone. Public comment was almost unanimous in support of changing the opening date
for the commercial king mackerel fishing season in the Eastern Zone Northern Subzone to
October 1, and retaining the July 1 opening date for the Eastern Zone Southern Subzone. The
Councils ultimately removed consideration of a fishing season change in the Western Zone
(Appendix A).
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2.3 Action 3 — Establish a Transit Provision for Travel through
Areas that are Closed to King Mackerel Fishing

Alternative 1: No Action — do not establish a transit provision.

Alternative 2: Establish a provision allowing transit through the Florida west coast Northern
and Southern Subzones when those zones are closed for vessels possessing Atlantic migratory
group king mackerel that were legally harvested in the exclusive economic zone (EEZ) off
Monroe County.

Preferred Alternative 3: Establish a provision allowing transit through areas closed to king
mackerel fishing for vessels possessing king mackerel that were legally harvested in the EEZ off
areas open to king mackerel fishing.

Alternative 4: Establish a provision allowing transit through the Eastern Zone, Northern
Subzone when that area is closed for vessels possessing king mackerel that were legally
harvested in the EEZ off Collier County.

Note: For Alternatives 2-4, the following conditions apply:
Only for vessels in direct and continuous transit and with gear stowed
Only for fishermen holding a federal commercial king mackerel permit

Discussion:

Current regulations prohibit possessing king mackerel in or from a zone that has closed because
the quota has been met. Therefore, Alternative 1 would not allow transit through any closed
area even if the fish were harvested from an open area, because possession of king mackerel in a
closed area is prohibited. Fishermen must either forgo fishing opportunities or expend extra time
and fuel to land fish in an open zone.

Often the Eastern Zone, Southern Subzone, comprised of Collier and Monroe Counties, closes in
early spring when the quota is met (see Table 2.1.1). Beginning April 1 of each year, Monroe
County is considered to contain Atlantic migratory group king mackerel and the Southern
Subzone is comprised of only Collier County. Some fishermen fish in the northern portion of
Monroe County, which is a sparsely populated area. To land Atlantic migratory group king
mackerel, fishermen must travel to the Florida Keys where dealers in Monroe County are
located. This trip could be up to 100 miles. Alternative 2 would allow fishermen who legally
harvest king mackerel from Monroe County after April 1 of each year to transport and land their
catch in other areas of the Gulf that are closed to king mackerel fishing.

Preferred Alternative 3 would allow transit through any area in the Gulf or South Atlantic that
is closed because the quota has been met. Many fishermen live and work near a boundary
between two zones, and may wish to fish in one zone, but land in another. When the fisherman’s
home port is located in a closed zone, the fisherman must travel to another port within the open
zone to land their catch. Preferred Alternative 3 would give fishermen the option to transit
through any closed zone and land at their preferred port.

Coastal Migratory Pelagics 15 Chapter 2. Management Alternatives
Amendment 20B



This situation is particularly problematic for fishermen who might fish in Collier County but
have their home port in Lee County. The Northern Subzone usually closes before the Southern
Subzone, so transit into the Northern Subzone is not allowed. Alternative 4 would allow transit
through Lee County and northward when the Northern Subzone is closed.

Alternatives 2 and 4, and Preferred Alternative 3 would reduce the economic burden on
fishermen by allowing them to return to the port of their choice after fishing. These alternatives
would also promote safety at sea by reducing travel time for those fishermen whose home port is
located within a closed zone where the quota has been met.

Transit under Alternatives 2 and 4, and Preferred Alternative 3 would be allowed for vessels
traveling through the closed area with fishing gear appropriately stowed. The term “transit” is
defined as on a direct and continuous course through a closed area. The term “appropriately
stowed” means:
1) A gillnet must be left on the drum. Any additional gillnets not attached to the drum
must be stowed below deck.
2) All rods and reels must be removed from rod holders and stowed securely on or below
deck. Terminal gear (i.e., hook, leader, sinker, flasher, or bait) must be disconnected and
stowed separately from the rod and reel. Sinkers must be disconnected from down
riggers and stowed separately.

Council Conclusions:

Fishermen expressed frustration to the Councils about having to land fish away from their home
ports, often incurring substantial additional expenses. Allowing transit through closed zones
from open zones was viewed by some as a major law enforcement concern, with the
enforceability of such a regulation heralded as difficult. Ultimately, the Councils determined
that Preferred Alternative 3 would allow fishermen to operate their businesses more
economically, and would promote greater safety at sea through decreased transit times.
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2.4 Action 4 — Establish Regional Commercial Quotas for Atlantic
Migratory Group King Mackerel and Spanish Mackerel

2.4.1 Action 4.1 — Establish Commercial Quotas for Atlantic Migratory
Group King Mackerel

Alternative 1: No Action - retain one commercial quota for the Atlantic migratory group king
mackerel.

Alternative 2: Establish a separate commercial quota of Atlantic migratory group king
mackerel for North Carolina based on Options a-d below. Monitoring and implementation
would be based on Options e-g below.
Option a: The North Carolina quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times
the average of the proportion of landings in North Carolina from 2007/2008
through 2011/2012.
Option b: The North Carolina quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times
the average of the proportion of landings in North Carolina from 2002/2003
through 2011/2012.
Option c: The North Carolina quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times
(50% of the proportion of landings in North Carolina 2002/2003 through
2011/2012 and 50% of the proportion of landings in North Carolina
2007/2008 through 2011/2012).
Option d: The North Carolina quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times
the average of the proportion of landings in North Carolina from 1997/1998
through 2011/2012.

Option e: NMFS would monitor landings in both North Carolina and the rest of the
states and close the EEZ of each area when the respective quota is met or
expected to be met.

Option f: North Carolina would monitor landings in North Carolina and prohibit
landings in North Carolina when the North Carolina quota is met or projected
to be met. NMFS would monitor landings in the rest of the states and close
the entire EEZ when the General Atlantic quota is reached.

Option g: North Carolina would monitor landings in North Carolina and inform NMFS
when the North Carolina quota is met or expected to be met; NMFS would
then close the EEZ off North Carolina. NMFS would monitor landings in the
rest of the states and close the EEZ off those states when the quota is reached.

Note: One option from Options a-d and one option from Option e-g should be selected if this
alternative is preferred.

Preferred Alternative 3: Establish quotas for Northern and Southern Zones for Atlantic
migratory group king mackerel based on Options a-d below. The Northern Zone would include
the EEZ off states from North Carolina north to New York. The Southern Zone would include

Coastal Migratory Pelagics 17 Chapter 2. Management Alternatives
Amendment 20B



the EEZ off South Carolina, Georgia, and the east coast of Florida. NMFS would monitor
landings in both zones and close the EEZ of each zone when the respective quota is reached.
Option a: Each zone quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times the
average of the proportion of landings in that zone from 2007/2008 through
2011/2012.
Preferred Option b: Each zone quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times
the average of the proportion of landings in that zone from 2002/2003 through
2011/2012.
Option c: Each zone quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times the
average (50% of the proportion of landings from that zone 2002/2003 through
2011/2012 and 50% of the proportion of landings from that zone 2007/2008
through 2011/2012).
Option d: Each zone quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times the
average of the proportion of landings in that zone from 1997/1998 through
2011/2012.

Preferred Alternative 4: Allow for transfer of quota between regions. North Carolina and
Florida would be designated as the coordinating states for any transfer request, in consultation
with other states.

Process for Transfer under Alternative 2

Florida, in consultation with Georgia, South Carolina, and the Mid-Atlantic states, may request
approval from the NMFS Regional Administrator to transfer part of the General Atlantic quota
to the North Carolina quota for the remainder of the fishing year. Requests for transfer must be
made by letter signed by the principal state official with marine fishery management
responsibility and expertise, or his/her previously named designee, for Florida, after
consultation with all other states. The letter must certify that all pertinent state requirements
have been met and identify the amount of quota to be transferred.

North Carolina may request approval from the NMFS Regional Administrator to transfer part of
the North Carolina quota to the General Atlantic quota for the remainder of the fishing year.
Requests for transfer must be made by letter signed by the principal state official with marine
fishery management responsibility and expertise, or his/her previously named designee, for
North Carolina. The letter must certify that all pertinent state requirements have been met and
identify the amount of quota to be transferred.

Process for Transfer under Alternative 3

Florida, in consultation with Georgia and South Carolina, may request approval from the NMFS
Regional Administrator to transfer part of the Southern Zone quota to the Northern Zone quota
for the remainder of the fishing year. Requests for transfer must be made by letter signed by the
principal state official with marine fishery management responsibility and expertise, or his/her
previously named designee, for Florida, after consultation with Georgia and South Carolina.
The letter must certify that all pertinent state requirements have been met and identify the
amount of quota to be transferred.
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North Carolina, in consultation with all Mid-Atlantic states, may request approval from the
NMFS Regional Administrator to transfer part of the Northern Zone quota to the Southern Zone
quota for the remainder of the fishing year. Requests for transfer must be made by letter signed
by the principal state official with marine fishery management responsibility and expertise, or
his/her previously named designee, for North Carolina, after consultation with the Mid-Atlantic
states. The letter must certify that all pertinent state requirements have been met and identify the
amount of quota to be transferred.

Discussion:

The South Atlantic Council is concerned that the commercial ACL for king mackerel could be
filled by fishermen in one state before fish are available to fishermen in other states, particularly
North Carolina. This could become more probable if ACLs are lowered due to changes in stock
biomass of king mackerel. Allocation to a specific region would be similar to how commercial
quotas are managed in the Mid-Atlantic and New England areas for some species, and fishermen
and some state marine resource department representatives have expressed a desire to move in
this direction. Separation of the Atlantic region for king mackerel into Northern and Southern
Zones would be similar to Gulf zones and subzones for king mackerel.

