
 

CWG Review 1: Spring 2015 
 
Tier 1 Information: 

 
1. Management Action 
 
S-98 Simplify FWC rules and regulations to reduce complexity (fish sizes fork length versus overall - snapper one size, 
grouper one size, and pelagic) to make rules simpler and standardize catch size limits for important species with 
similar life histories and appearance to make it easier to enforce regulations and catch within limits. 
 
This RMA is a combination of the following RMAs: 

• N-65: Standardize catch size limits for commercial/recreational important species with similar life histories and 
appearance to make it easier to enforce regulations and catch within limits. 

• S-98: Simplify FWC rules and regulations to reduce complexity (fish sizes fork length versus overall - snapper one 
size, grouper one size pelagic) to make rules simpler. 

 
2. Intended Result (Output/Outcome) 

What is the end product/result of this management action? 
• The intended result is to make compliance with fishery regulations more understandable and, therefore, easier 

to comply with. Then, it also makes it easier for the enforcement people to do their job. The output would be 
standardized limits that are easy to understand and to enforce. The outcome would be better compliance and 
better fishery management. 

• March/April 2015 CWG Updates: We already have the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, NOAA and 
FWC. There are many experts who are already working on this, it should be left to the experts. We agree with 
reviewer comments that limits should continue being imposed based on current available science, not user 
convenience. There is a lot of discussion that the science is flawed, but that is irrelevant to this RMA. 

• Regarding the difference between fork length and total length (where you pinch the tail) from a biological 
standpoint – With some fish, you can’t pinch the fork without possibly hurting the fish, hence why a fork length 
is used over total length. It is likely not feasible to simplify this. 

o With independent monitoring, they do standard length (where the flesh stops and the fin starts). For 
some species this might be too difficult to determine. 

o Coming up with a standard length for a specific species would probably need to be subdivided into a 
couple of categories; FWC is OK with this as long as standards become more stringent vs. lenient. 

o This could be reviewed to simplify those species where you can (e.g. if they are only 1 or 2 inches apart 
in the regulations). 

o NOAA rules are even more complex. Most of the rules (for the species mentioned in the RMA title here) 
are from the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council versus FWC. FWC rules will usually mirror 
those since these are mostly similar and dictated by the Council. 

• SEFCRI reviewers looked at several examples of species that resemble each other and in most cases restrictions 
between species were already the same. 

• The groupings suggested are too large or broad and individual species within them are too different to establish 
standardized size limits.  

• Group does support standardizing of catch size limits and bag limits for same species between Gulf and Atlantic 
regions. 

• The proposal in S-98 to revise all measurements to be centerline measurements as opposed to fork length and 
total length is more feasible, but would also need to be adopted in Federal waters to avoid confusion.   

• CWG Updates: there would be a need to have different sub-categories for different species (all snappers 12” 
except muttons and reds). 

o Increase mangroves to 12”. 
o Centerline = snout to the middle part of the tail 
o OR centerline not to include the fork of the tail (only to where the body ends) 



 
o It may always be fork length with certain species; All species with forks are currently under fork length 

regulations with the exception of yellowtail snapper, mutton, schoolmaster….etc. 
 

3. Duration of Activity 
Is this a discrete action or a recurring activity? Explain. 
• This action is discrete; a review of all current rules and regulations can be done to identify what can be 

simplified (this is currently occurring now for some species). 
• The adoption of these standardized regulations is a discrete action, and it will also be recurring in order to 

ensure adaptive management. 
 

4. Justification 
What issue or problem will this management action address? Explain. 
• Fisheries regulations are often complicated given their independence from other species, with the timeline 

needed for implementation occurring over several decades; It will reduce confusion and misunderstanding of 
varying size and number limits. 
 

5. Potential Pros 
What are the potential advantages associated with this management action? 
• Simplified regulations may improve compliance and enforcement, and will ultimately result in better fishery 

management, and increased biodiversity. 
 

6. Potential Cons 
What are the potential disadvantages associated with this management action? 
• Simplifying regulations such as minimum size limits to make groups of similar species the same may interfere 

with rebuilding plans currently in place that are specific to the species. 
• This RMA has no potential to improve coral reef conservation. 
• This is a state wide recommendation and no application benefits just to the SEFCRI region. 
• Lumping different species into classes for size limits based on similar appearance will not lead to better fishery 

management.  
• This action will lead to serial overfishing of vulnerable species and reduce biodiversity. 

