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Presentation Overview

Part 1

Using habitat information to inform
fisheries management decisions

Part 2

Promoting sustainable fisheries
through habitat conservation
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Traditional Fisheries Management Framework
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Fisheries Management i1s Changing

Modeling Quantitative Value of Salt marshes as nurseries for nekton: testing
Habitats for Marine and Estuarine hypotheses on density, growth and survival
Populations through meta-analysis
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Single species,
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+ habitat availability

+ water quality, spatial
planning

Figure inspired by Dolan et al. 2016



Stakeholder Feedback

= Concerns about their local fishing
experience

o Related to environmental issues
= |Increased fishing effort

= Stakeholder interests
= Smaller management regions
= Additional management metrics
= Greater transparency
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Holistic Fisheries Management

= EXxplicitly include regional differences in ecological and anthropogenic
factors into management process

= Greater flexibility for addressing smaller
scale regional issues

* Management metrics evaluated annually
= Stock assessment
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Habitat Metric: Saltmarsh and Mangroves
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Annual Review of Metrics

2023 Annual Review of HABITAT TRENDS
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Spatial Variability

* Mapping data is variable across
the state

= Mapping challenges
= Limited resources
= Variable methodologies
= Coverage inconsistencies

Thank you partners for your
habitat mapping efforts!
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Habitat Conservation
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Research Informing Habitat Conservation
Mangrove Ponds
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The Conservation Challenge

How can we conserve
critical fish habitat in
a growing world?

Fish emigrate over
marsh to open estuary
during flood events
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Collaborating with Key Partners

Phase 1: A Co-Produced Plan

Final Version

u Planned Research Needs and AppllCathn Knowledge Co-Production for Place-Based

Recreational Fishery Conservation in

. Charlotte Harbor, Florida:
= Recommendations

A Research and Application Plan

= Additional fish habitat research
= Habitat and stormwater modeling
= Conservation decision support tools
s Public outreach for residents
Phase 2: Implementation (NOAA funded)

= Develop urban planning recommendations

= Promote economic resilience through
== environmental stability

August 17, 2022
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Key Take-home Messages

= Continue mapping habitat!

= Coastal habitat mapping data is critical for
fisheries management decisions.

= We need to continue to find new and
Innovative ways to protect and restore
coastal marsh and mangrove habitat.

Top photo courtesy: FWC
Bottom photo courtesy: Kody Glass



Questions
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