Alternative 1 would not separate the Atlantic migratory group king mackerel ACL into a
Northern quota and Southern quota. Landings from the entire South Atlantic and Mid-Atlantic
jurisdictions would count toward the commercial ACL, and all areas would close when the ACL
is met or projected to be met.

Under Alternative 2, a portion of the Atlantic migratory group king mackerel commercial ACL
would be allocated to North Carolina based on landings from various periods under Options a-d.
Under Option e, NMFS would monitor landings in all states and close harvest in the EEZ of the
area when the respective quota is met or expected to be met. Under Option f, the North Carolina
quota would be tracked by North Carolina through dealer reports of fish landed in North
Carolina. The North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries would monitor landings and prohibit
sale of king mackerel in North Carolina when the North Carolina quota is met or expected to be
met, but NMFS would not close the EEZ off North Carolina to king mackerel harvest unless the
full ACL is met or expected to be met. Option g would designate responsibility of monitoring
North Carolina landings and prohibiting sale in North Carolina to the state, but NMFS would
also close the EEZ off North Carolina when the North Carolina quota is met or expected to be
met. All current commercial accountability measures (AMs) would remain in place. North
Carolina currently monitors quotas and reports catches to the Atlantic Coastal Cooperative
Statistics Program and to NMFS, including state-by-state quotas of some Mid-Atlantic species,
and has expressed interest in using a similar monitoring program for allocation of king mackerel.

Table 2.4.1 shows the expected percentage of the Atlantic migratory group king mackerel
commercial ACL that would be allocated to North Carolina and to the General Atlantic Group
for all other states for Options a-d under Alternative 2. Option a, which uses North Carolina’s
proportion of total Atlantic migratory group king mackerel landings over the past five years to
determine the North Carolina allocation, would allocate the lowest percentage of the ACL to
North Carolina. Option d, which uses North Carolina’s proportion of total Atlantic migratory
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group king mackerel landings over the past 15 years, would allocate the largest percentage to

North Carolina.

Table 2.4.1. Expected portion of Atlantic migratory group king mackerel ACL that would be
allocated to North Carolina and the General Atlantic Group for each option under Alternative 2.

North Carolina General Atlantic Group
Commercial Allocation Commercial Allocation
% of Ibs under 0 Ibs under
Quota Current ACL? o e Qe Current ACL?
Option a
NC proportion of total 24.8% 962,240 75.2% 2,917,760
landings 2007/08-2011/12
Option b
NC proportion of total 33.2% 1,288,160 66.8% 2,591,840
landings 2002/03-2011/12
Option ¢
Bowtie Law 29.0% 1,125,200 71.0% 2,754,800
(at+b)/2
Option d
NC proportion of total 37.2% 1,443,360 62.8% 2,436,640
landings 1997/98-2011/12

! The current commercial ACL for Atlantic migratory group king mackerel is 3,880,000 lbs.

Alternative 3 would separate the Atlantic region into Northern and Southern Zones (Figure
2.4.2) and allocate the Atlantic migratory group king mackerel commercial ACL between each
zone based on an allocation in Options a-d. The boundary between the zones would be a line
extending from the South Carolina/North Carolina state line. The Northern Zone allocation
would be calculated using combined landings from North Carolina, Virginia, Maryland,
Delaware, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and New York. The Southern Zone allocation would be
calculated using combined landings of South Carolina, Georgia, and the Florida east coast and
Florida Keys on the Atlantic side. NMFS would monitor the Northern Zone commercial quota
and Southern Zone commercial quota, and close the EEZ in the zone when the respective quota
is met or expected to be met. Table 2.4.2 shows the expected percentage of the Atlantic
migratory group king mackerel commercial ACL that would be allocated to each zone under
Options a-d. All current commercial AMs would remain in place.
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Figure 2.4.1. Designation of the Northern Zone and Southern Zone (Alternative 3) for Atlantic
migratory group king mackerel.
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Table 2.4.2. Expected portion of Atlantic migratory group king mackerel ACL that would be
allocated to each zone under the options under Alternative 3.

Northern Zone Southern Zone
Commercial Allocation Commercial Allocation
% of Ibs under % of Quota Ibs under
Quota Current ACL! ° Current ACL!
Option a
Proportion of total 24.8% 962,240 75.2% 2,917,760
landings 2007/08-2011/12
Preferred Option b
Proportion of total 33.3% 1,292,040 66.7% 2,587,960
landings 2002/03-2011/12
Option ¢
Boyles Law 29.1% 1,129,080 70.9% 2,750,920
(a+b)/2
Option d
Proportion of total 37.4% 1,451,120 62.6% 2,428,880
landings 1997/98-2011/12

! The current commercial ACL for Atlantic migratory group king mackerel is 3,880,000 lbs.

Preferred Alternative 4 would allow for quota to be transferred between North Carolina and the
rest of the region (Alternative 2) or between the Northern and Southern Zones (Preferred
Alternative 3) on an annual basis. The process would be similar to quota transfers between
states for Mid-Atlantic summer flounder and would provide a way for unused quota to be moved
and utilized without negatively impacting the stock, thereby achieving optimum yield (OY).
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2.4.2 Action 4.2 — Establish Regional Commercial Quotas for Atlantic
Migratory Group Spanish Mackerel.

Alternative 1: No Action - retain one commercial quota for the Atlantic migratory group
Spanish mackerel

Alternative 2: Establish a separate commercial quota for Atlantic migratory group Spanish
mackerel for North Carolina based on Options a-d below. Monitoring and implementation
would be based on Options e-g below.

Option a: The North Carolina quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times
the average of the proportion of landings in North Carolina from 2007/08
through 2011/12.

Option b: The North Carolina quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times
the average of the proportion of landings in North Carolina from 2002/03
through 2011/2012.

Option c: The North Carolina quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times
(50% of the proportion of landings in North Carolina 2002/03 through
2011/2012 and 50% of the proportion of landings in North Carolina 2007/08
through 2011/12).

Option d: The North Carolina quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times
the average of the proportion of landings in North Carolina from 1997/98
through 2011/12.

Option e: NMFS would monitor landings in both North Carolina and the rest of the
states and close the EEZ of each area when the respective quota is met or
expected to be met.

Option f: North Carolina would monitor landings in North Carolina and prohibit
landings in North Carolina when the North Carolina quota is met or projected
to be met. NMFS would monitor landings in the rest of the states and close
the entire EEZ when the General Atlantic quota is reached.

Option g: North Carolina would monitor landings in North Carolina and inform NMFS
when the North Carolina quota is met or expected to be met; NMFS would
then close the EEZ off North Carolina. NMFS would monitor landings in the
rest of the states and close the EEZ off those states when that quota is reached.

Note: One option from Options a-d and one option from Option e-g should be selected if this
alternative is preferred.

Preferred Alternative 3: Establish quotas for Northern and Southern Zones for Atlantic

migratory group Spanish mackerel based on Options a-d below. The Northern Zone would

include the EEZ off states from North Carolina north to New York. The Southern Zone would

include the EEZ off South Carolina, Georgia, and the east coast of Florida. NMFS would

monitor landings in both zones and close the EEZ of each zone when the respective quota is

reached.

Option a: Each zone quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times the

average of the proportion of landings in that zone from 2007/08 through
2011/2012.
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Preferred Option b: Each zone quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times
the average of the proportion of landings in that zone from 2002/2003 through
2011/2012.

Option c: Each zone quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times the
average (50% of the proportion of landings from that zone 2002/2003 through
2011/2012 and 50% of the proportion of landings from that zone 2007/2008
through 2011/2012).

Option d: Each zone quota would be the Atlantic migratory group ACL times the
average of the proportion of landings in that zone from 1997/1998 through
2011/2012.

Preferred Alternative 4: Allow for transfer of quota between regions. North Carolina and
Florida would be designated as the coordinating states for any transfer request, in consultation
with other states.

Process for Transfer under Alternative 2

Florida, in consultation with Georgia, South Carolina, and the Mid-Atlantic states, may request
approval from the NMFS Regional Administrator to transfer part of the General Atlantic quota
to the North Carolina quota for the remainder of the fishing year. Requests for transfer must be
made by letter signed by the principal state official with marine fishery management
responsibility and expertise, or his/her previously named designee, for Florida, after
consultation with all other states. The letter must certify that all pertinent state requirements
have been met and identify the amount of quota to be transferred.

North Carolina may request approval from the NMFS Regional Administrator to transfer part of
the North Carolina quota to the General Atlantic quota for the remainder of the fishing year.
Requests for transfer must be made by letter signed by the principal state official with marine
fishery management responsibility and expertise, or his/her previously named designee, for
North Carolina. The letter must certify that all pertinent state requirements have been met and
identify the amount of quota to be transferred.

Process for Transfer under Alternative 3

Florida, in consultation with Georgia and South Carolina, may request approval from the NMFS
Regional Administrator to transfer part of the Southern Zone quota to the Northern Zone quota
for the remainder of the fishing year. Requests for transfer must be made by letter signed by the
principal state official with marine fishery management responsibility and expertise, or his/her
previously named designee, for Florida, after consultation with Georgia and South Carolina.
The letter must certify that all pertinent state requirements have been met and identify the
amount of quota to be transferred.

North Carolina, in consultation with all Mid-Atlantic states, may request approval from the
NMFS Regional Administrator to transfer part of the Northern Zone quota to the Southern Zone
quota for the remainder of the fishing year. Requests for transfer must be made by letter signed
by the principal state official with marine fishery management responsibility and expertise, or
his/her previously named designee, for North Carolina, after consultation with the Mid-Atlantic
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states. The letter must certify that all pertinent state requirements have been met and identify the
amount of quota to be transferred.

Discussion:

The rationale for consideration of an allocation of Atlantic migratory Spanish mackerel to North
Carolina or an allocation of the Atlantic migratory group Spanish mackerel between Northern
and Southern Zones is identical to that described in Section 2.4.1 for king mackerel.

Alternative 1 would not separate the Atlantic migratory group Spanish mackerel ACL into a
Northern quota and Southern quota. Landings from the entire South Atlantic and Mid-Atlantic
jurisdictions would count toward the commercial ACL, and all areas would close when the ACL
is met or projected to be met.

Under Alternative 2, a portion of the Spanish mackerel commercial ACL would be allocated to
North Carolina based on landings from various periods under Options a-d. Under Option e,
NMFS would monitor landings in all states and close harvest in the EEZ of the area when the
respective quota is met or expected to be met. Under Option f, the North Carolina quota would
be tracked by North Carolina through dealer reports of fish landed in North Carolina. The North
Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries would monitor landings and prohibit sale of Spanish
mackerel in North Carolina when the North Carolina quota is met or expected to be met, but
NMFS would not close the EEZ off North Carolina to Spanish mackerel harvest unless the full
ACL is met or expected to be met. Option g would designate responsibility of monitoring North
Carolina landings and prohibiting sale in North Carolina to the state, but NMFS would also close
the EEZ off North Carolina when the North Carolina commercial quota is met or expected to be
met. All current commercial accountability measures (AMs) would remain in place. North
Carolina currently monitors quotas and reports catches to Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics
Program and to NMFS, including state-by-state quotas of some Mid-Atlantic species, and has
expressed interest in using a similar monitoring program for allocation of Spanish mackerel.

Table 2.4.3 shows the expected percentage of the Atlantic migratory group Spanish mackerel
commercial ACL that would be allocated to North Carolina and to the General Atlantic Group
for all other states for Options a-d under Alternative 2. Option b, which uses North Carolina’s
proportion of total Atlantic migratory group Spanish mackerel landings over the past ten years to
determine the North Carolina allocation, would allocate the lowest percentage of the ACL to
North Carolina. Option a, which uses North Carolina’s proportion of total Atlantic migratory
group Spanish mackerel landings over the past five years, would allocate the largest percentage
to North Carolina.
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Table 2.4.3. Expected portion of Atlantic migratory group Spanish mackerel ACL that would be
allocated to North Carolina and the General Atlantic Group for Options a-d under Alternative
2.

North Carolina General Atlantic Group
Commercial Allocation Commercial Allocation
Ibs under Ibs under
0, 0
0 eI Current ACL! e Current ACL!
Option a
NC proportion of total 19.2% 600,960 80.8% 2,529,040
landings 2007/08-2011/12
Option b
NC proportion of total 17.2% 538,360 82.8% 2,591,640
landings 2002/03-2011/12
Option ¢
“Boyles Law” 18.2% 569,660 81.8% 2,560,340
(at+b)/2
Option d
NC proportion of total 18.2% 569,660 81.8% 2,560,340
landings 1997/98-2011/12

! The current commercial ACL for Atlantic migratory group Spanish mackerel is 3,130,000 Ibs.

Alternative 3 would separate the region into Northern and Southern Zones (Figure 2.4.2) and
allocate the Atlantic migratory group Spanish mackerel commercial ACL between each zone
based on an allocation in Options a-d. The boundary between the zones would be a line
extending from the South Carolina/North Carolina state line. The Northern Zone allocation
would be calculated using combined landings from North Carolina, Virginia, Maryland,
Delaware, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and New York. The Southern Zone allocation would be
calculated using combined landings of South Carolina, Georgia, and the Florida east coast and
Florida Keys on the Atlantic side. NMFS would monitor the Northern Zone commercial quota
and Southern Zone commercial quota, and close the EEZ in the zone when the respective quota
is met or expected to be met. Table 2.4.4 shows the expected percentage of the Atlantic
migratory group Spanish mackerel commercial ACL that would be allocated to each zone under
Options a-d. All current commercial AMs would remain in place.
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Figure 2.4.2. Designation of the Northern Zone and Southern Zone (Alternative 3) for Atlantic
migratory group Spanish mackerel.

Table 2.4.4. Expected portion of Atlantic migratory group Spanish mackerel ACL that would be
allocated to each zone under the options under Alternative 3.

Northern Zone Southern Zone
Commercial Allocation Commercial Allocation
% of Ibs under % of Ibs under
Quota Current ACL* Quota Current ACL?
Option a
Proportion of total 22.0% 688,600 78.0% 2,441,400

landings 2007/08-2011/12

Preferred Option b
Proportion of total 19.9% 622,870 80.1% 2,507,130
landings 2002/03-2011/12

Option ¢
“Boyles Law” 21.0% 657,300 79.0% 2,472,700
(at+b)/2
Option d
Proportion of total 22.8% 713,640 77.2% 2,416,360

landings 1997/98-2011/12

! The current commercial ACL for Atlantic migratory group Spanish mackerel is 3,130,000 Ibs.
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Preferred Alternative 4 would allow for quota to be transferred between the Northern and
Southern Zones (under Alternative 3, Preferred Option b) on an annual basis. The process
would be similar to quota transfers between states for Mid-Atlantic summer flounder and would
provide a way for unused ACL to be moved without negatively impacting the stock, thereby
achieving OY. If Preferred Alternative 4 is not selected as a preferred alternative in the final
amendment, transfer would not be allowed.

Council Conclusions for Actions 4.1 and 4.2:

For both Action 4.1 and 4.2, the Councils selected an alternative that would establish regional
commercial king and Spanish mackerel quotas for a Northern Zone and a Southern Zone.
Initially an alternative was included to allocate a portion of the commercial ACLs for king and
Spanish mackerel to each state, but only North Carolina was interested in pursuing a separate
quota. During discussion, South Atlantic Council members from other states did not feel a
separate quota was necessary for Florida, South Carolina, or Georgia. Additionally, Council
members and representatives from South Carolina and Georgia expressed that the states did not
have the resources to monitor a state quota at this time.

During development of the amendment, some South Atlantic Council members expressed
concern about additional complexity in regulations and allocations of the ACLs given an already
complex management system. The Mid-Atlantic states have relatively minimal landings of king
and Spanish mackerel and the South Atlantic Council felt that quotas for separate zones, instead
of to individual states, would allow North Carolina to have access to quota at different times of
year while minimizing complexity in allocations of the commercial ACLs for Atlantic migratory
group king and Spanish mackerel.

For allocations to zones, the Councils selected the option that would use the past ten years of
landings to allocate to each zone. During discussion, the South Atlantic Council noted that using
historical landings for a specified time period was a commonly accepted method to designate
regional allocations. Using a combination of older and more recent landings (i.e., Option c) was
more typical for sector allocations, and also would not capture variation in landings for North
Carolina for each stock.

The Councils also selected an alternative to allow transfers to take place between the zones
during the fishing year, pending approval of the states in the zone. If one quota is not met and is
not expected to be met, allowing quota transfers would provide a way for unused quota to be
moved without negatively impacting the stock, thereby achieving OY.
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2.5 Action 5 - Modify the Framework Procedure.

Alternative 1: No Action — Do not modify the framework procedure adopted through
Amendment 18.

Preferred Alternative 2: Modify the framework procedure to include changes to acceptable
biological catches (ABCs), ABC/annual catch limit (ACL) control rules, and accountability
measures (AMSs) under the standard documentation process for open framework actions.
Accountability measures that could be changed would include:
In-season AMs
e Closures and closure procedures
e Trip limit reductions or increases
e Designation of an individual fishing quota (IFQ) program as the AM for species
in the IFQ program
e Implementation of gear restrictions
Post-season AMs
e Adjustment of season length
Implementation of a closed season
Adjustment or implementation of bag, trip, or possession limit
Reduction of the ACL to account for the previous year overage
Revoking a scheduled increase in the ACL if the ACL was exceeded in the
previous year
e Implementation of gear restrictions
e Reporting and monitoring requirements

Alternative 3: Modify the framework procedure to include changes to accountability measures
(AMs) under the standard documentation process for open framework actions. Accountability
measures that could be changed would include:
In-season AMs
e Closure procedures
e Trip limit reductions or increases
Post-season AMs
e Adjustment of season length
e Adjustment of bag, trip, or possession limit

Preferred Alternative 4: Modify the framework procedure to include designation of
responsibility to each Council for setting regulations for the migratory groups of each species.

This pertains to:
Responsibilities of each Council:

1. Recommendations with respect to the Atlantic migratory groups of king mackerel,
Spanish mackerel, and cobia will be the responsibility of the South Atlantic Council, and
those for the Gulf migratory groups of king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, and cobia will
be the responsibility of the Gulf Council, with the following exceptions:

a. The South Atlantic Council will have responsibility to set vessel trip limits,
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closed seasons or areas, or gear restrictions for 1) the Eastern Zone - East Coast
Subzone for Gulf migratory group king mackerel and 2) the east coast of Florida
including the Atlantic side of the Florida Keys for Gulf migratory group cobia.

2. For stocks where a stock assessment indicates a different boundary between the Gulf and
Atlantic migratory groups than the management boundary, a portion of the ACL for one
migratory group may be apportioned to the appropriate zone, but management measures
for that zone will be the responsibility of the Council within whose management area that
zone is located.

3. Both Councils must concur on recommendations that affect both migratory groups.

Preferred Alternative 5: Make editorial changes to the framework procedure to reflect changes
to the names of the Council advisory committees and panels.

Discussion:

The Councils currently have three different regulatory vehicles for addressing fishery
management issues. First, they may develop a fishery management plan or plan amendment to
establish management measures. The amendment process can take one to three years depending
on the analysis needed to support the amendment actions. Second, the Councils may vote to
request an interim or emergency rule that could remain effective for 180 days with the option to
extend it for an additional 186 days. Interim and emergency rules are only meant as short-term
management tools while permanent regulations are developed through the full/normal regulatory
process. Third, the Councils may prepare a framework amendment (also called a framework
action or regulatory amendment) based on a predetermined procedure that allows changes to
specific management measures and parameters. Typically, framework amendments take less
than a year to implement, but, like plan amendments, are effective until amended. The current
framework procedure was implemented through Amendment 18 (GMFMC and SAFMC 2011).
The section below highlights the changes proposed in the alternatives to this action.

Proposed Language for Updated Framework Procedure

This framework procedure provides standardized procedures for implementing management
changes pursuant to the provisions of the Coastal Migratory Pelagic Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) managed jointly between the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Fishery Management
Councils (Councils). Two basic processes are included: the open framework process and the
closed framework process. The open framework process/procedure addresses issues where more
policy discretion exists in selecting among various management options developed to address an
identified management issue, such as changing a size limit to reduce harvest. The closed
framework process addresses much more specific factual circumstances, where the FMP and
implementing regulations identify specific action to be taken in the event of specific facts
occurring, such as closing a sector of a fishery when the quota is or is projected to be harvested.

Open Framework Procedure:
1. Situations under which this framework procedure may be used to implement management
changes include the following:
a. A new stock assessment resulting in changes to the overfishing limit, acceptable
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biological catch, or other associated management parameters. In such instances
the Councils may, as part of a proposed framework action, propose an annual
catch limit (ACL) or series of ACLs and optionally an annual catch target (ACT)
or series of ACTSs, as well as any corresponding adjustments to MSY, OY, and
related management parameters.

b. New information or circumstances. The Councils will, as part of a proposed
framework action, identify the new information and provide rationale as to why
this new information indicates that management measures should be changed.

c. Changes are required to comply with applicable law such as the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, Endangered Species Act,
Marine Mammal Protection Act, or are required as a result of a court order. In
such instances the NMFS Regional Administrator (RA) will notify the Councils in
writing of the issue and that action is required. If there is a legal deadline for
taking action, the deadline will be included in the notification.

2. Open framework actions may be implemented in either of two ways: abbreviated
documentation or standard documentation process.

a. Abbreviated documentation process: Regulatory changes that may be categorized
as a routine or insignificant may be proposed in the form of a letter or memo from
the Councils to the RA containing the proposed action, and the relevant
biological, social and economic information to support the action. Either Council
may initiate the letter or memo, but both Councils must approve it. If multiple
actions are proposed, a finding that the actions are also routine or insignificant
must also be included. If the RA concurs with the determination and approves the
proposed action, the action will be implemented through publication of
appropriate notification in the Federal Register. Changes that may be viewed as
routine or insignificant include, among others:

i. Reporting and monitoring requirements;
ii. Permitting requirements;
iii. Gear marking requirements;
iv. Vessel marking requirements;
v. Restrictions relating to maintaining fish in a specific condition (whole
condition, filleting, use as bait, etc.);
vi. Bag and possession limit changes of not more than one fish;

vii. Size limit changes of not more than 10% of the prior size limit;

viii. Vessel trip limit changes of not more than 10% of the prior trip limit;

iX. Closed seasons of not more than 10% of the overall open fishing season,

X. Species complex composition;

xi. Restricted areas (seasonal or year-round) affecting no more than a total of
100 nautical square miles;

xii. Re-specification of ACL, ACT or quotas that had been previously
approved as part of a series of ACLs, ACTs or quotas;

xiii. Specification of MSY proxy, OY, and associated management parameters
(such as overfished and overfishing definitions) where new values are
calculated based on previously approved specifications;

xiv. Gear restrictions, except those that result significant changes in the
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XV.

fishery, such as complete prohibitions on gear types;

Quota changes of not more than 10%, or retention of portion of an annual
quota in anticipation of future regulatory changes during the same fishing
year.

b. Standard documentation process: Regulatory changes that do not qualify as a
routine or insignificant may be proposed in the form of a framework document
with supporting analyses. Non-routine or significant actions that may be
implemented under a framework action include:

i

ii.
iii.
iv.

V.
Vi.

Specification of ACTs or sector ACTs;
Specification of ABC and ABC/ACL control rules;
Rebuilding plans and revisions to approved rebuilding plans;
The addition of new species to existing limited access privilege programs
(LAPP);
Changes specified in section 2(a) that exceed the established thresholds;
Changes to AMs including:
In-season AMs
1. Closures and closure procedures
2. Trip limit reductions or increases
3. Designation of an existing IFQ program as the AM for species in
the IFQ program
4. Implementation of gear restrictions
Post-season AMs
5. Adjustment of season length
6. Implementation of closed seasons/time periods
7. Adjustment or implementation of bag, trip, or possession limit
8. Reduction of the ACL/ACT to account for the previous year
overage
9. Revoking a scheduled increase in the ACL/ACT if the ACL was
exceeded in the previous year
10. Implementation of gear restrictions
11. Reporting and monitoring requirements

3. Either Council may initiate the open framework process to inform the public of the issues
and develop potential alternatives to address those issues. The framework process will
include the development of documentation and public discussion during at least one
meeting for each Council.

4. Prior to taking final action on the proposed framework action, each Council may convene
their advisory committees and panels, as appropriate, to provide recommendations on the
proposed actions.

5. For all framework actions, the initiating Council will provide the letter, memo, or
completed framework document along with proposed regulations to the RA in a timely
manner following final action by both Councils.

6. For all framework action requests, the RA will review the Councils’ recommendations
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and supporting information and notify the Councils of the determinations, in accordance
with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Section 304)
and other applicable law.

Closed Framework Procedure:

Consistent with existing requirements in the FMP and implementing regulations, the RA is
authorized to conduct the following framework actions through appropriate notification in the
Federal Register:

1. Close or adjust harvest any sector of the fishery for a species, sub-species, or species
group that has a quota or sub-quota at such time as projected to be necessary to prevent
the sector from exceeding its sector-quota for the remainder of the fishing year or sub-
quota season;

Reopen any sector of the fishery that had been prematurely closed;
3. Implement an in-season AM for a sector that has reached or is projected to reach, or is

approaching or is projected to approach its ACL, or implement a post-season AM for a

sector that exceeded its ACL in the current year.

N

Responsibilities of Each Council:

1. Recommendations with respect to the Atlantic migratory groups of king mackerel,
Spanish mackerel, and cobia will be the responsibility of the South Atlantic Council, and
those for the Gulf migratory groups of king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, and cobia will
be the responsibility of the Gulf Council, with the following exceptions:

The South Atlantic Council will have responsibility to set vessel trip limits, closed
Seasons or areas, or gear restrictions for:
a. The Eastern Zone - East Coast Subzone for Gulf migratory group king mackerel
b. The east coast of Florida including the Atlantic side of the Florida Keys for Gulf
migratory group cobia.

2. For stocks where a stock assessment indicates a different boundary between the Gulf and
Atlantic migratory groups than the management boundary, a portion of the ACL for one
migratory group may be apportioned to the appropriate zone, but management measures
for that zone will be the responsibility of the Council within whose management area that
zone is located.

3. Both councils must concur on recommendations that affect both migratory groups.

Alternative 1 would retain the current coastal migratory pelagics (CMP) framework procedure
without any changes. This framework procedure provides the Gulf and South Atlantic Councils,
and NMFS the flexibility to respond quickly to changes in the CMP fishery. The framework has
both open and closed components. The open components provide more policy discretion,
whereas the closed components address more specific, factual circumstances. Measures that can
be changed under the procedure are identified, as well as the appropriate process needed for each
type of change.
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Preferred Alternative 2 would allow changes to management measures under the standard
documentation process of the open framework procedure, including AMs (see highlighted
portion of Section 2b of the framework procedure). The standard framework procedure involves
the development of a framework amendment, with appropriate environmental analyses, which
receives Council review and public comment. Preferred Alternative 2 includes a
comprehensive list of the specific AMs that could be changed through the process, and includes
all AMs currently in place. Other items would also be added to the framework procedure to be
consistent with those of other FMPs. These items include specification of the ABC and the ABC
and ACL control rules. Adding these items would expedite changes needed after a new stock
assessment. Table 2.5.1 lists the types of AMs that would be included under these alternatives,
and an example of a change to an AM that would be possible through the framework action.
Alternative 3 would limit the management measures and types of AMs that could be changed
through a framework amendment.

It is important to note that some items included in Preferred Alternative 2 and Alternative 3
are currently listed under the abbreviated process of the open framework procedure as
management measures. Although similar, AMs differ from management measures in that they
are tied in some way to the ACL. For example, through the abbreviated process, the Councils
and NMFS may implement closed seasons of not more than 10% of the overall open fishing
season. The reason for the closed season may be to protect spawning populations or to extend a
fishing season later into the year. This is a management measure and would remain in effect
until changed through another framework action. On the other hand, Preferred Alternative 2
would allow the Councils and NMFS to implement a measure through the standard process
whereby the Regional Administrator has the authority to set a closed season in the year following
a year in which the ACL is exceeded. In this case, the reason for the closed season is to prevent
another overage of the ACL. This is an AM and the closed season would only be in effect
temporarily. Therefore, the current framework procedure allows changes to management
measures, but the proposed alternatives would allow changes to AMs, including adding new
AMs to the existing suite.

Coastal Migratory Pelagics 34 Chapter 2. Management Alternatives
Amendment 20B



Table 2.5.1. Examples of proposed AMs that could be changed through a framework
amendment, rather than a plan amendment.

AM type Example
In-season

Create an in-season closure when the ACL/ACT is reached
Closure or projected to be reached

Implement or reduce a trip limit when landings reach 75%
Trip limit change of the quota

Allow an IFQ program to act as the commercial AM, and
LAPP remove other AMs (as was done for grouper and tilefish)
Gear restrictions Prohibit longlines when landings reach 75% of the quota

Post-season In a year following an overage of the ACL/ACT:

Reduce the length of the season by the amount needed to
Season length prevent another overage

Prohibit fishing during a two-month closed season (as was

done for greater amberjack)
Closed season/time period Prohibit fishing on weekends

Reduce the bag limit by the amount needed to prevent
Bag/trip/possession limit another overage
Reduction of ACL/ACT Subtract the amount of the overage
Revoke an ACL/ACT Freeze the ACL/ACT at the current level until overages
increase cease

Prohibit use of longline gear shoreward of the 20 fathom
Gear restrictions contour

Require daily instead of weekly reporting to better track
Reporting and monitoring the ACL/ACT

A section outlining each Council’s responsibilities was included in a previous CMP framework
procedure, but was inadvertently omitted when the new framework procedure was developed in
Amendment 18 (GMFMC and SAFMC 2011). Preferred Alternative 4 would reinstate that
language in addition to expanding the responsibilities to include those for Spanish mackerel and
cobia. Section 1 of the framework procedure (highlighted above) allows each Council to set
regulations for the respective migratory groups of each species. An exception is included for
Florida east coast zones of king mackerel and cobia, which are considered to contain Gulf
migratory group fish, but are located within the South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction. Section 2
of the framework procedure (highlighted above) allows similar exceptions if future stock
assessments set biological boundaries different from management boundaries. Section 3 of the
framework procedure (highlighted above) ensures both Councils are involved when actions
would affect fish in both areas. The Councils could choose this alternative in addition to any of
the other alternatives.

Preferred Alternative 5 would amend language in the framework that refers to the
Socioeconomic Panel, which no longer exists under that name due to reorganization of the
Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC). The more general proposed language would
accommodate future changes (see highlighted portion of Section 4 above). The Councils could
choose this alternative in addition to any of the other alternatives.
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Council Conclusions:

Under Alternative 1, changes to AMs would continue to require full plan amendments, limiting
the Council’s ability to implement regulatory changes in a timely manner. Many of the actions
used in AMs such as changes to bag limits or closed seasons can already be modified as
management action under the framework procedure. Allowing such changes by a framework
procedure in some circumstances but not in others is inconsistent. The Councils chose
Preferred Alternative 2 because it allows such changes in AMs to be made under the
framework procedure, and is consistent with the existing protocol that allows changes to be made
under the framework procedure when they are management measures.

A previous framework procedure approved and used by the Councils allowed each Council to
independently approve framework actions specific to their jurisdictional area; this provision was
inadvertently omitted when the framework procedure implemented through Amendment 18 was
developed and approved. The Councils chose Preferred Alternative 4 to clarify the
responsibilities of each Council and the procedure for developing framework amendments
specific to each area. It also grants authority to the South Atlantic Council to manage Gulf
migratory zones of CMP species that fall within their jurisdictional area.

Preferred Alternative 5 makes minor editorial changes in the text of the framework procedure
to replace outdated terminology in the names of advisory committees. The Councils chose this
alternative because it eliminates possible confusion from the use of terminology that is no longer
accurate.

No direct physical, biological, or ecological effects would be expected from modifications of the
framework procedure. However, if modifications increase the ease with which regulations can
be implemented as needed, long-term biological benefits would increase, such as increased stock
size. Framework changes may also result in a faster implementation of measures beneficial to
fishery participants. Indirect positive economic effects are expected to result from these
potential benefits to the stocks and/or to fishery participants. Further, timeliness in the
regulatory process removes uncertainty with regard to changes in management while protecting
the stock.
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2.6 Action 6. Modify the Gulf and Atlantic Migratory Group Cobia
Annual Catch Limits (ACLs) and Annual Catch Targets
(ACTs).

Alternative 1: No Action. The entire Gulf migratory group cobia ACL applies to the Gulf
Council jurisdictional area and the entire Atlantic migratory group cobia ACL applies to the
South Atlantic jurisdictional area. The ACLs and ACTs established by Amendment 18 are as
follows:

Gulf Migratory Group Atlantic Migratory Group

ACL = ABC =1,460,000 Ibs | ACL = ABC =0Y =1,571,399 Ibs
Commercial ACL (8% ACL) = 125,712 Ibs
Recreational ACL (92% ACL) = 1,445,687 Ibs
Stock ACT = 1,310,000 Ibs | Recreational ACT = 1,184,688 Ibs

Alternative 2: The ACL equals the ABC as determined by the SSCs for each migratory group.
The entire Gulf migratory group cobia ACL applies to the Gulf Council jurisdictional area and

the entire Atlantic migratory group cobia ACL applies to the South Atlantic jurisdictional area.

The ACLs and ACTs would be as follows:

Gulf Migratory Group | Atlantic Migratory Group
(See Table 2.6.1 for values)
ACL = ABC ACL =ABC=0Y

Commercial ACL = 8% ACL
Recreational ACL =92% ACL
Stock ACT =90% ACL Recreational ACT = ACL [(1-PSE) or
0.5, whichever is greater]

Preferred Alternative 3: The ACL for each jurisdictional area would be determined as follows:
e The Gulf migratory group cobia ABC (as determined by the SSCs) would be divided into a
Gulf Zone ACL and a Florida East Coast Zone ACL (Florida/Georgia border to the Gulf and
South Atlantic Councils jurisdictional boundary) based on the options below.
Option a: Use 2003-2012 (10 years) landings to establish the percentage split for the
Gulf ABC.
Option b: Use 2008-2012 (5 years) landings to establish the percentage split for the Gulf
ABC.
Option c¢: Use 50% of landings from 2003-2012 + 50% of landings from 2008-2012 to
establish the percentage split for the Gulf ABC.
Preferred Option d: Use 1998-2012 (15 years) landings to establish the percentage split
for the Gulf ABC.
Option e: Based on yellowtail snapper: 50% of average landings from 1993-2008 + 50%
of average landings from 2006-2008 to establish the percentage split for the Gulf ABC.
Option f: Based on mutton snapper: 50% of average landings from 1990-2008 + 50% of
average landings from 2006-2008 to establish the percentage split for the Gulf ABC.

Coastal Migratory Pelagics 37 Chapter 2. Management Alternatives
Amendment 20B



e The Atlantic migratory group ACL would be equal to the ABC for the Atlantic migratory
group cobia (as determined by the SSCs).

e Management measures set by the South Atlantic Council for the Atlantic migratory group
would also apply to the Gulf migratory group Florida East Coast Zone.

The ACLs and ACTs would be as follows:

Gulf Migratory Group | Atlantic Migratory Group
(see Table 2.6.3 for values for each Option)
Gulf Zone FL East Coast Zone
ACL =x% ABC ACL =x% ABC ACL =ABC=0Y

Commercial ACL = 8% ACL Commercial ACL = 8% ACL
Recreational ACL =92% ACL Recreational ACL =92% ACL

Stock ACT = Recreational ACT = ACL [(1- Recreational ACT = ACL [(1-PSE)

90%ACL PSE) or 0.5, whichever is or 0.5, whichever is greater]
greater]

Discussion:

Amendment 18 (GMFMC and SAFMC 2011) established ABC control rules for Gulf and
Atlantic migratory groups of cobia. The Councils’ SSCs recommended the previous ABCs for
both migratory groups of cobia based on the Gulf Council’s ABC control rule for stocks for
which landings data exist and expert opinion indicates that landings are a small portion of the
stock biomass (Tier 3a).

In Amendment 18 (GMFMC and SAFMC 2011), the Councils established the ABCs for the
separate migratory groups of cobia using the Councils’ boundary in Monroe County. However,
the determination in the most recent stock assessment (SEDAR 28 2013a, 2013c) was that the
biological boundary should be at the Florida/Georgia line. The stock assessment results define
Georgia north through the Mid-Atlantic area for the Atlantic migratory group, and the entire east
coast of Florida through Texas for the Gulf migratory group. To adjust for this difference
between the Councils’ jurisdictional areas and the areas used by the stock assessment, the portion
of the Gulf migratory group ACL attributable to the east coast of Florida and Atlantic side of the
Florida Keys (i.e., the area within the South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction) would be reassigned
to the South Atlantic Council. Action 5 adjusts the framework to allow the South Atlantic
Council to create regulations for this area, even though the stock assessment considers those fish
part of the Gulf migratory group, similar to how the East Coast Subzone for king mackerel is
managed.

The ACLs and ACTs for Gulf and Atlantic migratory groups of cobia were also designated in
Amendment 18 (GMFMC and SAFMC 2011). These harvest limits and targets would remain in
effect under Alternative 1 for this action, and they would not be updated according to the SSC’s
new ABC recommendation based on the SEDAR 28 stock assessment (SEDAR 28 2013a, 2013
¢). The actions in Amendment 18 provided definitions for ACLs and ACTSs, creating de facto
control rules for their establishment. For both migratory groups, ACL was defined as equal to
ABC. For the Atlantic migratory group, sector ACLs were defined as the ACL times the sector
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allocation, and the recreational ACT was defined as the ACL times [(1-PSE) or 0.5, whichever is
greater]. Furthermore, the Atlantic migratory group OY was set equal to the ACL. For the Gulf
migratory group, the stock ACT was defined as 90% of the ACL. Thus, the numerical values
associated with the ACLs and ACTs are dependent on the ABC. Therefore, a change in the ABC
should result in a change in the ACLs and ACTs. By keeping the numerical values currently
specified, the Council would be changing the intent of the ACL and ACT definitions, and
removing associations with ABC.

Alternatives 2 and Preferred Alternative 3 for this action would maintain the definitions
established in Amendment 18 (GMFMC and SAFMC 2011). When the SSC recommends an
ABC for a species, they systematically take into account scientific uncertainty, which establishes
a buffer between the ABC and overfishing limit (OFL). With those factors built into the primary
harvest limit from which the other limits are tiered, the risk of overfishing is significantly
reduced regardless of how close the ACL and QY are set to the ABC. For Gulf migratory group
cobia the ABC is 93% of the OFL, but for Atlantic migratory group cobia an OFL was not
established. Amendment 18 set the cobia ACLs equal to the ABCs, with no buffers, because: 1)
there was no indication either stock was overfished or undergoing overfishing; 2) the AMs
implemented through Amendment 18 are in place to correct for any ACL overages should they
occur; and 3) repeated ACL overages are not expected due to improved commercial monitoring
mechanisms, proposed improvements to dealer reporting, and proposed improvements to
reporting of recreational data.

The SEDAR 28 stock assessment for Atlantic migratory group cobia (SEDAR 28 2013c)
determined that the stock is not overfished or experiencing overfishing. The current fishing
mortality, Fcurrent, Was defined as the geometric mean of the previous three years of fishing
mortality (2009-2011). The maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT) is the maximum
amount of fishing mortality able to be supported by the population without resulting in
overfishing. The current spawning stock biomass, SSBcurrent, Was defined as the geometric mean
of the previous three years of spawning stock biomass (2009-2011). The minimum stock size
threshold (MSST) is the minimum spawning stock biomass level necessary to prevent the
population from being overfished. Stock status indicators for the base case model were:
FCurrent/MFMT = 0599, SSBCurrent/MSST =1.75.

The Gulf Council's SSC review (GMFMC 2013a) of the SEDAR 28 stock assessment of Gulf
cobia (2013a) determined that the stock was not overfished or experiencing overfishing. Stock
status indicators for the base case model were: Fcurrent! MFMT = 0.659; SSBcurren/ MSST = 1.739.

After reviewing the SEDAR 28 stock assessments, the Gulf and South Atlantic SSCs
recommended new ABCs to their respective Councils. Table 2.6.1 shows the recommended
ABC values.

Alternative 2 would apply all of the ABC for Gulf migratory group cobia to the Gulf
jurisdictional area; however, the ABC is based on landings that include the east coast of Florida,
which is not within the Gulf jurisdictional area. Thus, the Gulf would be “credited” with
landings that were actually from the South Atlantic jurisdictional area. Conversely, the South
Atlantic would lose the amount of landings from the Florida east coast, but that area would still
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be within the South Atlantic management area. The result would be an ACL for the South

Atlantic that would be lowered by the amount of east coast landings, but in the future, Florida
east coast landings of cobia would still count against the South Atlantic ACL.

Table 2.6.1. ABCs for Atlantic and Gulf migratory group cobia (as recommended by the
Council SSCs, based on results from SEDAR 28), and ACLs and ACTs for each option in

Alternative 2. All values are in millions of pounds.

Atlantic _ Atlantic _Gulf Gulf | Gulf
Migratory Atlantic Zone ACL Migratory | Zone | Zone
Year | Group Zone ACT Group | ACL | ACT
OFL | ABC | Commercial | Recreational | Recreational | OFL | ABC | Stock | Stock
2014 | 0.81 | 0.73 0.06 0.67 0.55| 2.56 246 | 246 | 2.21
2015 | 0.76 | 0.69 0.06 0.63 0.52 | 2.59 252 | 252 227
2016 | 0.73 | 0.67 0.05 0.62 0.50 | 2.66 260| 260| 234

Preferred Alternative 3 compensates for the difference in the biological boundary and the
management boundary by creating a Florida East Coast Zone for cobia (Figure 2.6.1). This
cobia zone would be similar to the king mackerel Florida East Coast Subzone in that the fish
would be Gulf migratory group fish and part of the Gulf ABC, but would have a separate ACL
and be managed by the South Atlantic Council. The cobia zone would differ from the king
mackerel subzone in that it would remain the same year-round without a boundary shift. In
essence, Alternative 3 would take the portion of the Gulf ABC attributable to the Florida east
coast and allow the South Atlantic Council to set management measures, as they have
historically done for this area.

To determine to the appropriate proportion of the Gulf migratory group ABC to assign to the
Florida East Coast Zone, landings from various time periods could be used. Alternative 3
Options a, b, and Preferred Option d propose to use historical landings ranges of 10, 5, and 15
years, respectively, all terminating in 2012. Compared to Alternative 1, Alternative 3 Option a
and Preferred Option d would result in an increase to the Gulf ACL while Option b would
result in a decrease. When compared to landings history for the Florida East Coast, the level of
quota available to fishermen on the Florida East Coast Zone would increase under Options a and
b, and Preferred Option d. Options c, e, and f would use 50% of landings from recent years
and 50% of landings from a longer time period. Options c, e, and f all result in an increase in
the Gulf ACL, while the combined Florida East Coast Zone and South Atlantic ACL would
decrease only under Options e and f. The proportion of landings for the Florida East Coast Zone
for each option is shown in Table 2.6.2.
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Figure 2.6.1. Cobia zones proposed in Alternative 3.

Table 2.6.2. Landings for the Gulf migratory group cobia (as defined by SEDAR 28) for each
option in Preferred Alternative 3 and the percentage attributable to the Florida east coast. The
Florida East Coast Zone (FLEC) would range from the FL/GA border to the Council
jurisdictional boundary in the Florida Keys. The Gulf zone would range from the TX/Mexico
border to the Council jurisdictional boundary.

Landings (Ibs ww)
[0)
Option Method/Years .(rsolf[gl FZIBES gour:]; /OZZIF]EC
a Average (2003-2012) 1,732,052 633,563 | 1,098,490 36.6
b Average (2008-2012) 1,528,211 671,623 | 856,588 43.9
(0.5*(Average (2003-2012)))+

c (0.5%(Average (2008-2012))) 1,630,132 652,593 | 977,539 40.0

d Average (1998-2012) 1,729,311 623,255 | 1,106,056 36.0
(0.5*(Average (1993-2008)))+

e (0.5%(Average (2006-2008)) 1,804,756 577,702 | 1,227,054 32.0
(0.5*(Average (1990-2008)))+

f (0.5%(Average (2006-2008)) 1,794,279 580,520 | 1,213,760 32.4

Source: Southeast Fisheries Science Center, Accumulated Landings System and Marine Recreational Information
Program databases
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The percent of historical landings coming from the Florida East Coast Zone in Table 2.6.2 would
be applied to the Gulf migratory group ABC to obtain the ACL for the Florida East Coast Zone
(FLEC ACL =x% ABC). The Gulf Zone ACL would be the remainder (Gulf ACL = Gulf ABC
- FLEC ACL). The ACLs for each option are shown in Table 2.6.3. The Gulf Council chose to
manage the cobia stock under a combined ACL for both the recreational and commercial sectors.
They also chose to set a stock ACT that is 90% of the stock ACL. The South Atlantic Council
chose to manage the commercial and recreational sectors separately and set an allocation of 8%
commercial and 92% recreational. They also chose to set a recreational ACT, but not a
commercial ACT. The allocations and ACTs set by the South Atlantic Council would apply to
the Florida East Coast Zone. The ACLs and ACTS for the Atlantic migratory group would be
the same for Preferred Alternative 3 as Alternative 2, regardless of the option chosen (Table
2.6.1).
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Table 2.6.3. ACLs and ACTs for Gulf migratory group cobia (as recommended by the Gulf
SSC, based on results from SEDAR 28) for each option in Preferred Alternative 3.
Management measures set by the South Atlantic Council for the Atlantic migratory group would
also apply to the Gulf migratory group Florida East Coast Zone (FLEC). All weights for OFL,
ABC, ACL, and ACT are in millions of pounds, whole weight. Note: ACLs and ACTs for the
Atlantic migratory group would be the same as in Alternative 2 and are shown in Table 2.6.1.

0 Gulf Migrator Gulf | Gulf

Onti Iand/?ngs Gro%p ’ FLEC Zone ACL FLIiCé%one Zone|Zone
ption from Year ACL |ACT
FLEC OFL | ABC |Commercial|Recreational|Recreational|Stock |Stock

2014 2.56 2.46 0.07 0.83 0.68 1.56[ 1.40

Opta | 36.6 (2015 2.59 2.52 0.07 0.85 0.69] 1.60[ 1.44
2016 2.66] 2.60 0.08 0.88 0.72| 1.65 1.48

2014 2.56 2.46 0.09 0.99 0.81] 1.38 1.24

Optbh [ 43.9 (2015 259 252 0.09 1.02 0.83] 1.41] 1.27
2016 2.66 2.60 0.09 1.05 0.86| 1.46] 1.31

2014 2.56 2.46 0.08 0.91 0.74) 1.48 1.33

Optc 40 12015 259 252 0.08 0.93 0.76] 1.51] 1.36
2016 2.66 2.60 0.08 0.96 0.78| 1.56/ 1.40

2014 2.56 2.46 0.07 0.81 0.67] 1.57| 1.42

Opt d 36 2015 259 252 0.07 0.83 0.68| 1.61] 1.45
2016 2.66 2.60 0.07 0.86 0.71] 1.66/ 1.50

2014 256 2.46 0.06 0.72 0.59] 1.67] 1.51

Opte 32 |2015 259 252 0.06 0.74 0.61] 1.71] 1.54
2016 2.66] 2.60 0.07 0.77 0.63 1.77] 1.59

2014 2.56] 2.46 0.06 0.73 0.60| 1.66] 1.50

Optf | 32.4 |2015 259 252 0.07 0.75 0.62| 1.70] 1.53
2016 2.66] 2.60 0.07 0.78 0.63 1.76] 1.58

Council Conclusions:

The results of the SEDAR 28 stock assessment on Gulf cobia (SEDAR 2013a) determined the

biological northern boundary of the Gulf migratory stock to be north of Brevard County, Florida,
with the northern delineation set at the Florida/Georgia state line for management purposes. The
results from the stock assessments showed that the Gulf and Atlantic migratory groups are
healthy and capable of supporting increasing landings over the next few years. To take

advantage of these healthy stocks, the Councils selected Preferred Alternative 3 Option d,
which establishes a Gulf jurisdictional ACL and an ACL for the eastern coast of Florida as
percentages of the Gulf migratory group ACL. Under this preferred alternative, 36% of the Gulf
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migratory group ACL would be apportioned to the east coast of Florida based on average
landings over the last 15 years (1998-2012), and would be managed by the South Atlantic
Council according to provisions preferred by both Councils in Action 5. This option offers
increases in the current ACLs for both Councils, and was viewed as a fair and equitable
distribution of the resource.
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CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1 Description of the Fishery and Status of the Stocks

Two migratory groups, Gulf of Mexico (Gulf) and Atlantic, are recognized for king mackerel
and Spanish mackerel. Commercial landings data come from the Southeast Fisheries Science
Center (SEFSC) Accumulated Landings System (ALS), the Northeast Fisheries Science Center
(NEFSC) Commercial Fisheries Data Base System (CFDBS), and the SEFSC Coastal Fisheries
Logbook (CFL) database. Recreational data come from the Marine Recreational Fisheries
Statistics Survey (MRFSS), the Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP), the Headboat
Survey (HBS), and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD).

3.1.1 Description of the Fishery

A detailed description of the coastal migratory pelagic (CMP) fishery was included in
Amendment 18 to the Fishery Management Plan for Coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources in the
Gulf of Mexico and Atlantic Region (FMP) (GMFMC and SAFMC 2011) and is incorporated
here by reference, as well as further summarized below. Amendment 18 can be found at
http://www.gulfcouncil.org/docs/amendments/Final%20CMP%20Amendment%2018%2009231
1%20w-0%20appendices.pdf.

King Mackerel

A federal king mackerel commercial vessel permit is required to retain king mackerel in excess
of the bag limit in federal waters of the Gulf and Atlantic. These permits are limited access. In
addition, a limited-access gillnet permit is required to use gillnets in the Gulf Southern Subzone.
For-hire vessels must have either a Gulf or South Atlantic charter/headboat CMP vessel permit,
depending on where they fish. The Gulf permit is limited access, but the South Atlantic permit is
open access. The commercial permits have an income requirement of 25% of earned income or
$10,000 from commercial or charter/headboat fishing activity in one of the three calendar years
preceding the application. As of April 4, 2013, there were 1,488 valid or renewable federal
commercial king mackerel permits.

For the commercial sector, the area occupied by Gulf migratory group king mackerel is divided
into Western and Eastern zones. The Western Zone extends from the southern border of Texas
to the Alabama/Florida state line. The fishing year for this zone is July 1 through June 30.

The Eastern Zone, which includes only waters off Florida, is divided into the East Coast and
West Coast Subzones (Figure 3.1.1.1A). The East Coast Subzone is from the Flagler/\VVolusia
county line south to the Miami-Dade/Monroe county line and only exists from November 1
through March 31, when Gulf migratory group king mackerel migrate into that area. During the
rest of the year, king mackerel in that area are considered part of the Atlantic migratory group
(Figure 3.1.1.1B).
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Figure 3.1.1.1. Gulf migratory group king mackerel Eastern Zone Subzones for
A) November 1 — March 31, and B) April 1- October 31.

The West Coast Subzone, from the Alabama/Florida state line to the Monroe/Miami-Dade
county line, is further divided into Northern and Southern Subzones at the Lee/Collier county
line. The fishing year for hook-and-line gear in both regions runs July 1-June 30; in the Southern
Subzone, the gillnet season opens on the day after the Martin Luther King, Jr. holiday. Gillnet
fishing is allowed during the first weekend thereafter, but not on subsequent weekends.

Management measures for the South Atlantic apply to king mackerel from New York to the east
coast of Florida. The Atlantic migratory group king mackerel fishing year is March 1 through
end of February. This migratory group is not divided into zones; however, different areas have
different trip limits at different times of the year.

Commercial landings of Gulf migratory group king mackerel increased as the total commercial
quota for the Gulf increased until 1997/1998 when the quota was set at 3.39 million pounds
(mp). After that, landings have been relatively steady at around 3.3 mp. The quota was
decreased to 3.26 mp starting with the 2000/2001 season. Commercial landings of Atlantic king
mackerel have also increased in recent years. The annual average for 2008/2009-2010/2011 was
3.6 mp versus 2.8 mp for the previous ten years (Table 3.1.1.1). However, the landings for the
2011/2012 fishing year were lower than recent years, especially for the Atlantic migratory group.
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Table 3.1.1.1. Annual commercial landings of king mackerel.

Landings (Ibs)

Fishing Year Gulf Atlantic

2000/2001 3,079,256 2,101,530
2001/2002 2,932,532 2,017,251
2002/2003 3,231,723 1,737,833
2003/2004 3,183,778 1,708,341
2004/2005 3,228,862 2,734,198
2005/2006 3,011,990 2,250,990
2006/2007 3,232,497 2,994,818
2007/2008 3,449,030 2,667,227
2008/2009 3,867,599 3,107,996
2009/2010 3,816,157 3,564,108
2010/2011 3,539,492 3,405,650

Source: SEFSC, ALS database; NEFSC, CFDBS database.

King mackerel have long been a popular target for recreational fishermen. The recreational
sector is allocated 68% of the Gulf annual catch limit (ACL) and 62.9% of the Atlantic ACL.
From the late 1980s to the late 1990s, Gulf recreational landings averaged about 4.9 mp per year.
In the most recent five years, average annual landings have been about 2.8 mp. The recent five-
year average for the Atlantic migratory group recreational landings is 4.9 mp per year (Table
3.1.1.2); however, landings of the Atlantic migratory group are variable over the time period.

Table 3.1.1.2. Annual recreational landings of king mackerel.

Landings (Ibs)

Fishing Year Gulf Atlantic

2000/2001 3,121,584 | 6,184,541
2001/2002 3,668,540 | 5,035,061
2002/2003 2,817,537 | 4,574,235
2003/2004 3,211,497 | 4,979,506
2004/2005 2,528,457 | 5,321,449
2005/2006 2,995,716 | 4,457,679
2006/2007 3,305,567 | 5,127,178
2007/2008 2,626,527 | 7,128,545
2008/2009 2,352,510 | 4,228,245
2009/2010 3,523,777 | 4,394,015
2010/2011 2,182,980 | 2,692,771

Source: SEFSC, MRFSS, HBS, and TPWD databases.

Spanish Mackerel

A commercial Spanish mackerel permit is required for vessels fishing in the Gulf or South
Atlantic. This permit is open access. To obtain or renew the commercial permit, at least 25% of
the applicant’s earned income, or $10,000, must have come from commercial or charter/headboat
fishing activity in one of the previous three calendar years. For-hire vessels must have a limited
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access charter/headboat CMP permit to harvest Spanish mackerel. As of April 4, 2013, there
were 1,748 valid or renewable federal commercial Spanish mackerel permits.

Gulf migratory group Spanish mackerel are considered a single stock throughout the Gulf from
the southern border of Texas to the Miami-Dade/Monroe county border on the east coast of
Florida. A single ACL for both commercial and recreational sectors was implemented through
Amendment 18 (GMFMC and SAFMC 2011) beginning with the 2012/2013 fishing year.
Before that, the commercial and recreational sectors had separate quotas. The fishing year is
April 1- March 31.

The area of the Atlantic migratory group of Spanish mackerel is divided into two areas: the one
area includes waters off New York through Georgia, and the other area includes waters off the
east coast of Florida. One quota is set for both areas, which is adjusted for management
purposes. The fishing year for Atlantic migratory group Spanish mackerel is March-February.
This fishing year was implemented in August 2005; before then, the fishing year was April 1 —
March 31. Because of the change in fishing year, the 2005/2006 fishing year has only 11 months
of landings and has been normalized for comparison with other years.

Landings compiled for the SEDAR 28 stock assessment (2013b, 2013d) divide the two migratory
groups at the boundary between the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Fishery Management
Councils (Councils) (the line of demarcation between the Atlantic Ocean and the Gulf), although
the management boundary is at the Dade/Monroe County line. Additionally, landings were
compiled by calendar year rather than fishing year. For consistency with previous analyses,
landings based on the correct boundary and calendar year are included here.

Commercial landings over the past five years have varied, averaging 1.3 mp annually in the Gulf
and 3.7 mp annually in the Atlantic. Commercial landings of Spanish mackerel have general
been increasing in the Atlantic over the last decade (Table 3.1.1.3).

Table 3.1.1.3. Annual commercial landings of Spanish mackerel.

Landings (Ibs)

Fishing Year Gulf Atlantic

2000-2001 868,171 | 2,855,805
2001-2002 782,227 | 3,091,117
2002-2003 1,707,950 | 3,257,807
2003-2004 883,090 | 3,763,769
2004-2005 1,958,155 | 3,379,347
2005-2006 888,379 | 3,908,607
2006-2007 1,472,307 | 3,654,655
2007-2008 863,871 | 3,086,792
2008-2009 2,273,248 | 3,190,881
2009-2010 916,614 | 4,208,116
2010-2011 1,219,484 | 4,592,708

Source: SEFSC, ALS database;

*Note: For 1999/2000-2004/2005, the Atlantic fishing year is Apr 1 — Mar 31; for 2006/2007-2009/2010, the

fishing year is Mar 1 — Feb 28.

NEFSC, CFDBS database.
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Recreational catches of Spanish mackerel in the Gulf have remained rather stable since the early
1990’s at around 2.0 to 3.0 mp, despite increases in the bag limit from three fish in 1987 to 10
fish in 1992 to 15 fish in 2000. Recreational landings in the Atlantic also have remained fairly
steady over time and averaged around 1.9 mp during the most recent five years (Table 3.1.1.4).
The recreational allocation in the Atlantic is 45%.

Table 3.1.1.4. Annual recreational landings of Spanish mackerel.

Landings (Ibs)

Fishing Year Gulf Atlantic

2000-2001 2,787,773 | 2,306,607
2001-2002 3,452,981 | 2,046,039
2002-2003 3,171,235 | 1,640,822
2003-2004 2,742,270 | 1,853,294
2004-2005 2,665,269 | 1,359,360
2005-2006 1,595,375 | 1,648,291
2006-2007 2,845,347 | 1,653,413
2007-2008 2,724,757 | 1,710,276
2008-2009 2,525,443 | 2,046,806
2009-2010 1,890,143 | 2,107,213
2010-2011 2,964,339 | 1,763,640

Source: SEFSC, ACL data sets; MRFSS, HBS, TPWD.

Cobia

Currently, no commercial vessel permit is required for harvest or sale of cobia. For-hire vessels
must have a charter/headboat CMP permit to land cobia. The regulations in the FMP also apply
to cobia in the Mid-Atlantic region. Two migratory groups of cobia were created through
Amendment 18 (GMFMC and SAFMC 2011), with the division occurring at the Council
boundary in Monroe County, Florida. However, the data workshop for SEDAR 28 determined
the division between migratory groups should be at the Florida/Georgia state line. The landings
tables below use the SEDAR division; Action 6 addresses this difference in terms of the ACL.

Commercial landings have declined since the highest landings in 1996 (Vondruska 2010), with a
steeper decline between 2004 and 2005, especially in the Gulf (Table 3.1.1.5). Recreational
cobia landings have fluctuated during the past 10 years (Table 3.1.1.6).
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Table 3.1.1.5. Annual commercial landings of cobia.

Landings (Ibs)
Fishing Year | Gulf | Atlantic
2000 212,010 | 43,532
2001 177,866 | 40,791
2002 183,531 | 42,236
2003 194,833 | 35,305
2004 179,290 | 32,650
2005 136,851 | 28,675
2006 151,045 | 33,785
2007 147,187 | 31,576
2008 139,413 | 33,783
2009 137,305 | 42,278
2010 194,933 | 56,544
2011 238,799 | 33,978

Source: SEDAR 28; ALS database.

Table 3.1.1.6. Annual recreational landings of cobia.

Landings (Ibs)
Fishing Year Gulf Atlantic
2000 1,508,489 | 464,236
2001 1,555,656 | 483,926
2002 1,227,708 | 381,849
2003 2,060,423 | 615,522
2004 2,090,425 | 1,028,231
2005 1,461,039 | 815,600
2006 1,572,637 | 1,231,415
2007 1,685,402 | 776,180
2008 1,312,126 | 546,297
2009 996,105 | 711,821
2010 1,317,728 | 876,505
2011 1,683,588 | 330,071

Source: SEDAR 28; MRFSS, HBS, and TPWD databases.

3.1.2 Status of Stocks

King Mackerel

Both the Gulf and Atlantic migratory groups of king mackerel were assessed by the Southeast
Data, Assessment, and Review (SEDAR) process in 2008/2009 (SEDAR 16 2009), and will be
assessed again by SEDAR 38 in 2013/2014. The SEDAR 16 assessment determined the Gulf
migratory group of king mackerel was not overfished and was uncertain whether the Gulf
migratory group was experiencing overfishing. Subsequent analyses showed that Fcurrent/Fmsy
has been below 1.0 since 2002. Consequently, the most likely conclusion is the Gulf migratory
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group king mackerel stock is not undergoing overfishing. Atlantic migratory group king
mackerel were also determined not overfished however, it was uncertain whether overfishing is
occurring, and thought to be at a low level if it is occurring.

Spanish Mackerel

The benchmark stock assessment for Spanish mackerel (SEDAR 28 2013b, 2013d) was
completed and reviewed by the South Atlantic Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee
(SSC) in April 2013 and by the Gulf Council’s SSC in August 2013. Both SSCs made
recommendations to the respective Councils for overfishing level (OFL) and acceptable
biological catch (ABC). The SEDAR 28 stock assessment for South Atlantic migratory group
Spanish mackerel (2013d) determined that the stock is not overfished or experiencing
overfishing. The Gulf Council’s review (GMFMC 2013b) of the SEDAR 28 stock assessment of
Gulf migratory group Spanish mackerel (2013b) determined that the stock was not overfished or
experiencing overfishing.

Cobia

Both the Gulf and Atlantic migratory groups of cobia were assessed by SEDAR 28 in 2013. The
SEDAR 28 stock assessment for Atlantic migratory group cobia (2013c) determined that the
stock is not overfished or experiencing overfishing. The Gulf Council’s review (GMFMC
2013a) of the SEDAR 28 stock assessment of Gulf migratory group cobia (2013a) determined
that the stock was not overfished or experiencing overfishing.

3.2 Description of the Physical Environment

3.2.1 Gulf of Mexico

The Gulf has a total area of approximately 600,000 square miles (1.5 million km?), including
state waters (Gore 1992). It is a semi-enclosed, oceanic basin connected to the Atlantic Ocean
by the Straits of Florida and to the Caribbean Sea by the Yucatan Channel. Oceanic conditions
are primarily affected by the Loop Current (Figure 3.2.1.1), the discharge of freshwater into the
northern Gulf, and a semi-permanent, anti-cyclonic gyre in the western Gulf.

The Gulf is both a warm temperate and a tropical body of water (McEachran and Fechhelm
2005). Based on satellite derived measurements from 1982 through 2009, mean annual sea
surface temperature ranged from 73 through 83° F (23-28° C) including bays and bayous (Figure
3.2.1.1). In general, mean sea surface temperature increases from north to south depending on
time of year with large seasonal variations in shallow waters (NODC 2012:
http://accession.nodc.noaa.gov/0072888).
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Figure 3.2.1.1. Mean annual sea surface temperature derived from the Advanced Very High
Resolution Radiometer Pathfinder Version 5 sea surface temperature data set
(http://pathfinder.nodc.noaa.gov).

Environmental Sites of Special Interest Relevant to CMP species (Figure 3.2.1.2)

The following area closures include gear restrictions that may affect targeted and incidental
harvest of CMP species.

Madison-Swanson and Steamboat Lumps Marine Reserves - No-take marine reserves (total area
is 219 nm? or 405 km?) sited based on gag spawning aggregation areas where all fishing is
prohibited except surface trolling from May through October (GMFMC 1999; 2003).

The Edges Marine Reserve — All fishing is prohibited in this area (390 nm? or 1,338 km?) from
January through April and possession of any fish species is prohibited, except for such
possession aboard a vessel in transit with fishing gear stowed as specified. The provisions of this
do not apply to highly migratory species (GMFMC 2008).

Tortugas North and South Marine Reserves - No-take marine reserves (185 nm?) cooperatively
implemented by the state of Florida, National Ocean Service, the Gulf of Mexico Fishery
Management Council (Council), and the National Park Service in Generic Amendment 2
Establishing the Tortugas Marine Reserves (GMFMC 2001).
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Reef and bank areas designated as Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs) in the
northwestern Gulf include - East and West Flower Garden Banks, Stetson Bank, Sonnier Bank,
MacNeil Bank, 29 Fathom, Rankin Bright Bank, Geyer Bank, McGrail Bank, Bouma Bank,
Rezak Sidner Bank, Alderice Bank, and Jakkula Bank - Pristine coral areas protected by
preventing the use of some fishing gear that interacts with the bottom and prohibited use of
anchors (totaling 263.2 nm? or 487.4 km?). Subsequently, three of these areas were established
as marine sanctuaries (i.e., East and West Flower Garden Banks and Stetson Bank). Bottom
anchoring and the use of trawling gear, bottom longlines, buoy gear, and all traps/pots on coral
reefs are prohibited in the East and West Flower Garden Banks, McGrail Bank, and on
significant coral resources on Stetson Bank (GMFMC 2005). A weak link in the tickler chain of
bottom trawls on all habitats throughout the Gulf exclusive economic zone (EEZ) is required. A
weak link is defined as a length or section of the tickler chain that has a breaking strength less
than the chain itself and is easily seen as such when visually inspected. An education program
for the protection of coral reefs when using various fishing gears in coral reef areas for
recreational and commercial fishermen was also developed.

Florida Middle Grounds HAPC - Pristine soft coral area (348 nm?or 644.5 km?) that is protected
by prohibiting the following gear types: bottom longlines, trawls, dredges, pots and traps
(GMFMC and SAFMC 1982).

Pulley Ridge HAPC - A portion of the HAPC (2,300 nm? or 4,259 km?) where deepwater
hermatypic coral reefs are found is closed to anchoring and the use of trawling gear, bottom
longlines, buoy gear, and all traps/pots (GMFMC 2005).

Alabama Special Management Zone — For vessels operating as a charter vessel or headboat, a
vessel that does not have a commercial permit for Gulf reef fish, or a vessel with such a permit
fishing for Gulf reef fish, fishing is limited to hook-and-line gear with no more than three hooks.
Nonconforming gear is restricted to recreational bag limits, or for reef fish without a bag limit, to
5% by weight of all fish aboard (GMFMC 1993).
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