 
7. Location 

County/Counties: Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm Beach, Martin, Other? 
• This RMA is intended to reach all SEFCRI counties as well as change regulations state-wide. 

 
Relevant Habitats: Coral reef, seagrass, watershed, etc.? 
• Relevant habitats include estuaries, reef, associated habitats and freshwater systems. 

 
Specific Location: City, site name, coordinates, etc.? 
• N/A 

 
8. Extent 

Area, number, etc. 
• You would have to accurately identify the commercially and recreationally important species. 

 
9. Is this action spatial in nature? 

• No. 
 
Do you believe this management action could be informed by the Our Florida Reefs Marine Planner Decision Support 
Tool? 

If yes, you will proceed to the next section on Marine Planner Information.  



 
• - 

 
Marine Planer Information: 
 
N/A 
 
Tier 2 Information: 
 
WHY? 
1. Strategic Goals & Objectives to be Achieved 

Refer to the SEFCRI Coral Reef Management Goals and Objectives Reference Guide. 
• Improve user compliance with fishing regulations by simplifying regulations to standardize how to measure 

length measurements.  Currently some species are measured by the length obtained by pinching the caudal fin 
to provide a total length while other are obtained by measure length from the snout to the minimum fork 
length.  This modification is to require all lengths to be fork length.    

• This RMA was combined with N-65 which also attempted to simplify compliance.   The recommendation, 
however, is to reject N-65 as impractical.   
 

2. Current Status 
Is this activity currently underway, or are there planned actions related to this recommendation in southeast 
Florida? If so, what are they, and what is their status. 
• No. 

 
3. Intended Benefits (Outcomes) 

What potential environmental benefits or positive impacts might this management action have? 
• It would be easier for the public to remember regulations and easier for officers to enforce regulations.   

 
What potential social/economic benefits or positive impacts might this management action have? 
• The general public will only have to remember size limits for a few fish (groupings of fish).  Currently there are 

nearly 50 species of fish that are regulated by size limits.   
• Changing the regulations to simplify fork or total length (whereby a corresponding fork length could be 

estimated from what is currently known about total fish size estimates or vice versa) would help fisherman be 
more responsible in abiding by regulations. 
 

What is the likely duration of these benefits - short term or long-lasting? Explain. 
• Long term. 

 
4. Indirect Costs (Outcomes) 

What potential negative environmental impacts might this action have?  
• This RMA has no identifiable benefit for improving coral reefs condition or management in the SEFCRI region. 

 
What potential negative social/economic impacts might this action have? 
• Fishermen need to identify the species in their catch.  This RMA will discourage this learning. 

 
What is the likely duration of these negative impacts - short term or long-lasting? Explain.  
• - 

 
5. Risk 

What is the threat of adverse environmental, social, or economic effects arising from not implementing this 
action? 
• This RMA is a distraction from much more meaningful and beneficial actions. 

http://surveygizmolibrary.s3.amazonaws.com/library/18507/SEFCRICoralReefManagementGoalsandObjectivesReferenceGuide.pdf


 
 

6. Relevant Supporting Data 
What existing science supports this recommendation? (Provide citations)  
• Serial overfishing.  The most vulnerable species in a grouping will be most likely to be overfished. 

 
7. Information Gaps 

What uncertainties or information gaps still exist?  
• - 

 
WHEN? 
8. Anticipated Timeframe for Implementation 

How long will this recommendation take to implement?  
• 1 year. 
• Where possible, FWC already has similar size limits for similar species.  For most species this is not possible or 

practical because of greatly different biology among similar looking species.   
 

9. Linkage to Other Proposed Management Actions 
Is this activity linked to other proposed management recommendations? 
• - 

 
If so, which ones, and how are they linked? (e.g., is this activity a necessary step for other management actions to 
be completed?) 
• - 

 
Does this activity conflict with other existing or proposed management actions?  
• - 

 
WHO? 
10. Lead Agency or Organization for Implementation 

What agency or organization currently has/would have authority? Refer to the Agencies and Actions Reference 
Guide. 
• FWC Commission. 

 
11. Other Agencies or Organizations 

Are there any other agencies or organizations that may also support implementation? Explain.  
• South Atlantic Fishery Management Council for federal waters. 

 
12. Key Stakeholders 

Identify those stakeholders most greatly impacted by this management action, including those from whom you 
might expect a high level of support or opposition. Explain. 
• As to fish size measurements. Local fishing stakeholders and Captain's say that most people have made sense 

out of the complicated method of measuring fish simply by materials available in all dive and tackle shops. These 
individuals also agree that we should use one standard (as opposed to fork or to other parts of different fish). 
The example of using the lateral line, meaning measure from the mouth to the fork for all fish would be an 
improvement. 
 

HOW? 
13. Feasibility 

Is there appropriate political will to support this? Explain. 
• This approach was tried in 1987 by Florida for grouper standard size limits of 18” assuming that fishers could not 

identify different species.   It did not work because each species need different size limits to be effective.  For 

http://surveygizmolibrary.s3.amazonaws.com/library/18507/AgenciesandActionsReferenceGuide.pdf
http://surveygizmolibrary.s3.amazonaws.com/library/18507/AgenciesandActionsReferenceGuide.pdf


 
example, a minimum size limit for red grouper is grossly too small to be effective for gag.   

• Instead of focusing on S-98 to standardize size measurements and simplify regulations, encourage fisher 
compliance.  
 

What are the potential technical challenges to implementing this action? Has it been done elsewhere? 
• - 

 
14. Legislative Considerations 

Does the recommendation conflict with or actively support existing local, state, or federal laws or regulations? 
Explain. 
• - 

 
15. Permitting Requirements 

Will any permits be required to implement this action? Explain.  
• - 

 
16. Estimated Direct Costs 

Approximately how much will this action likely cost? (Consider one-time direct costs, annual costs, and staff time, 
including enforcement.) 
• - 

 
Will costs associated with this activity be one-time or recurring? 
• - 

 
If recurring, approximately how long will staff time and annual costs be necessary to implement the management 
action? 
• - 

 
17. Enforcement 

Does this require enforcement effort?  
• - 

 
Provide an explanation if available. 
• - 

 
18. Potential Funding Sources 

Identify potential funding organizations/grant opportunities, etc.  
• - 

 
19. Measurable Outcomes/Success Criteria/Milestones 

How will the success of this recommendation be measured? How will you know when the intended result is 
achieved? 
• - 

 
SEFCRI/TAC Targeted Questions: 
 
1. TAC - Is the recommendation likely to achieve the intended result? Explain. 

Tier 1 – #2 (Intended Result - Output/Outcome) 
• The recommendation is not likely to achieve the intended result. Fishing regulations in Florida are complicated 

because of the high fish species diversity we enjoy here. In order to provide adequate management, there are 
many regulations that fishers are responsible for being aware of. Simplifying regulations to suit fishers is likely to 



 
result in insufficient management of important fish species. 
 

2. TAC - Is the recommendation sufficient to address the identified issue or problem? Explain. 
Tier 1 – #4 (Justification) 
• The recommendation overlooks the actual problem that some fishers are unwilling to learn and follow fisheries 

regulations. 
 

3. TAC - Is the recommendation technically achievable from a science or management perspective? Explain. 
Tier 2 – #8 (Anticipated Timeframe for Implementation) and Tier 2 - #13 (Feasibility) 
• The recommendation could be achieved. 
• It is not recommended that this goes forward. Simplifying fishing regulations should be based on science not 

simplicity. 
 

4. SEFCRI Team, PPT & Other Advisors - Has this been done (by SEFCRI, other agencies or organizations in the SEFCRI 
region)? Explain. 
Tier 2 – #2 (Current Status) 
• The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission has heard this criticism from fishers for many years. “You 

have to be a lawyer to go fishing now…”. The reality is that fisheries management is complicated in Florida and 
efforts to simplify the regulations will not provide adequate management to protect fish from over harvest. That 
is why the FWC has not followed this recommendation previously. 
 

5. SEFCRI Team, PPT & Other Advisors - Is this recommendation a research or monitoring project? 
(Recommendations should be turn-dirt management actions, not the step you take before a management action). 
Explain. 
• The recommendation is a change in management, not research or monitoring. 

 
6. SEFCRI Team, PPT & Other Advisors - If either of the following applies to this management action, provide 

feedback on which information submitted by the Community Working Groups may be more appropriate, or if 
entries should be merged. Explain. 

a. There are different viewpoints for an individual management action (i.e. two working group members 
provided separate information, as indicated by a ‘//’ marking between them). 

b. Information submitted for this and other draft management actions is sufficiently similar that they might 
be considered the same. 

• - 
 
7. SEFCRI Team, PPT & Other Advisors - Non-agency Question: Is the recommendation technically achievable from 

your stakeholder perspective? If not, do you have suggestions that would allow this to become technically 
achievable from your stakeholder perspective? Explain. 
Tier 1 - #5 (Potential Pros), Tier 1 - #6 (Potential Cons), Tier 2 - #3 (Intended Benefits), Tier 2 - #4 (Indirect Costs) 
and Tier 2 - #12 (Key Stakeholders) 
• - 

 
8. SEFCRI Team, PPT & Other Advisors - Agency Question: Is the recommendation technically achievable from a 

management perspective? If not, do you have suggestions that would allow this to become technically achievable 
from your agency's management perspective? Explain.  
Tier 2 – #10 (Lead Agency or Organization for Implementation) and Tier 2 - #11 (Other Agencies or Organizations) 
• Fisheries resources must be managed to balance access to fisheries resources with prevention of over 

exploitation. This is done best when management actions are based on science with consideration for fishers 
and other reef resource users. 

• The problem is when user groups do not buy into the "Science" that is used. See the reverse extrapolation on 
the Red Snapper population as to why recreational anglers are up in arms. We can only justify data when it is 
truly gathered data, not hypothetical "data" based on model. 



 
• FWC would need more specific information to support this. 
• FWC General Comments: This could benefit compliance and enforcement of rules, but would need to be looked 

at on a case-by-case basis to ensure that the effect of the regulations are not compromised. A Joint Council 
Committee on South Florida (SAFMC, GMFMC, FWC) is currently exploring methods to streamline management 
of south Florida-centric species. 

 
Comments from the Reviewers: 
 

• Species diversity is high in many fisheries occurring in Florida. In order to have science based management 
actions, regulations will be complex as well. 

• Simplifying regulations for convenience may result in inadequate management of some species. 
• While simplification may seem to be perceived as beneficial (Who likes complications?), the end result can be 

detrimental. We already have NOAA & FWC officers, as well as local LEOs, who cannot distinguish between 
common grouper species. This is not to disparage the LEOs, but "dummying down" the regulations is not the 
answer. 

• This recommendation may result in adverse effects for species currently under management, which is counter to 
strategic goals and objectives of management agencies. 

• We do not recommend this MA. We recommend that science-based management be used as the guiding 
principle not the goal of simplicity. See S-83 for further recommendations on sustaining and enhancing fish 
populations in the SEFCRI region. 

• (Tier 2, Q#3 – Intended Benefits) Intended benefits appear to be focused on the convenience of resource users, 
not the science-based management of fisheries resources. 

• (Tier 2, Q#4 – Indirect costs) The recommendation may become an impediment to science-based fisheries 
management. 

• (Tier 2, Q#5 – Risk): Adverse environmental social and economic effects from poor management actions. 
• (Tier 2, Q#10 – Lead Agency or Organization for Implementation) DM: Worth consideration. 

o FWC, SAFMC 
 
Questions from the Reviewers: 
 

Questions/Information Needs Highlighted by the Reviewers Addressed 
by CWG: 

Not Addressed by CWG 
Because: 

1.  
☐ 

☐ This does not apply. 
☐ Need help addressing it. 

2.  
☐ 

☐ This does not apply. 
☐ Need help addressing it. 

3.  
☐ 

☐ This does not apply. 
☐ Need help addressing it. 

4.  
☐ 

☐ This does not apply. 
☐ Need help addressing it. 

5.  
☐ 

☐ This does not apply. 
☐ Need help addressing it. 

6.  
☐ 

☐ This does not apply. 
☐ Need help addressing it. 

7.  
☐ 

☐ This does not apply. 
☐ Need help addressing it. 

 
 
Questions from the CWGs back to the Reviewers: 
 



 
• RECOMMENDATION: The focus of this recommendation was not intended to change the size limits to 

accommodate fishers or interfere with science based management but to simply decide which measurement 
made the regulations easier to deal with.  Example: fork length vs pinched tail overall length.  Make the 
regulations all centerline measurement.  Many times folks catching fish try to get away with saying they thought 
the size was overall.  If a species is fork length, based on science determine what that species would be overall 
and change the regulations to overall and vice versa.  That was the intent of the RMA.  If there are species that 
are close in size within an inch increase the size an inch for the benefit of simplifying the regulations.    

 
 


	CWG Review 1: Spring 2015
	Tier 1 Information:
	Marine Planer Information:
	Tier 2 Information:
	WHY?
	WHEN?
	WHO?
	HOW?

	SEFCRI/TAC Targeted Questions:
	Comments from the Reviewers:
	Questions from the Reviewers:
	Questions from the CWGs back to the Reviewers:


