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CHAPTER 1.  INTRODUCTION  
 

1.1 Background 

 

The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council (Council) has begun to provide more 

flexibility in managing various components of the reef fish recreational sector.  In 2014, the 

Council approved Amendment 40 to the Fishery Management Plan for Reef Fish Resources of 

the Gulf of Mexico (Reef Fish FMP) (GMFMC 2014a) which established separate private 

angling and federal for-hire components of the red snapper recreational sector in the Gulf of 

Mexico (Gulf), allocated the red snapper recreational annual catch limit (ACL) between these 

two components, and implemented separate closure provisions for each component.  The federal 

for-hire component includes all for-hire operators with a valid or renewable Gulf 

charter/headboat permit for reef fish (reef fish for-hire permit).  The private angling component 

includes all other for-hire operators and private recreational anglers.  The decrease over time in 

the proportion of the red snapper recreational ACL harvested by anglers fishing from federal for-

hire vessels and differences in regulatory environments faced by federal for-hire operators and 

private anglers - including changes in state regulations relative to red snapper - contributed to the 

Councilôs decision to restructure the red snapper recreational sector as discussed in Amendment 

40 (GMFMC 2014a).  Recreational fishing for other reef fish species has not been as restricted as 

red snapper, but fishing has closed for several species in federal waters in recent years for some 

of the same reasons.  Also, some state fishing seasons have differed from federal fishing seasons.  

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

recreational sector.  

 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) issues the same for-hire permit to charter vessels 

and headboats.  Some federally permitted for-hire vessels have historically been selected to 

participate in the Southeast Region Headboat Survey (SRHS), and as a result, these participating 

vessels have recorded landings histories.  The vessels in the SRHS were selected based on 

factors including passenger capacity and business operation.  These vessels are required to 

submit landings data on a weekly basis.  Over the years, a few vessels have been added or 

removed from the SRHS; however, vessel participation is relatively stable.  The Council selected 

December 31, 2015, as a control date for an allocation-based program for Gulf reef fish 

headboats that participate in the SRHS (Amendment 42).  Vessels that begin participating in the 

SRHS after the control date may not be able to participate in the program proposed in 

Amendment 42.  As of December 31, 2015, there were 66 vessels with a for-hire permit in the 

Gulf that participate in the SRHS and have associated landings histories.  The remaining vessels 

with a federal for-hire permit do not participate in the SRHS and instead, have their landings 

estimated through the Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP).  The MRIP For-Hire 

Survey includes a voluntary dockside intercept survey and a monthly phone survey sampling 

approximately 10% of federally permitted charter vessels.   

 

Recognizing that some federally permitted for-hire vessels have landings histories and some do 

not, the Council expressed interest in further reorganizing the federal for-hire component and 

initiated development of separate amendments to evaluate flexible management approaches that 

could be tailored to vessels based on the presence or absence of recorded landings histories.  This 
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is due to the fact that different management approaches may be possible for vessels with 

landings histories recorded through the SRHS compared with those who do not have these 

recorded landings histories.   

 

Management approaches for federally permitted vessels participating in the SRHS with 

associated landings histories, referred to here as headboats, are being evaluated in Reef Fish 

Amendment 42.  Federally permitted for-hire vessels that do not participate in the SRHS, and 

thus do not have recorded landings histories, are referred to here as charter vessels.  Amendment 

41 evaluates allocation-based management approaches for charter vessels.  The distinction 

between charter vessels and headboats established for the purpose of this amendment is different 

than the definition of a charter vessel and headboat in the federal regulations at 50 C.F.R. § 622.2 

(Appendix D).  The management measures developed in this amendment would apply to vessels 

that meet the definition of a ñheadboatò as defined in 50 C.F.R. § 622.2 but are not eligible for 

the program being developed in Amendment 42.  
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The Council established an Ad Hoc Red Snapper Charter For-hire Advisory Panel (Charter AP) 

to provide recommendations toward the design and implementation of flexible measures for the 

management of red snapper for charter vessels.  The Charter AP met in May 2015 and in March 

2016.  The summary reports from the meetings, including the APôs recommendations to the 

Council, are provided in Appendix E.  In addition to the Charter AP, the Council created a 

corresponding Headboat AP charged with making recommendations for the management of reef 

fish for the headboat sub-component that is being developed in Amendment 42. 

 

Sub-Components of the Recreational Sector 

 

A distinct federal charter quota is necessary for the establishment of management measures 

specific to charter vessels.  Amendment 41 is the current vehicle the Council is using to develop 

In this amendment: 

Charter vessels refer to all federally permitted for-hire vessels that do not participate in the 

Southeast Region Headboat Survey and thus do not have recorded landings histories.  
 

Headboats refer to all federally permitted for-hire vessels that participate in the Southeast 

Region Headboat Survey and thus have recorded landings histories. 
 

Definitions: 

Gulf Charter/Headboat Permit for Reef Fish, referred to as a for -hire permit , is the 

limited access, federal for-hire permit required to take paying passengers fishing for reef fish 

in federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico.     

 

Recreational Sector Annual Catch Limit (ACL ) ï pounds of fish allowed to be landed by 

recreational fishers (consisting of the private angling component and the federal for-hire 

fishing component, which includes charter vessels, and headboats). 
 

For-hire Quota ï pounds of fish allowed to be landed by for-hire vessels (charter vessels and 

headboats). 
 

Charter Quota ï pounds of fish allowed to be landed by charter vessels under the program 

developed in this amendment.  

 

Recreational Components ï the recreational sector is comprised of for-hire and private 

angler components.  

 

Recreational Sub-components ï the for-hire component has two sub-components, charter 

vessels and headboats.  

 

 



 
Amendment 41:  Allocation-Based  4 Chapter 1.  Introduction 

Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels 

a management strategy for charter vessels harvesting reef fish.  In addition, an action would be 

needed to determine the distribution of the recreational quota between the charter and headboat 

sub-components, if the Council continues to pursue separate management approaches for the 

sub-components.  This action could be in either Amendment 41 or Amendment 42. 

 

For red snapper, Amendment 40 included a 3-year sunset clause (GMFMC 2014a), meaning the 

management of the separate recreational components (for-hire and private angling) would expire 

on December 31, 2017, without further action by the Council for red snapper.  Amendment 45 

(GMFMC 2016) was implemented in January 2017 and extended the sunset an additional five 

years through December 31, 2022.  If the Council implements an allocation-based recreational 

management program for red snapper and/or additional species, then an action in this amendment 

would establish species quotas for the charter management program.   

 

For example, Figure 1.1.1 hypothetically demonstrates the division of the for-hire quota among 

charter vessels calculated from the red snapper recreational ACL.  The 2016 recreational sector 

ACL for red snapper was 7.192 million pounds (mp) whole weight (ww).  The federal for-hire 

component quota is 42.3% of the recreational quota, resulting in 3.042 mp ww.  The other 57.7% 

of the recreational sector ACL for red snapper goes to private anglers.  If the Council pursues 

separate management programs for the headboats and charter vessels, then the 3.042 mp ww for-

hire quota would need to be divided between the two sub-components.  For the purpose of this 

example only, an annual catch target (ACT, a buffer to the ACL) is not used, and the for-hire 

quota is based on headboats representing 28.4% of the for-hire componentôs harvest of red 

snapper.  Thus, this hypothetical allocation of the for-hire quota is divided 71.6% for charter 

vessels and 28.4% for headboats.  This division would result in a 2016 red snapper charter vessel 

quota of 2.178 mp.  Similar calculations and distributions would be necessary for any additional 

species included in the charter and headboat management programs (Action 4, Allocation of 

Annual Catch Limit to Charter Vessels).  

 

 
Figure 1.1.1.  Diagram hypothetically demonstrating the division of the charter quota calculated 

for the red snapper for-hire quota between the headboat and charter vessels.  

 

 

 

 

2016 
Recreational  

Sector ACL 
7.192 mp 

For-hire  
Component ACL  
(For-hire Quota) 

3.042 mp 

42.3% 

Charter  
Quota 

2.178 mp 

Headboat 
Quota 

0.864 mp 

Allocation has yet to be determined by the  
Council; hypothetical example, only. 28.4% 71.6% 



 
Amendment 41:  Allocation-Based  5 Chapter 1.  Introduction 

Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels 

Charter Vessels with Gulf Charter/Headboat Permits for Reef Fish (for-hire permits) 

 

Charter vessels with for-hire permits are distributed throughout the Gulf with a concentration of 

vessels along the Florida west coast.  Based on the homeport listed on the permit application, 

approximately 58% of the for-hire permits are in west Florida, 11% in Alabama, 3% in 

Mississippi, 10% in Louisiana, and 17% in Texas (Table 1.1.1).  Permits with a listed homeport 

on the east coast of Florida could be used for fishing along the east or west coast of Florida or are 

not currently being used.  The number of permitted vessels actively engaged in reef fish charter 

fishing and the number of currently unused for-hire permits is unknown because there are no 

reporting requirements to maintain or renew the permit.   

 

On October 24, 2016, there were 1,247 charter vessels and 65 headboats possessing valid or 

renewable for-hire permits.  These 1,247 charter vessels possessing for-hire permits would 

constitute the universe of eligible program participants, as recommended by the Charter AP.  As 

of October 24, 2016, 32 of these permits were valid or renewable historical captain for-hire 

permits.  Historical captain permits are renewable, but may not be transferred to another person; 

a historical captain may transfer the permit to another vessel if operated by the same historical 

captain.  Table 1.1.1 provides the regional distribution of charter vessels including the number of 

historical captain permits.  The number of permits is provided for three regions of Florida, 

divided at the Dixie-Levy county line, and the Collier-Monroe County line, reflecting the 

geographical domains used in the MRIP For-hire Survey.  These regions and respective counties 

are identified in Figure 1.1.2.  In the MRIP For-hire Survey, Alabama, Mississippi, and 

Louisiana represent separate geographical domains; Texas does not participate in the MRIP For-

hire Survey.  If historical landings by region are used to distribute the charter quota among 

charter vessels (Action 6, Distributing the Charter Quota), some states could be combined into a 

single region.     

 

For-hire permits can be held by an individual, business, or multiple individuals and/or 

businesses.  The combined set of entities is considered a unique permit holder.  An individual or 

business may be part of more than one unique permit holder (e.g., John Smith is part of John and 

Jane Smith as well as John Smith).  A unique permit holder may hold more than one for-hire 

permit (e.g., ABC Inc holds a permit RR-1 for Vessel A and RR-2 for Vessel B).  Multiple 

federal for-hire permits are not allowed on the same vessel.  Therefore, if a unique permit holder 

holds more than one for-hire permit, these permits are associated with different vessels.  The 

majority of unique for-hire permit holders hold only one permit (Table 1.1.4), but some unique 

permit holders hold in excess of four for-hire permits.  The unique permit holders that have more 

than one permit, hold a total of 185 permits (15% of all for-hire permits). 
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Table 1.1.1.  Regional distribution of charter vessels with for-hire permits, and historical captain 

permits, by homeport state.  Vessels participating in the SRHS are not included.  

State (Region) 

Number of 

Charter 

Vessels 

Number of Charter 

Vessels with Historical 

Captain permit 

Total 

Florida     

Panhandle (Escambia - Dixie) 290 9 299 

Peninsula (Levy - Collier) 335 7 342 

Keys (Monroe) 82 0 82 

Alabama 128 4 132 

Mississippi 30 2 32 

Louisiana 113 6 119 

Texas 215 4 219 

Non-Gulf States 22 0 22 

Total 1,215 32 1,247 

Source:  NMFS-Southeast Regional Office (SERO) permit office database accessed October 5, 2016.  Non-Gulf 

states include Florida counties of Palm Beach, Broward, Miami-Dade, Alachua, and Putnam.  Historical captain 

permits may be renewed but are only transferable to another vessel if operated by the same historical captain.   

 

 

 
Figure 1.1.2.  Map of west Florida county regions used in the MRIP for-hire survey. 
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Allocation-based Management and Limited Access Privilege Programs (LAPPs) 
 

Management measures considered in this draft amendment focus on allocation-based 

management approaches, including recommendations made by the Charter AP.  Traditional 

management instruments, such as adjustments to bag limits and the structure of the fishing 

season, are currently in place.  Retaining use of these management tools is provided as the No 

Action alternative in Action 1 (Type of allocation-based management program).  Should the 

Council decide to continue to manage charter vessels using these management measures, 

changes could be made through the Councilôs framework procedures.  The remaining 

alternatives in Action 1 propose allocation-based management programs including individual 

fishing quota (IFQ) and permit fishing quota (PFQ) programs.  

 

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) 

provides the Council with flexibility in the type and design of limited access privilege programs 

(LAPP) and guidelines for the different types of programs.  The most recent reauthorization of 

the Magnuson-Stevens Act expanded the flexibility in the design of such programs, specifically 

pertaining to the recipients of the limited access privileges, which may be distributed to 

individual entities or groups (Anderson and Holliday 2007, see pages 21, 38).  

 

Under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the term ólimited access systemô means ña system that limits 

participation in a fishery to those satisfying certain eligibility criteria or requirements contained 

in a fishery management plan or associated regulation.ò 16 U.S.C. Ä 1802(27).  Federally 

permitted for-hire vessels in the Gulf are already managed under a limited access system in 

which there are a finite number of valid and renewable for-hire permits.  In contrast, the private 

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

  

Under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the term ólimited access privilege programô means ña 

federal permit, issued as part of a limited access system under section 303A to harvest a quantity 

of fish expressed by a unit or units representing a portion of the total allowable catch of the 

fishery that may be received or held for exclusive use by a person,ò and includes IFQs.  16 

U.S.C. § 1802(26).  In designing a LAPP, the Council is advised to use the National Standards, 

other applicable law, and the management objectives of the particular fishery management plan 

as the criteria in the selection of a LAPP (Anderson and Holliday 2007).  Further, the goals and 

objectives for the management of charter vessels should guide the selection of an appropriate 

management approach and corresponding program features. 

 

Although not all allocation-based management approaches would be considered LAPPs under 

section 303A of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, both of the proposed programs under consideration 

in this amendment would be considered LAPPs, and more specifically IFQ programs.  As such, 

should this amendment be approved, an initial detailed review would be conducted five years 

after implementation of the program (Magnuson-Stevens Act 303A(c)(1)(G)), with follow up 

reviews every five to seven years.  Also, as mandated by the Magnuson-Stevens Act, an IFQ 

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

eligible permit holders.  The Magnuson-Stevens Act defines óindividual fishing quotaô as ña 

Federal permit under a limited access system to harvest a quantity of fish, expressed by a unit or 

units representing a percentage of the total allowable catch of a fishery that may be received or 
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held for exclusive use by a person.ò  Specifically, Section 303A(c)(6)(D) states in part that the 

Gulf Council ñmay not submit é a fishery management plan or amendment that creates an 

individual fishing quota program é unless such as system, as ultimately developed, has been 

approved é by a majority of those voting in the referendum among eligible permit holders é 

For multi-species permits in the Gulf of Mexico, only those participants who have substantially 

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

eligible to vote in such a referendum.ò   

 

Non-adaptive versus Adaptive Catch Share Programs 

 

Catch shares are a type of management method that dedicates a proportion of the quota to 

individual fishermen, businesses, cooperatives, or fishing communities for their exclusive use 

while providing flexibility and accountability in managing a fishery.  Non-adaptive catch share 

programs allocate initial shares one time, often based, at least in part, on historical catches.  In a 

non-adaptive catch share program with full share transferability, shares are redistributed through 

share transfers initiated by the participants themselves, typically for monetary compensation.  

While shares are a revocable privilege, shares are usually revoked only for egregious violations 

of regulations.  Common critiques of non-adaptive catch shares focus on initial distribution of 

shares, one-time only distribution of shares, cost of shares and allocation, difficulty for new or 

replacement entrants to join the programs, and absentee ownership of shares and/or allocation.  A 

program that uses adaptive management (adaptive catch share) could address some of these 

concerns.  An adaptive catch share program is designed to reclaim and redistribute a portion of 

the shares at pre-determined periods, centered on three main components: cycle length, 

reclamation process, and redistribution process.  Initial shares are distributed based on criteria 

chosen for the program.  Once the program is implemented, within any cycle the program 

functions similar to a non-adaptive catch share.  It is at the end of the cycle, where an adaptive 

catch share program differs from a non-adaptive program.  Once a cycle is completed, based on 

criteria set forth by management, a portion of shares are reclaimed from all accounts and then 

redistributed to participants.  The goal of an adaptive catch share program is to continuously 

redistribute shares to those participants who have harvested fish.  Depending on how the 

adaptive catch share program is designed, it may be an appropriate choice if one or more of the 

following conditions are met: 

¶ Prior landings history is unknown 

¶ Initial share distribution may not be representative of the fishery 

¶ Number of latent permits is unknown 

¶ Absentee ownership is a concern 

¶ A need exists to reduce barriers to new/replacement fishermen 

 

The structure of the adaptive catch share program would progressively redistribute shares so that 

the shareholders are more representative of the current fishing industry than the initial 

distribution might be.  This is intended to help ensure that shares are held by those active in the 

fishery. 
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Passenger Capacity 

 

Each charter vessel has a permit passenger capacity associated with its for-hire permit, and a 

vessel passenger capacity based on the vesselôs United States Coast Guard certificate of 

inspection (COI), or lack thereof.  Prior to the 2004 moratorium on for-hire permits (GMFMC 

2003), a permitôs passenger capacity was equal to the passenger capacity specified on the 

vesselôs COI, and a copy of the COI was required to renew or obtain the permit.  The 

moratorium was put in place to limit overall fishing effort by for-hire vessels fishing in federal 

waters.  Since the for-hire permit moratorium was implemented, the passenger capacity of each 

permit may not be increased even if a permit holder transfers the permit to a vessel with a COI 

that allows a greater passenger capacity.  Effective August 30, 2013,1 a copy of the COI is no 

longer required to renew or transfer a for-hire permit.  

 

In most cases, the permit and vessel passenger capacities are the same; the majority of charter 

vessels do not have a COI, which limits the number of paying passengers to six (Table 1.1.2 and 

1.1.3).  However, there are cases where the permitôs passenger capacity is greater than the 

vesselôs passenger capacity, and vice versa.  As of October 24, 2016, 108 charter vessels have a 

permit passenger capacity that is greater than the vesselôs passenger capacity.  The operators of 

these vessels would not currently be carrying the maximum amount of passengers allowed by 

their permit, as they are restricted by their vesselôs COI (or lack thereof).  Most of these vessels 

do not have a COI, and are able to take no more than 6 paying passengers, even though their 

permit would allow a greater number of passengers.  In turn, there are 17 charter vessels with a 

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

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

fishing.  However, these vessels may take paying passengers on separate non-fishing trips, such 

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

 

In general, charter vessels charge by the trip rather than by the individual angler as is typical of 

headboats.  Although there are some charter vessels with passenger capacities (lesser of the 

permit or vessel passenger capacity) greater than some headboats, the average passenger capacity 

of charter vessels is generally less than headboats.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 Final Rule available at: 

http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/gulf_fisheries/2013/coi/documents/gulf_2013_coi_framework_final_

rule.pdf 

http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/gulf_fisheries/2013/coi/documents/gulf_2013_coi_framework_final_rule.pdf
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/gulf_fisheries/2013/coi/documents/gulf_2013_coi_framework_final_rule.pdf
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Table 1.1.2.  Permit passenger capacity of charter vessels with Gulf Charter/Headboat Permits 

for Reef Fish, and Historical Captain permits. 

Passenger 

Capacity 

Number of Charter 

Vessels   

Number of Charter 

Vessels with Historical 

Captain permit 

6 1,042 23 

9-15 19 1 

16-19 25 0 

20-24 51 1 

25-30 20 1 

31-40 15 3 

41-50 21 0 

51-80 11 2 

>80 11 1 

Total 1,215 32 
Source:  NMFS-SERO permit office database accessed March 3, 2016.  Vessels participating in the SRHS are not 

included. 

 

 

Table 1.1.3.  Number of vessels in each state or region with the permitôs passenger capacity 

including historical captain permits.   

Passenger 

Capacity 

FL 

Keys 

FL 

Peninsula 

FL 

Panhandle 
AL  MS LA  TX 

Non-Gulf 

State 
Total 

6 78 319 212 102 26 114 196 18 1,065 

9-15  2 15   1 2  20 

16-19  2 19 1  1 1 1 25 

20-24  7 26 15 2  2  52 

25-30  2 12 3 1 1 2  21 

31-40 1 1 4 6 3 1 1 1 18 

41-50 1 3 6 3   8  21 

51-80 1 2 3 2  1 4  13 

>80 1 4 2    3 2 12 

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

Source:  NMFS-SERO permit office database accessed March 3, 2016.  Vessels participating in the SRHS are not 

included.   

 

Passenger capacity is included among the proposed metrics for distributing the charter quota 

among participants (Action 6).  Depending on the allocation-based management program 

selected (Action 1) and corresponding transferability provisions (Actions 8 and 10), implications 

may arise from the use of the permit or vesselôs passenger capacity for those operators who have 

a for-hire permit with a baseline permit passenger capacity that is different than the passenger 

capacity provided by the vesselôs COI.  For the purpose of distributing the charter quota 
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among charter vessels for an IFQ or PFQ program, passenger capacity would be based on 

the permitôs passenger capacity. 

 

1.2 Purpose and Need 

 

The purpose is to establish a management approach for federally permitted Gulf reef fish charter 

vessels to harvest reef fish that provides flexibility, reduces management uncertainty, improves 

economic conditions, and increases fishing opportunities for federal charter vessels and their 

angler passengers. 

 

The need is to provide flexible management  of federally permitted charter vessels when 

harvesting reef fish; to prevent overfishing while achieving, on a continuing basis, the optimum 

yield from the harvest of reef fish by the for-hire sector2; take into account and allow for 

variations among, and contingencies in the fisheries, fishery resources, and catches; and provide 

for the sustained participation of the fishing communities of the Gulf and to the extent 

practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts on such communities.   

 

1.3 History of Management  

 

The Reef Fish FMP (with its associated Environmental Impact Statement [EIS]) was 

implemented in November 1984.  The original list of species included in the management unit 

consisted of snappers, groupers, and sea basses.  Gray triggerfish and Seriola species, including 

greater amberjack, were in a second list of species included in the fishery, but not in the 

management unit.   

 

This summary focuses on management actions pertinent to recreational harvest of the reef fish 

species considered for this management program (red snapper, greater amberjack, gray 

triggerfish, gag, and red grouper) and the management of vessels with a for-hire permit3.   

 

Management of the Recreational Sector  
 

Since 1996, when Amendment 11 was implemented, for-hire vessels fishing in federal waters 

are required to have a federal for-hire permit.  The initial purpose of the permits was to address 

potential abuses in the bag limit allowances.  It was thought that having a permit to which 

sanctions could be applied would improve compliance.  In addition, the permit requirement was 

seen as a way to enhance monitoring of the for-hire component of the recreational sector.   

 

In 2003, a 3-year moratorium on the issuance of new for-hire permits was established through 

Amendment 20 (GMFMC 2003), to limit further expansion in the for-hire fisheries, an industry 

concern, while the Council considered the need for more comprehensive effort management 

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

http://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/sfa/laws_policies/national_standards/  
3 A complete history of management for the Reef Fish FMP is available on the Councilôs website:  

http://gulfcouncil.org/fishery-management/implemented-plans/reef-fish/  

 

http://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/sfa/laws_policies/national_standards/
http://gulfcouncil.org/fishery-management/implemented-plans/reef-fish/


 
Amendment 41:  Allocation-Based  12 Chapter 1.  Introduction 

Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels 

systems.  This means that participation in the federal for-hire component is capped; no additional 

federal permits are available.  The permit moratorium was extended indefinitely in 2006 through 

Amendment 25 (GMFMC 2006).  The number of for-hire permits has been decreasing since the 

establishment of the moratorium (GMFMC 2014a). 

 

Regulatory Amendment, implemented in August 1999, closed two areas (i.e., created two 

marine reserves), 115 and 104 square nautical miles respectively, year-round to all fishing under 

the jurisdiction of the Council with a four-year sunset clause. 

 

Amendment 30B (GMFMC 2008b) included an action requiring that vessels with federal 

commercial or for-hire permits comply with the more restrictive of federal or state regulations 

when fishing for reef fish, if regulations are different.  The implementation of this provision 

reduced the fishing days available to vessels with a for-hire permit in comparison to the private 

recreational anglers, who were able to participate in the additional fishing opportunities provided 

in some state waters.   

 

Generic Management Amendments 

 

Generic Sustainable Fisheries Act Amendment, partially approved and implemented in 

November 1999, set the Maximum Fishing Mortality Threshold (MFMT) for most reef fish 

stocks at a fishing mortality rate corresponding to 30% spawning potential ratio (F30% SPR). 

 

Generic Tortugas Marine Reserves, implemented in August 2002, amended all seven FMPs 

and created two marine reserves where all fishing is prohibited.  One 60 square mile reserve was 

created on a spawning aggregation site for mutton snapper in the Gulf Councilôs jurisdiction. The 

other (125 square miles) was created in the jurisdictions of the National Park Service, Florida 

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

 

Finally, an amendment to require electronic reporting by charter vessels and to modify electronic 

reporting by headboats was approved by the Council at their January 2017 meeting.  The purpose 

of the amendment is to improve the monitoring of for-hire vessel landings, thereby reducing the 

likelihood of exceeding the recreational sector ACL.  The amendment is currently under review 

by the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary). 

 

Recreational Red Snapper Management   
 

A summary of red snapper management through 2006 can be found in Amendment 27/14 

(GMFMC 2007) and in Hood et al. (2007), and is incorporated herein by reference.   

 

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

Gulf.  Although catch levels were controlled through minimum size limits and bag limits, the 

recreational sector exceeded its allocation of the red snapper total allowable catch; however, the 

overages were declining through more restrictive recreational management measures.  The 

Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 required the establishment of quotas for recreational and 

commercial fishing that, when reached, result in a prohibition on the retention of fish caught for 

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

recreational season when the quota is reached, as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  From 

1997 through 1999, NMFS implemented the recreational red snapper quota requirement through 

an in-season monitoring process by establishing a quota monitoring team that, through 

monitoring landings data that were available, plus projecting landings based on past landings 

patterns, projected closing dates a few weeks in advance.  Between 1996 and 2013, the 

recreational fishing season in federal waters decreased from 365 days to 42 days.4 

 

An interim rule, published on April 2, 2007, reduced the red snapper total allowable catch to 6.50 

mp, resulting in a recreational quota of 3.19 mp; reduced the red snapper recreational bag limit 

from four fish to two fish per person per day; prohibited the captain and crew of for-hire vessels 

from retaining the recreational bag limit; and established a target red snapper bycatch mortality 

reduction goal for the shrimp fishery that equates to 50% of the bycatch mortality that occurred 

during 2001-2003 and a level of shrimp effort equal to that observed in the fishery in 2005.   

 

In 2008, joint Amendment 27/Shrimp Amendment 14 (GMFMC 2007) revised the rebuilding 

plan for red snapper.  For the recreational sector, the rule implemented a June 1 through 

September 30 fishing season in conjunction with a 2.45 mp recreational quota, 16-inch total 

length (TL) minimum size limit, 2-fish bag limit, and zero bag limit for captain and crew of for-

hire vessels.     

 

The Sustainable Fisheries Act required that the Regional Administrator close the recreational red 

snapper season when the quota is projected to be met.  When Reef Fish Amendment 27/Shrimp 

Amendment 14 (GMFMC 2007) was submitted to NMFS, the Council requested that the five 

Gulf states adopt compatible regulations in state waters.  Florida adopted a compatible two-fish 

bag limit, but maintained its state red snapper fishing season of April 15 through October 31, 78 

days longer than the federal fishing season.  Texas also maintained its four-fish bag limit and 

year-round fishing season in its state waters.  Prior to the start of the 2008 season, NMFS 

recalculated its projections for recreational red snapper catches in light of the state regulations, 

and projected that there would be a 75% probability that the recreational quota would not be 

exceeded if the season closed on August 5.  As a result, NMFS took action to set the 2008 season 

to be June 1 to August 5.  

 

A February 2010 regulatory amendment (GMFMC 2010) increased the red snapper total 

allowable catch from 5.00 mp to 6.95 mp, which increased the recreational quota from 2.45 mp 

to 3.40 mp.  However, NMFS estimated that in 2009, the recreational sector overharvested its 

quota by approximately 75%.  In recalculating the number of days needed to fill the recreational 

quota, even with the quota increase, NMFS projected that the 2010 season would need to be 

shortened to June 1 through July 24, and published notice of those dates prior to the start of the 

recreational fishing season. 

 

In April 2010, the Deepwater Horizon MC252 deep-sea drilling rig exploded and sank off the 

coast of Louisiana.  Because of the resulting oil spill, approximately one-third of the Gulf was 

                                                 
4 Upon availability of a quota increase in 2013, the 28-day recreational season was supplemented by a 14-day fall 

season for a total of 42 days. 
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closed to fishing for much of the summer months.  The direct loss of fishing opportunities due to 

the closure, plus the reduction in tourism throughout the coastal Gulf, resulted in a much lower 

catch than had been projected.  After the recreational season closed on July 24, NMFS estimated 

that 2.30 mp of the 3.40 mp recreational quota remained unharvested (NMFS 2010).  However, 

due to the fixed October 1 to December 31 closed season, NMFS could not reopen the 

recreational season without an emergency rule to suspend the closure.  Consequently, the 

Council requested an emergency rule to provide the Regional Administrator with the authority to 

reopen the recreational red snapper season.  After considering various reopening scenarios, the 

Council requested that the season be reopened for eight consecutive weekends (Friday, Saturday 

and Sunday) from October 1 through November 21 (24 fishing days). 

 

In January 2011, the Council submitted a regulatory amendment (GMFMC 2011a) to NMFS to 

increase the red snapper total allowable catch to 7.19 mp, with a 3.52 mp recreational quota.  The 

final rule implemented the increase and established a 48-day recreational red snapper season that 

was June 1 through July 18.  

 

On August 12, 2011, NMFS published an emergency rule that, in part, increased the recreational 

red snapper quota by 345,000 lbs for the 2011 fishing year and provided the agency with the 

authority to reopen the recreational red snapper season later in the year, if the recreational quota 

had not been filled by the July 19 closing date.  However, in August of that year, based on 

headboat data plus charter boat and private recreational landings through June, NMFS calculated 

that 80% of the recreational quota had been caught.  With the addition of July landings data plus 

Texas survey data, NMFS estimated that 4.40 to 4.80 mp were caught, well above the 3.87 mp 

quota.  Thus, no unused quota was available to reopen the recreational fishing season. 

 

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

red snapper at 3.96 mp based on a recent population assessment which showed that overfishing 

had ended.  The regulatory amendment also eliminated the fixed recreational red snapper closed 

season of October 1 - December 31.  By eliminating the closure date, NMFS can re-open the 

recreational harvest for red snapper if any remaining quota is available, without the delay of 

additional rulemaking.  On May 30, 2012, NMFS published a final rule to increase the sector 

quotas and establish the 2012 recreational red snapper fishing season as June 1 through July 11.  

However, the north-central Gulf experienced extended severe weather during the first 26 days of 

the 2012 recreational red snapper fishing season, including Tropical Storm Debby.  Due to the 

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

 

On March 25, 2013, an emergency rule [78 FR 17882] was published in the Federal Register 

giving NMFS the authority to set separate closure dates for the recreational red snapper season in 

federal waters off individual Gulf states.  The closure dates would depend on whether state 

regulations were consistent with federal regulations for the recreational red snapper season 

length or bag limit.   

 

A March 2013 framework action5 (GMFMC 2013a) modified the 2013 recreational red 

snapper quota to 4.15 mp.  Based on the emergency rule to allow separate closure dates, NMFS 

                                                 
5 Prior to 2013, regulatory actions made under the Reef Fish framework procedure for setting total allowable catch, 
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announced that the recreational red snapper season in federal waters would open on June 1.  Off 

Mississippi and Alabama, which had consistent state regulations, the season would be 34 days 

and close on July 5.  The other Gulf States had inconsistent state regulations, and the fishing 

seasons in federal waters were announced as follows.  Off Texas, the season would be 17 days 

and close on June 18.  Off Louisiana, the season would be 24 days and close on June 25.  Off 

Florida, the season would be 26 days and close on June 27.   

 

Texas and Louisiana filed a legal challenge to the separate closure dates, and on May 31, 2013, 

the U.S. District Court in Brownsville, Texas, set aside the emergency rule.  As a result of this 

Court decision, the recreational red snapper season in federal waters was changed to make it the 

same in federal waters off all five Gulf states.  Considering the catches expected later in the year 

during the extended state-water seasons off Texas, Louisiana, and Florida, NMFS established a 

Gulf-wide federal recreational red snapper season at 28 days long, opening on June 1 and closing 

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

 

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

4.15 mp to 5.39 mp.  The quota increase was implemented by re-opening federal waters to red 

snapper recreational fishing for 14 days beginning on October 1, 2013, at 12:01 a.m. and closing 

on October 15, 2013, at 12:01 a.m.  Therefore, the total fishing days for 2013 was 42 days. 

 

On March 26, 2014, in response to a legal challenge from commercial fishermen, the U.S. 

District Court for the District of Columbia ruled that NMFS failed to require adequate 

accountability measures for the recreational sector, failed to prohibit the retention of fish after 

the recreational quota had been harvested, and failed to use the best scientific information 

available when determining whether there should be a 2013 fall fishing season.  In response to 

the Courtôs decision and to reduce the probability of the recreational sector exceeding its quota, 

the Council requested, through an emergency rule, that NMFS implement an ACT that is 20% 

less than the 2014 recreational quota; the ACT would be used to set the season length in federal 

waters.  The emergency rule, published on May 15, 2014 [79 FR 27768], resulted in a 

recreational ACT of 4.31 mp.  In addition, several Gulf states announced extended state-water 

fishing seasons.  Given the additional harvest estimated to come from state waters, a 9-day 

fishing season in federal waters was established for 2014.    

 

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

buffer to the recreational sector ACL.  The framework action also adopted a quota overage 

adjustment such that if the recreational quota is exceeded in a fishing season, the amount of the 

overage is deducted from the following yearôs quota (GMFMC 2014b).  The final rule became 

effective April 20, 2015. 

 

Amendment 40 (GMFMC 2014a) divided the recreational quota into a federal for-hire 

component quota (42.3%) and a private angling component quota (57.7%) for the recreational 

harvest of red snapper.  In 2015, this resulted in an ACT of 2.371 mp for the federally permitted 

for-hire component (45 federal fishing days) and 3.234 mp for the private angling component (10 

                                                 
or the generic framework procedure in the Generic Annual Catch Limits/Accountability Measures Amendment, 

were referred to as either framework actions or regulatory amendments.  Beginning in 2013, such actions were 

referred to only as framework actions. 
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federal fishing days), respectively.  The 2015 season closures for the recreational harvest of red 

snapper were determined separately for each component based on each componentôs ACT.  

Amendment 40 also included a 3-year sunset provision on the separation of the recreational 

sector into distinct components.   

 

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

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

2.5% of the commercial sectorôs allocation to the recreational sector.  The resulting sector 

allocations for red snapper are 48.5% commercial and 51.5% recreational.  This amendment 

became effective on May 31, 2016.  The Framework Action  to Retain 2016 Red Snapper 

Commercial Quota became effective December 28, 2015, which allowed the revised allocations 

established through Amendment 28 to be effective for the 2016 fishing year.  On March 3, 2017, 

a U.S. district court vacated Amendment 28 and subsequently ordered that the sector quotas for 

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

recreational.   

 

Amendment 45 (GMFMC 2016) extended the separate management of the federal for-hire and 

private angling components for an additional 5 years through the 2022 red snapper fishing 

season.   

 

Recreational Greater Amberjack Management 

 

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

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

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

unit.  It set a greater amberjack recreational minimum size limit of 28 inches fork length (FL), a 

three-fish recreational bag limit.  This amendmentôs objective was to stabilize the long-term 

population levels of all reef fish species by establishing a survival rate of biomass into the stock 

of spawning age to achieve at least 20% spawning stock biomass per recruit (SSBR), relative to 

the SSBR that would occur with no fishing.  A framework procedure for specification of total 

allowable catch (TAC) was created to allow for annual management changes.   

 

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

three fish to one fish per person, and created an aggregate bag limit of 20 reef fish for all reef 

fish species not having a bag limit (including lesser amberjack, banded rudderfish, almaco jack 

and gray triggerfish).  NMFS disapproved proposed provisions to include lesser amberjack and 

banded rudderfish along with greater amberjack in an aggregate one-fish bag limit and to 

establish a 28-inch FL minimum size limit for those species. 

 

Generic Sustainable Fisheries Act Amendment, partially approved and implemented in 

November 1999, set the MFMT for greater amberjack at the fishing mortality necessary to 

achieve 30% of the unfished spawning potential F30% SPR.  Estimates of maximum sustainable 

yield (MSY), minimum stock size threshold (MSST), and optimum yield (OY) were disapproved 

because they were based on spawning potential ratio (SPR) proxies rather than biomass-based 

estimates. 
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Secretarial Amendment 2, implemented in July 2003, for greater amberjack, specified MSY as 

the yield associated with F30% SPR (proxy for FMSY) when the stock is at equilibrium, OY as the 

yield associated with an F40% SPR when the stock is at equilibrium, MFMT equal to F30%SPR, and 

MSST equal to (1-M)*B MSY (where M = natural mortality) or 75% of BMSY.  It also set a 

rebuilding plan limiting the harvest to 2,900,000 lbs for 2003-2005, 5,200,000 lbs for 2006-2008, 

7,000,000 lbs for 2009-2011, and for 7,900,000 lbs for 2012.  This was expected to rebuild the 

stock in seven years.  Regulations implemented in 1997 and 1998 (Amendments 12 and 15 to the 

Reef Fish FMP) were deemed sufficient to comply with the rebuilding plan so no new 

regulations were implemented.  

 

Amendment 30A, implemented August 2008, was developed to stop overfishing of gray 

triggerfish and greater amberjack.  The amendment established ACLs and accountability 

measures (AM) for greater amberjack and gray triggerfish.  For greater amberjack, the rebuilding 

plan was modified, increasing the recreational minimum size limit to 30 inches FL, 

implementing a zero bag limit for captain and crew of for-hire vessels, and setting commercial 

and recreational quotas. 

 

Regulatory Amendment, implemented in June 2011, specified the greater amberjack 

recreational closed season from June 1 ï July 31.  The intended effect of this final rule was to 

mitigate the social and economic impacts associated with implementing in-season closures.   

 

Amendment 35, implemented in 2012, in response to a 2010 update stock assessment, 

established a new ACL equal to the acceptable biological catch (ABC) at 1,780,000 lbs, which 

was less than the current annual catch limit of 1,830,000 lbs.  Reducing the stock ACL by 18% 

from no action was expected to end overfishing.  The council also considered bag limits and 

closed season management measures for the recreational fishing sector but did not alter any 

recreational management measures.  

 

Recreational Gray Triggerfish Management 

 

A complete description of the management can be found in Reef Fish Amendment 46 (GMFMC 

2017a) which is currently under development, and is incorporated here by reference. 

 

Reef Fish Amendment 30A (GMFMC 2008a) established a stock rebuilding plan beginning in 

2008 as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  Commercial and recreational ACTs, ACLs, and 

accountability measures (AM) were also established in Amendment 30A, along with the 21% 

commercial and 79% recreational sector allocation.  For the recreational sector, a post-season 

AM was established.  If the ACL for a single year, or the 3-year running average of recreational 

landings, resulted in the ACL being exceeded, then the length of the fishing season would be 

shortened the next year based on the amount by which the ACT was exceeded.   

 

An interim rule, implemented in 2012 reduced the recreational ACL to 241,200 lbs ww and the 

recreational ACT to 217,100 lbs ww.  The interim rule  also established in-season closure 

authority for the recreational sector based on the ACT.  Therefore, if the recreational gray 

triggerfish ACT is reached or projected to be reached within a fishing year, the Assistant 

Administrator for Fisheries can close the recreational sector from harvesting gray triggerfish for 
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the rest of the year (78 FR 27084).  The interim rule  reduced fishing levels until long-term 

management measures were implemented. 

 

Amendment 37 (GMFMC 2012a), implemented in 2013, adjusted the commercial and 

recreational ACLs and ACTs, established a two-fish recreational daily bag limit, established an 

annual fishing season closure from June 1 through July 31 for the commercial and recreational 

sectors, and revised the in-season AM for the recreational sector by eliminating the 3-year 

running average ACL.  In addition, an overage adjustment for the recreational sector was added.  

 

In November 2016, NMFS published a temporary rule6 for the recreational sectorôs harvest of 

gray triggerfish in 2017 that determined the recreational season would not reopen on January 1, 

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

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

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

protect the resource. 

 

Recreational Gag Management 

 

Federal management of gag began in November 1984 with the implementation of the Reef Fish 

Fishery Management Plan and its associated EIS.  The initial regulations, designed to rebuild 

declining reef fish stocks, included prohibitions on the use of fish traps, roller trawls, and 

powerhead-equipped spear guns within an inshore stressed area and directed the NMFS to 

develop data reporting requirements in the reef fish fishery. 

 

In July 1985, the Florida Marine Fisheries Commission (now Florida Fish and Wildlife 

Conservation Commission (FWC)) established a Florida state regulation to set a minimum size 

limit  of 18 inches TL for gag, black grouper, and several other shallow-water grouper species.  In 

December 1986, FWC implemented a state recreational bag limit of five grouper per person per 

day, with an off-the-water possession limit of 10 per person, for any combination of groupers 

excluding rock hind and red hind. 

 

Amendment 1, implemented in February 1990, established several reef fish management 

measures including a 20-inch TL minimum size limit on gag.  Florida modified its regulations in 

1990 to be consistent with the federal regulations. 

 

A regulatory amendment, implemented in June 2000, increased the recreational size limit for 

gag from 20 to 22 inches TL and established two marine reserves (Steamboat Lumps and 

Madison-Swanson) that are closed year-round to fishing for all species under the Councilôs 

jurisdiction.  An additional action to further increase the recreational minimum size limit for gag 

and black grouper by one inch per year until it reached 24 inches TL was disapproved by NMFS. 

[65 FR 31827].   

 

                                                 
6
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/gulf_fisheries/reef_fish/2017/am46_gray_trigger/documents/pdfs/g

ulf_reef_trigger_closure_frnotice.pdf 

http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/gulf_fisheries/reef_fish/2017/am46_gray_trigger/documents/pdfs/gulf_reef_trigger_closure_frnotice.pdf
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/gulf_fisheries/reef_fish/2017/am46_gray_trigger/documents/pdfs/gulf_reef_trigger_closure_frnotice.pdf
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In August 2009, the Council was notified by NMFS that the Gulf gag stock was both overfished 

and undergoing overfishing based on the results of a 2009 update stock assessment.  The 

remaining summary focuses on the history of gag management since the stock was declared 

overfished.  For a full history of grouper management, refer to Amendment 30B, History of 

Management Activities Affecting Grouper Harvest (GMFMC 2008b).  

 

Amendment 30B (GMFMC 2008b), implemented in May 2009, established ACLs and AMs for 

gag and red grouper; managed shallow-water grouper to achieve OY and improve the 

effectiveness of federal management measures; defined the gag MSST and OY; set interim 

allocations of gag and red grouper between recreational and commercial fisheries; made 

adjustments to the gag and red grouper ACLs to reflect the current status of these stocks; 

established ACLs and AMs for the commercial and recreational gag harvest, and commercial 

aggregate shallow-water grouper harvest; adjusted recreational grouper bag limits and seasons; 

adjusted commercial grouper quotas;  eliminated the end date for the Madison-Swanson and 

Steamboat Lumps marine reserves; and required that vessels with federal commercial or charter 

reef fish permits comply with the more restrictive of state or federal reef fish regulations when 

fishing in state waters. 

 

An Interim Rule , published December 1, 2010 [75 FR 74654].  While management measures 

for the gag rebuilding plan were being developed through Amendment 32, the Interim Rule  

reduced gag landings consistent with ending overfishing; implemented conservative management 

measures while a rerun of the update stock assessment was being completed; and temporarily 

halted the recreational harvest of gag until recreational fishing management measures being 

developed in Amendment 32 could be implemented to allow harvest at the appropriate levels. 

 

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

for another 186 days or until Amendment 32 was implemented [76 FR 31874].  The gag 2009 

update stock assessment was rerun in December 2010 addressing the problems with discards 

identified earlier in 2010.  This assessment was reviewed in January 2011 by the Councilôs SSC 

and presented to the Council at its February 2011 meeting.  The assessment indicated that the 

gag commercial quota implemented in the December 1, 2010 interim rule could be increased and 

that a longer recreational season could be implemented.  In response, the Council requested an 

interim rule while they continued to work on long-term measures including a gag rebuilding plan 

in Amendment 32.  The interim rule set a two-month recreational gag fishing season from 

September 16 through November 15.     

 

Amendment 32, implemented March 2012, set the commercial and recreational gag ACLs and 

ACTs for 2012 through 2015 and beyond; set the gag recreational season from July 1 through 

October 31 (the bag limit remained two gag in the four-grouper aggregate bag limit); and added 

an overage adjustment and in-season closure to the gag and red grouper recreational AMs to 

avoid exceeding the ACL. 

 

Amendment 38, implemented March 1, 2013, revised the post-season recreational AM that 

reduces the length of the recreational season for all shallow-water grouper in the year following a 

year in which the ACL for gag or red grouper is exceeded.  The modified AM reduces the 

recreational season of only the species for which the ACL was exceeded.   
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Recreational Red Grouper Management 

 

Similar to the management of gag, the federal management of red grouper began in November 

1984 with the implementation of the Reef Fish FMP and its associated EIS.   

 

Amendment 1, implemented in 1990, set objectives to stabilize long-term population levels of 

all reef fish species by establishing a survival rate of biomass into the stock of spawning age fish 

to achieve at least 20% SSBR by January 1, 2000.  Among the red grouper management 

measures implemented included setting a 20-inch TL minimum size limit on red grouper, and a 

five-grouper recreational daily bag limit. 

 

Secretarial Amendment 1, implemented in July 2004, established a rebuilding plan, a 5.31 mp 

gw commercial quota, and a 1.25 mp gw recreational target catch level for red grouper.  The 

recreational bag limit for red grouper was reduced to two fish per person per day. 

 

Amendment 27, implemented in February 2008, except for reef fish bycatch reduction measures 

that became effective in June 2008 addressed the use of non-stainless steel circle hooks when 

using natural baits to fish for Gulf reef fish effective June 1, 2008, and required the use of 

venting tools and dehooking devices when participating in the commercial or recreational reef 

fish fisheries effective June 1, 2008. 

 

Amendment 30B, implemented May 2009, proposed to end overfishing of gag, revise red 

grouper management measures as a result of changes in the stock condition, establish ACLs and 

AMs for gag and red grouper, manage shallow-water grouper to achieve OY, and improve the 

effectiveness of federal management measures.  The amendment:  (1) defined the gag minimum 

stock size threshold and optimum yield; (2) set interim allocations of gag and red grouper 

between recreational and commercial fisheries; (3) made adjustments to the gag and red grouper 

TACs to reflect the current status of these stocks; (4) established ACLs and AMs for the 

commercial and recreational red grouper fisheries (5) adjusted recreational grouper bag limits 

and seasons; (6) eliminated the end date for the Madison-Swanson and Steamboat Lumps marine 

reserves; and (7) required that vessels with a federal charter vessel/headboat  permit for Gulf reef 

fish must comply with the more restrictive of state or federal reef fish regulations when fishing in 

state waters. 

 

Amendment 32, implemented in March 2012, set the constant catch red grouper commercial 

ACL at 6.03 mp and the red grouper recreational ACL at 1.90 mp.  It also added an overage 

adjustment and in-season measures to the gag and red grouper recreational AMs to avoid 

exceeding the ACL and an AM for the red grouper bag limit that would reduce the four red 

grouper bag limit in the future to three red grouper, and then to two red grouper, if the red 

grouper recreational ACL is exceeded. 

 

Amendment 38, implemented in March 2013, revised the post-season recreational 

accountability measure that reduces the length of the recreational season for all shallow-water 

grouper in the year following a year in which the ACL for gag or red grouper is exceeded.  The 

modified accountability measure reduces the recreational season of only the species for which 

the ACL was exceeded.  Additionally, the reef fish framework procedure was modified to 
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include the addition of accountability measures to the list of items that can be changed through 

the standard framework procedure.  This allows for faster implementation of measures designed 

to maintain harvest at or below the ACL.  General language was added to the framework to 

accommodate future changes in naming of the Councilôs advisory committees and panels. 

 

An interim rule , published July 25, 2005, proposed for the period August 9, 2005 through 

January 23, 2006, a temporary reduction in the red grouper recreational bag limit from two to 

one fish per person per day, in the aggregate grouper bag limit from five to three grouper per 

day, and a closure of the recreational sector, from November - December 2005, for all grouper 

species [70 FR 42510].  These measures were proposed in response to an overharvest of the 

recreational allocation of red grouper under the Secretarial Amendment 1 red grouper rebuilding 

plan.  The closed season was applied to all grouper to prevent effort shifting from red grouper to 

other grouper species and an increased bycatch mortality of incidentally caught red grouper.  

However, the rule was challenged by organizations representing recreational fishing interests.  

On October 31, 2005, a U.S. District Court judge ruled that an interim rule to end overfishing 

can only be applied to the species that is undergoing overfishing.  Consequently, the reduction in 

the aggregate grouper bag limit and the application of the closed season to all grouper were 

overturned.  The reduction in the red grouper bag limit to one per person and the November-

December 2005 recreational closed season on red grouper only were allowed to proceed.  The 

approved measures were subsequently extended through July 22, 2006 by a temporary rule 

extension published January 19, 2006 [71 FR 3018]. 

 

A March 2006 regulatory amendment (GMFMC 2005), implemented in July 2006, established 

a red grouper recreational bag limit of one fish per person per day as part of the five grouper per 

person aggregate bag limit, and prohibited for-hire vessel captains and crews from retaining bag 

limits of any grouper while under charter [71 FR 34534].  An additional provision established a 

recreational closed season for red grouper, gag and black grouper from February 15 to March 15 

each year (matching a previously established commercial closed season) beginning with the 2007 

season.  

 

An August 2010 regulatory amendment, implemented  in January 2011, reduced the total 

allowable catch for red grouper from 7.57 mp gw to 5.68 mp gw, based on the optimum yield 

projection from a March 2010 re-run of the projections from the 2009 red grouper update 

assessment.  Although the stock was found to be neither overfished nor undergoing overfishing, 

the update assessment found that spawning stock biomass levels had decreased since 2005, 

apparently due to an episodic mortality event in 2005 which appeared to be related to an 

extensive red tide that year.  Based on the 76%:34% commercial and recreational allocation of 

red grouper, the commercial quota was reduced from 5.75 to 4.32 mp gutted weight (gw), and 

the recreational allocation was reduced from 1.82 to 1.36 mp gw.  No changes were made to the 

recreational fishing regulations as the recreational landings were already below the adjusted 

allocation in recent years.   

 

An August 2011 regulatory amendment increased the 2011 red grouper TAC to 6.88 mp gw 

with subsequent increases each year from 2012 to 2015.  These catch limits were subsequently 

replaced by a constant catch ACL and ACT under Amendment 32, which was being developed 

concurrently.  The amendment also increased the red grouper bag limit to 4 fish per person.  
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However, this increase did not include the provision later added under Amendment 32 that if 

there is a recreational overage, the bag limit would be reduced to three red grouper within the 

four-grouper aggregate bag limit in the subsequent season.  A subsequent overage would result 

in the bag limit being further reduced to two red grouper within the four-grouper aggregate bag 

limit. 

 

A December 2012 framework action established the 2013 gag recreational fishing season to 

open on July 1 and remain open until the recreational ACT is projected to be taken.  The 

framework action also eliminated the February 1 through March 31 recreational shallow-water 

grouper closed season shoreward of 20 fathoms (except for gag).  However, the closed season 

remains in effect beyond 20 fathoms to protect spawning aggregations of gag and other species 

that spawn offshore during that time. 

 

A December 2014 framework action, implemented in May 2015, reduced the bag limit from 

four fish per person per day to two fish per person per day and eliminated the bag limit reduction 

AM in 50 CFR 622.41(e)(2)(ii). 

 

A January 2016 framework action, implemented in May 2016, increased the minimum size 

limit for recreationally caught gag and black grouper to 24 inches TL, and changed the gag 

recreational fishing season to June 1 through December 31, unless closed sooner due to the 

recreational ACL being reached. 
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CHAPTER 2.  MANAGEME NT ALTERNATIVES  
 

2.1 Action 1 ï Type of Allocation-based Management Program  

 

Alternative 1:  No Action.  Do not adopt an allocation-based management approach.  Continue 

to manage reef fish landed by federally permitted charter vessels using current recreational 

seasons, size limits, and bag limits.7  

 

Preferred Alternative 2:  Establish a fishing quota program that provides participants with 

shares and annual allocation.   

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

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

 

Discussion: 

 

A primary decision point in the development of a charter vessel management plan is the type of 

management approach selected by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council (Council).  

Alternative 1 (No Action) would continue to manage federally permitted charter vessels, 

referring to vessels possessing a federal Gulf of Mexico (Gulf) Charter/Headboat permit for Reef 

Fish (for-hire permit), under existing management measures.  If the Council were to select 

Alternative 1, the Council could pursue modifying current management measures for charter 

vessels through its framework procedure.   

 

Preferred Alternative 2 proposes allocation-based management approaches in which a specified 

portion of the selected reef fish species recreational annual catch limit (ACL) would be 

distributed among program participants.  Allocation-based management approaches distribute 

fishing privileges to each participant at the beginning of the fishing year, and typically provide 

more flexibility to participants in terms of when and how they use their assigned portion of the 

allocated quota.  Added flexibility would be determined by the amount of quota each participant 

receives and the transferability provisions provided.  These types of programs are generally more 

effective in ensuring that harvest does not exceed a pre-determined amount of allowable catch 

(e.g., the amount of the recreational sector quota assigned to the program) than using traditional 

management tools alone (Johnston et al. 2007). 

 

Existing allocation-based programs have primarily been developed to address overcapacity, and 

thus, to increase economic efficiency in commercial fisheries (Libecap 2007, Hannesson 1996).  

In the United States, IFQ-type programs only exist for commercial fisheries.  Currently, there are 

no known allocation-based programs operating in a recreational fishery, although there is 

discussion of how to develop rights-based approaches for the for-hire component, termed 

ñcommercial recreational fisheriesò (Abbott et al. 2009).   

 

The proposed allocation-based programs would distribute shares, which are a set percentage of 

the quota that are assigned to an entity or permit (Preferred Alternative 2) at the start of the 

                                                 
7 The current regulations are provided in Appendix F. 
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program.  Shares sum to 100% for all participants and the amount of an individualôs 

shareholdings typically changes through transfers, if transferability is allowed in the program.  If 

a participant holds shares, each year they would receive the amount of pounds representing the 

percentage of the quota held, which is their allocation.  The total allocation amount changes if 

the quota changes, but the total amount of shares remains the same.  Allocation-based 

approaches can be structured such that shares and allocation are assigned to participants (IFQ, 

Option 2a) or to permits (PFQ, Preferred Option 2b).  The method of initial distribution could 

be accomplished in a variety of ways (Action 6), and transfer of shares or allocation could be 

restricted (Actions 8 and 10).   

 

Participants could choose when to use allocation within the parameters of any additional 

provisions adopted through the actions in this amendment.  In the case of charter vessels, each 

program participant would need to have allocation to account for harvest by the passengers on 

each trip for the species managed by this program (Action 2).  Timely reporting is a key element 

of allocation-based programs; as fish are harvested, the allocation used is subtracted from the 

annual allocation of the participant.  When each participant has used all of their allocation for a 

given species, that species may no longer be retained, or the participant must obtain more 

allocation (if allowed by the program).   

      

The primary difference between IFQs (Option 2a) and PFQs (Preferred Option 2b) concerns 

whether shares are independent from or attached to the permit.  IFQ shares (Option 2a) would 

be distributed to the owner of a for-hire permit at the time of initial apportionment, which could 

be an individual, a business, or multiple individuals and/or businesses.  An IFQ participant could 

transfer shares, in whole or in part, independently of the permit, depending on transferability 

options chosen in Action 8.  In the event the permit is transferred, IFQ shares would remain with 

the original recipient of the shares (the shareholder), unless also transferred by the shareholder.  

However, other program restrictions may determine if the IFQ participant could hold shares 

without a permit (Action 9).  In contrast, PFQ shares (Preferred Option 2b) would be attached 

to the permit, not the permit holder.  Shares could not be transferred independently of the permit, 

and should the permit be transferred, the PFQ shares associated with the permit would be 

transferred as well.   

 

An IFQ or PFQ program for charter vessels could provide the flexibility to operate when 

customers are most abundant, which may differ by region.  The programs could also promote 

safety at sea, by allowing permit holders to wait for calm weather.  However, under any of these 

allocation-based approaches, it should not be assumed that all charter vessel permit holders 

would receive a quantity of allocation they feel is sufficient to meet their clientsô needs. 

 

Compliance and Monitoring 

 

The ability to enforce and monitor program compliance is a key component of an allocation-

based program.  During the headboat collaborative (HBC) pilot program, trip declarations (hail-

outs) and pre-landing notifications (hail-ins) allowed enforcement and biological collection 

agents (port agents) to meet vessels to validate catch and prioritize sampling.  The Council has 

approved an amendment requiring hail-outs, electronic reporting of catch, and positon recording 

equipment; that amendment is expected to be implemented by National Marine Fisheries Service 
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(NMFS) by the time an allocation-based program established in the amendment would be 

implemented. 

 

Hail-outs made before leaving the dock would include vessel name/identification, return 

destination, and estimated date/time of return.  These declarations would aid enforcement 

officers/agents and port agents in scheduling their activities for the day so they could meet a 

vessel when it returns to the dock to validate catch and prioritize sampling.  For the commercial 

IFQ system, hail-outs are made through the vessel monitoring system (VMS) unit or a VMS 

voice mail service; for the headboat collaborative (HBC) pilot program, declarations were made 

through the VMS.  Neither program required the return destination or estimated time of return in 

the hail-out; that information was contained in a hail-in.  Methods that would have near real-time 

distribution to enforcement and port agents could include a direct entry in the online system, 

entry through a VMS unit, or a 24-hour call service that enters the information in the online 

system.  The regulations implementing the for-hire reporting amendment approved by the 

Council would require federally permitted for-hire vessels in the Gulf to hail out before leaving 

on a trip.  Information transmitted would include type of trip (e.g., for-hire or other trip), the 

expected return time, and landing location.  In addition, the proposed regulations would require 

that federally permitted for-hire vessels possess a global positioning system (GPS) attached to 

the vessel that is capable, at a minimum, of archiving GPS locations.  This requirement would 

not preclude the use of GPS devices that provide real-time location data, such as VMS. 

 

Hail-ins would aid in validation and auditing programs.  For the commercial IFQ program, 

notifications need to be submitted 3 to 24 hours in advance of landing and can be submitted 

through three different methods (online, VMS, or Catch Share call service).  For the HBC pilot 

program, pre-landing notifications were only submitted through the VMS, 1 to 24 hours in 

advance of landing.  The hail-ins for the charter vessel program could contain information on the 

vessel, landing location, date and time of landing, and species landed with estimated pounds or 

actual numbers of fish being landed.  In the HBC pilot program, the advance knowledge of the 

number fish on board allowed port agents to ensure they had sufficient supplies for biological 

sampling available and allowed enforcement to immediately identify a discrepancy between the 

actual count and the count in the notification.  Many of the agents felt that the declarations and 

notifications improved sampling efficiency and reporting accuracy.  The proposed for-hire 

reporting requirements would require for-hire operators to report catch and effort data prior 

offloading fish at the end of a trip, but not prior to arriving at the dock. 

 

In addition, the commercial IFQ programs, the HBC pilot program, and the proposed for-hire 

reporting regulations require landing sites that are pre-approved by NMFS Office of Law 

Enforcement.  The landings locations need to be pre-approved by law enforcement to ensure that 

the site exists, both law enforcement and port agents can access the site (e.g., no fences or free 

animals), and the landing locations can be identified in pre-landing notifications.  It would be 

more likely for landing locations of charter vessels to be publicly accessible because the vessel 

must meet the customers and return to the same location.  

 

The NMFS Southeast Regional Office (SERO) online Catch Shares Program system contains the 

Gulf commercial Red Snapper and Grouper-Tilefish IFQ programs, the Highly Migratory 

Species Bluefin Tuna Individual Bycatch Quota program, and the HBC Pilot Program (2014-
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2015).  These programs are managed and accessed through an online accounting system, where 

all transactions are completed through the SERO Catch Share Programs website.8  A charter 

vessel IFQ or PFQ program could be incorporated into the current online system, which is 

explained in detail below, assuming there are no radically different structural design changes.  

Entities would hold shares and/or allocation in accounts within the IFQ/PFQ system, and 

distribution, usage, and transfers would all be tracked by NMFS.  Regardless of the program 

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

 

A referendum among participants would be required to approve a fishing quota program 

(Preferred Alternative 2).  The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 

(Magnuson-Stevens Act) states, ñthe Gulf Council may not submit, and the Secretary may not 

approve or implement, a fishery management plan or amendment that creates an individual 

fishing quota programéunless such a system, as ultimately developed, has been approved byéa 

majority of those voting in the referendum among eligible permit holders with respect to the Gulf 

Council.  For multispecies permits in the Gulf of Mexico, only those participants who have 

substantially fished the species proposed in to be included in the individual fishing quota 

program shall be eligible to vote in such a referendum.ò   

 

Further, the Magnuson-Stevens Act prohibits any person from participating in a limited access 

privilege program that is not a U.S. citizen, corporation, partnership, or other entity established 

under the laws of the United States or any state, or a permanent resident alien (hereafter, referred 

to in this amendment as a permanent resident).  It also requires participants to meet the eligibility 

and participation requirements established by the program.  For purposes of this amendment, all 

charter vessels, i.e., vessels with a for-hire permit that do not participate in the Southeast Region 

Headboat Survey (SRHS), would be eligible to participate in the selected program if they are a 

U.S. citizen or permanent resident.  The rest of the program requirements would be developed 

through additional actions in this amendment. 

 

                                                 
8 https://portal.southeast.fisheries.noaa.gov/cs/ 

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

 

An IFQ/PFQ program for charter vessels in 

the Gulf would involve shareholder accounts 

that hold shares and/or allocation.  The 

shareholder account structure would follow 

the structure used with NMFS SERO 

permits, in which permit holders can be an 

individual, a business, or multiple 

individuals and/or businesses.  In the 

IFQ/PFQ system, each permit holder would 

have an account.  An individual or business 

may be part of more than one account (e.g., 

John Smith is part of the John and Jane 

Smith account as well as the John Smith 

account).  Shares would initially be 

distributed to each account (based on the 

alternative selected in Action 6).  Those 

shares would represent a percentage of the 

quota assigned to the program.  Each year, 

NMFS would distribute allocation to the accounts holding shares; allocation would be 

determined by multiplying the accountôs share percentage by the programôs quota.   

 

In an IFQ program, after the initial distribution, shares would be associated with the shareholder 

account at the time of initial apportionment, but not associated with the permit itself.  Therefore, 

shares could be transferred, in whole or in part, separately from the permit, in accordance with 

any restrictions in the program.  In an adaptive IFQ program (Action 7), while shares are still 

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

cycle.  However, if the Council chooses to require a permit to retain shares (Action 9), should the 

shareholder transfer his permit or not renew the permit, he would be required to divest of his 

shares within a specified time period. 

Shares are a percentage of the quota.  

Shares are associated with the 

shareholder or permit holder.   
 

Allocation is the amount of pounds 

represented by the shares (percentage of 

the quota) held.  Unused allocation 

expires at the end of each year.  

Depending on options selected by 

Council, allocation in pounds may be 

translated to numbers of fish. 

 

The allocation amount distributed each 

year changes if the quota changes, while 

the amount of shares (as a percentage of 

the quota) remains the same.  All 

participant shares sum to 100%. 
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In a PFQ system, the shares would still represent a percentage of the quota for the program, and 

allocation would be distributed to the shareholder account associated with the permit at the start 

of each year.  However, the shares are permanently assigned to the permit and are not 

transferrable separate from the permit.  If the permit is transferred, the shares would transfer with 

the permit and now be associated with the new permit holderôs shareholder account.  If the 

shareholder does not renew the permit and it terminates, the shares associated with the permit 

would revert to NMFS for redistribution.  In an adaptive PFQ program (Action 7), while shares 

are still associated with the permit, a portion of shares are reclaimed by NMFS and redistributed 

each cycle.  These shares would go to the account associated with the permit at the time of 

redistribution, not the original permit holder.  PFQ programs have some additional potential 

consequences due to the shares being attached to the permit.  Currently, there are no restrictions 

on permit transfers.  With a PFQ, a permit transfer may be denied because the transfer of that 

permit with its associated shares may result in the receiving permit holder exceeding a share cap 

(Action 11).  Assigning shares to permits may create different tiers of permits:  those with little 

or no shares versus those with a large amount 

of shares, which may affect the permit 

purchase price.  Because permits are 

utilized for other species outside of those 

listed in this document, there may be 

unintended consequences for those not 

participating in the program, such as 

changes in permit price or availability. 

 

A charter IFQ/PFQ system would be a 

two-level system, with a shareholder 

account for each unique permit holder 

and a related vessel account for each 

vessel held by the unique permit holder 

(see inset).  Shareholder accounts would 

be created for each unique permit holder 

eligible to participate in the program.  

Shareholder accounts are assigned 

shares, receive annual allocation, and are 

used to transfer allocation or shares (if 

permitted).  The SERO Permits Office 

will collect additional information for 

business entities (e.g. corporations, trusts) about the individual-level ownership (e.g. 

shareholders, trustees, beneficiaries, and percentage ownership) of that business.  This ownership 

level is used to calculate the share cap exposure for each unique permit holder, as well as each 

business, individual, or other entity.  A permit must be linked to an account before harvest of 

IFQ/PFQ species can occur.   

 

Vessel accounts are directly linked to shareholder accounts through the unique permit holder.  A 

vessel account would be created for each vessel that is associated with a valid permit to harvest 

IFQ/PFQ species.  There may be multiple vessel accounts associated with one shareholder 

account, if the unique permit holder is the same for each vessel.  For example, in Figure 2.1.1, 

Entity:  An individual or organization that 

includes, but is not limited to, businesses, 

partnerships, companies, trusts, and non-profit 

groups. 

 

Unique Permit Holder: The unique set of 

entities listed on the permit.  

 

Shareholder Account: An IFQ/PFQ account 

assigned to a unique permit holder.  This 

account holds shares and receives annual 

allocation.  This type of account includes 

accounts that only hold allocation. 

 

Vessel Account:  An account related to an 

individual vessel that is used to hold allocation 

and complete a landing transaction.  All vessel 

accounts are related to a shareholder account 

through the permit and unique permit holder.  
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John Smith and Jane Doe are listed as the permit holders for Permits 101 and 102, associated 

with Vessels A and B, respectively.  John Smith and Jane Doe together is the unique permit 

holder for those two permits, and will have shareholder account JSJD1234.  Shareholder account 

JSJD1234 would be linked with two vessels accounts (Figure 2.1.1 A).  The company Smith, 

LLC is owned by John Smith and Jane Doe and the company holds Permit 103 associated with 

Vessel C.  Smith, LLC is a unique permit holder and has shareholder account SMIT5678.  

SMIT5678 has one vessel account (Figure 2.1.1 B).  While the individual-level entities (John 

Smith and Jane Doe) on both Smith LLC and John Smith/Jane Doe are the same, the unique 

permit holders are different (individuals vs company); therefore, two shareholder accounts are 

created. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A        B 
 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1.1.  Example of shareholder and vessel accounts.  A) The unique permit-holder is 

composed of two individuals jointly owning two permits/vessels, each with a separate vessel 

account.  B) The unique permit-holder is a company with one permit/vessel associated with one 

vessel account.  Account name and individual-level ownership information for the company is 

shown below the company name.   

 

  

Note:  Except for Action 1, the No Action alternatives (Alternative 1) in the remaining actions 

assume that an allocation-based management program would be developed and are worded 

accordingly.  This allows for a more meaningful analysis among the alternatives to better inform 

decision-makers, stakeholders, and the public about the likely results of taking action versus not 

taking action.  In actuality, the true No Action is the federal regulations that are currently in 

place that govern the for-hire operators in the Gulf (Appendix F).    

 

John Smith  

and Jane Doe 

Account: 

JSJD1234 

 

Permit 101 on 

Vessel A 

Permit 102 on 

Vessel B 

Smith, LLC 

Account: SMIT5678 

(John Smith 55%, 

Jane Doe 45%) 

Permit 103 on 

Vessel C 

Legend Shareholder 

Account 

Vessel 

Account 
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2.2 Action 2 ï Species to Include in the Charter For-Hire Management 

Program  

 

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

program. 

 

Preferred Alternative  2:  Include the following species in the management program: 

 Preferred Option 2a:  Red snapper 

 Preferred Option 2b:  Greater amberjack 

 Preferred Option 2c:  Gray triggerfish 

 Option 2d:  Gag 

 Option 2e:  Red grouper 

 

Note:  More than one option under Alternative 2 may be selected. 

 

Discussion 

 

For each reef fish species included in this action, the development of management measures 

specific to an allocation-based management program would initially require the allocation of a 

portion of the recreational ACL to the program.  Once the reef fish species are selected for 

inclusion in the program, the allocation of each speciesô recreational ACL for the program would 

be determined through Action 4 in this amendment or in Amendment 42.  

 

In January 2017, a joint meeting of the Ad Hoc Reef Fish Headboat and Red Snapper Charter 

Advisory Panels (joint AP) discussed the inclusion of species into the charter vessel management 

program.  The joint AP recommended including five reef fish species.  The joint AP prioritized 

the five species (from highest priority to lowest priority) as follows: 1) red snapper, 2) greater 

amberjack, 3) gray triggerfish, 4) gag, and 5) red grouper.  The reasons these five reef fish 

species are being considered by the Council are that they have separate recreational and 

commercial sector ACLs and that they have had shorter fishing seasons in recent years.  In 

addition, some of the proposed species are overfished, under a rebuilding plan, and/or 

undergoing overfishing (Table 2.2.1).  Changes to management for these species could extend 

seasons and increase fishing opportunities while protecting the stock.   

 

Table 2.2.1.  Overfished and overfishing status of Gulf stocks considered for Amendment 41. 

Species 
Status of the Gulf Stock 

Overfished Rebuilding Overfishing 

Red Snapper N Y N 

Greater Amberjack Y Y Y 

Gray Triggerfish N Y N 

Gag N N N 

Red Grouper N N N 

 

 

  



 
Amendment 41:  Allocation-Based 31 Chapter 2.  Management Alternatives 

Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels 

Alternative 1 would not specify reef fish species to include in the charter vessel management 

program.  Therefore, Alternative 1 would not allow further development of an allocation-based 

management program for charter vessels.   

 

Alternative 2 allows the selection of species to be included in the program.  The Council may 

select one or more species for inclusion.  Preferred Option 2a would include red snapper in the 

program.  Currently, the recreational ACL for red snapper, established in Reef Fish Amendment 

40 (GMFMC 2014a), is divided into a federal for-hire component quota (42.3%) and a private 

angling component quota (57.7%).  While Amendment 40 included a 3-year sunset provision on 

the separation of the recreational sector into distinct components, Amendment 45 (GMFMC 

2016) extended the separate management of the federal for-hire and private angling components 

for an additional 5 years through the 2022 red snapper fishing season.  Red snapper is not 

overfished or undergoing overfishing, but is under a rebuilding plan.  The recreational sector 

experienced quota overages for many years recently, and shorter seasons recently, as well.  

Although the recreational quota has increased in recent years, the season length has decreased, in 

part because the average size of the fish harvested has increased (i.e., it takes fewer fish to fill the 

quota). 

 

The Council is considering including greater amberjack (Preferred Option 2b), gray triggerfish 

(Preferred Option 2c), gag (Option 2d), and red grouper (Option 2e) in the program.  Gray 

triggerfish and greater amberjack are both under rebuilding plans, and greater amberjack is 

undergoing overfishing (SEDAR 33 2016).  Greater amberjack landings exceeded the ACL in 

2013, and the season closed early each year from 2014-2017.  The gray triggerfish season has 

closed before the end of each year since 2012, and the gray triggerfish season did not open at all 

in 2017.  Gag recreational landings have been below the ACL since 2012.  Although a stock 

assessment for gag, completed in 2014 (SEDAR 33 2014), indicated the gag stock was no longer 

overfished or undergoing overfishing, anecdotal information from fishermen suggests the stock 

assessment could be overestimating the current population level.  Red grouper is considered 

neither overfished nor undergoing overfishing.  However, the red grouper ACL was exceeded in 

2013 and the season closed early in 2014; the Council reduced the bag limit for 2015 to try to 

extend the season, but it still closed early.  In 2016, the quota was increased substantially and the 

season remained open for all of 2016 and 2017 with a 2-fish bag limit. 

 

The establishment of an allocation-based management program that includes red snapper would 

not exempt the program from section 407(d) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act which requires that 

the recreational harvest of red snapper be halted once the total recreational quota is caught.  

Some participants in the selected program may have to forgo the use of remaining annual 

allocation of red snapper and lose fishing opportunities after the red snapper recreational ACL is 

caught as further harvest would be prohibited.  During the HBC pilot program, the total 

recreational ACL was not reached for red snapper, and HBC vessels were able to fish throughout 

the year.  This provision does not affect fishing for other species that might be included in the 

program. 
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2.3 Action 3 ï Charter Vessel Endorsement or Permit 

 

Alternative 1.  No Action.  Charter vessel program participants are required to have a Gulf reef 

fish for-hire permit. 

 

Alternative 2.  Establish an endorsement to the Gulf charter/headboat permit for reef fish to 

identify charter vessels participating in the charter vessel program.  Charter vessel program 

participants are required to have a charter vessel endorsement in addition to their Gulf reef fish 

for-hire permit.  Endorsements will be issued to qualifying charter vessel program participants at 

the time of implementation of the charter vessel program.  With a PFQ program, the shares will  

be attached to the endorsement.  Charter vessel endorsements are transferrable to any vessel with 

a Gulf reef fish for-hire permit that does not hold a Landings History Vessel (LHV) endorsement 

(if established in Amendment 42).  At no time may a charter vessel hold both a charter 

endorsement and a LHV endorsement. 

 

Alternative 3.  Establish a Gulf reef fish charter vessel permit to identify charter vessels 

participating in the charter vessel program.  Charter vessel program participants are required to 

have a Gulf reef fish charter vessel permit.  Gulf reef fish for-hire permits held by qualifying 

charter vessel program participants at the time of implementation of the charter vessel program 

will be converted to Gulf reef fish charter vessel permits.  With a PFQ program, the shares will  

be attached to the charter vessel permit.  Gulf reef fish charter vessel permits are transferrable to 

any qualifying vessel that does not hold a Gulf reef fish LHV permit (if established in 

Amendment 42).  At no time may a vessel hold both a charter permit and a LHV permit. 

 

Discussion   
Currently, one federal reef fish permit covers all types of for-hire vessels and does not 

distinguish between the two types of for-hire vessels included in Amendments 41 and 42 (charter 

vessels and LHV, respectfully).  Alternative 1 would continue the use of the single permit and 

rely on the definition in this amendment to distinguish charter vessels from LHVs.  This would 

be the simplest alternative as it would require no action, but may create difficulties for 

enforcement to distinguish under which program the vessel is managed, and thus which 

regulations a specific vessel should be following.  This may also create difficulties in 

electronically implementing the program, as the system will need to determine which vessels are 

eligible to participate in the charter vessel program versus the LHV program 

 

An endorsement or permit would distinguish which vessels are in the charter vessel program 

versus the LVH program.  This distinction is needed for enforcement of the program and to 

connect the permit system with the charter program online system.  If  the Council chooses to 

establish an endorsement or permit, it should consider the interaction between the charter vessel 

program to be established in this amendment and the LHV program being developed in 

Amendment 42.  First, the same type of document (endorsement or permit) must be selected as 

preferred in both amendments.  Also, if both programs are developed, a vessel may only have 

one reef fish for-hire endorsement or permit at any point in time, thereby preventing a vessel 

from participating in both programs and fishing off their respective quotas, at the same time.   
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Alternative 2 would establish a charter vessel endorsement to the Gulf reef fish for-hire permit 

for only those vessels that are in the charter vessel program developed through this amendment.  

If a similar endorsement is established in Amendment 42, two separate but mutually exclusive 

endorsements would apply to the same federal Gulf reef fish for-hire permit.  An endorsement 

would help clarify who is eligible to participate in the charter vessel program, aiding monitoring 

and enforcement of an IFQ or PFQ program, as only those vessels with the endorsement could 

fish with allocation from a charter vessel quota.  Endorsements may add complexity to the permit 

process and the IFQ/PFQ system.  Managing both permits and endorsements requires 

consideration of the interactions between them, including the implications if the permit expires 

or terminates but the endorsement is still valid.  These issues could create an increasingly 

complex system, which would be both onerous for NMFS to manage and be a source of 

confusion for constituents.  In addition, renewing an endorsement would cost the permit holder 

an additional $10 each year. 

 

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

A vessel owner would be able to transfer his/her endorsement independently from Gulf reef fish 

for-hire permit.  The transferability of the endorsement would allow new vessels to participate by 

obtaining both a reef fish permit and a charter endorsement.  However, there are currently some 

permit holders that transfer their for-hire reef fish permit between one of their vessels that 

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

does not (and would be included in the charter vessel program).  In essence, these permit holders 

are sharing one permit between two vessels, and each could belong to separate programs if both 

Amendment 41 and Amendment 42 are implemented.  Depending on the transferability rules for 

the endorsements, this may create an additional burden to the permit holder if they wish to 

continue to óshareô a permit between vessels in separate programs.   

 

Alternative 3 would split the Gulf for-hire reef fish permit into two mutually exclusive permits:  

one for charter vessels and one for LHV (if a similar permit is established by Amendment 42), 

and the current Gulf for-hire reef fish permit would disappear.  Like Alternative 2, this 

alternative would help clarify who is eligible to participate in the charter vessel program.  

However, Alternative 3 would be less administratively burdensome then Alternative 2 because 

only the new permit would be required, rather than a permit and an endorsement.  Like the 

current for-hire reef fish permit, this new permit would allow for harvest of all federally 

managed reef fish species, not just those species included in the charter vessel program.  

Precedent for this is set with the commercial reef fish permit; the permit covers all federally 

managed reef fish species even though only some species are included in the commercial IFQ 

programs.  For any species in the charter vessel program, if a PFQ is selected, the shares would 

be associated with the permit for those species covered by the program.   

 

The new charter vessel permits would be fully transferable, as are the current reef fish for-hire 

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

the same time.  Currently, a permit holder may óshareô his permit among his vessels, including 

those that would be in the LHV program.  If the for-hire reef fish permit was split into two 

mutually exclusive permits, which of the new permits he would receive would depend on the 

classification (charter vessel or LHV) of the vessel with the permit at the time of the conversion.  

If the second vessel is not in the same program, that vessel would need a new permit.  However, 
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if the second vessel is in the same program, the permit holder could continue to óshareô the 

permit between the two vessels.   
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2.4 Action 4 ï Allocation of Annual Catch Limit  to Charter Vessels 

(Although options are provided for all reef fish species considered in Action 2, this action would 

only establish a charter vessel quota for the reef fish species selected as preferred in Action 2.) 

 

Alternative  1:  No Action.  Do not allocate a percentage of the recreational ACL to the charter 

vessels. 

 

Alternative  2:  Allocate a percentage of the recreational ACL for each species to the charter 

vessels based on average landings from 2011-2015. 

Option a:  Exclude 2014 

 Option b:  Exclude 2014-2015 

 

  Alt 2 Option a Option b 

Red Snapper (% of for-hire*) 62.1% 69.5% 68.3% 

                      (% of total) 16.2% 19.0% 17.5% 

Greater Amberjack 49.5% 51.1% 49.5% 

Gray Triggerfish 20.7% 21.7% 27.0% 

Gag 18.2% 19.8% 20.7% 

Red Grouper 34.3% 35.7% 32.3% 

*Allocation is percent of for-hire quota until 2022; afterwards, it is percent of 

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

does not change. 

 

Alternative  3:  Allocate a percentage of the recreational ACL for each species to the charter 

vessels based on average landings from 2004-2015. 

 Option a:  Exclude 2010 

 Option b:  Exclude 2014 

Option c:  Exclude 2014-2015 

 

  Alt 3 Option a Option b Option c Opt a& b Opt a& c 

Red Snapper (% of for-hire*) 68.1% 69.7% 71.3% 71.2% 73.% 73.5% 

                      (% of total) 26.7% 27.7% 28.7% 28.9% 29.9% 30.3% 

Greater Amberjack 46.2% 47.1% 46.5% 45.5% 47.5% 46.6% 

Gray Triggerfish 29.0% 29.0% 30.2% 32.6% 30.3% 33.0% 

Gag 21.4% 21.0% 22.3% 22.8% 21.9% 22.4% 

Red Grouper 29.2% 28.5% 29.2% 27.6% 28.5% 26.6% 

*Allocation is percent of for-hire quota until 2022; afterwards, it is percent of 

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

does not change. 

 

Alternative  4:  Allocate a percentage of the recreational ACL for each species to the charter 

vessels based on 50% average landings from 2011-2015 and 50% average landings from 2004-

2015. 

 Option a:  Exclude 2010 
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Option b:  Exclude 2014 

Option c:  Exclude 2014-2015 

  

  Alt 4 Option a Option b Option c Opt a& b Opt a& c 

Red Snapper (% of for-hire*) 69.7% 70.5% 71.2% 72.3% 72.3% 73.5% 

                      (% of total) 27.7% 28.2% 28.8% 29.4% 29.4% 30.1% 

Greater Amberjack 47.8% 48.3% 48.8% 47.5% 49.3% 48.1% 

Gray Triggerfish 24.9% 24.9% 26.0% 29.8% 26.0% 30.0% 

Gag 19.8% 19.6% 21.0% 21.7% 20.8% 21.5% 

Red Grouper 31.8% 31.4% 32.4% 29.9% 32.1% 29.4% 

*Allocation is percent of for-hire quota until 2022; afterwards, it is percent of 

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

does not change. 

 

Alternative 5:  Allocate a percentage of the recreational ACL for each species to the charter 

vessels based on 50% average landings from 1986-2013 (2010 excluded) and 50% average 

landings from 2006-2013 (2010 excluded).  (Time series of the Preferred Alternative from 

Amendment 40) 

 

Red Snapper (% of for-hire*) 68.7% 

                      (% of total) 35.9% 

Greater Amberjack 51.4% 

Gray Triggerfish 46.5% 

Gag 21.7% 

Red Grouper 19.2% 

*Allocation is percent of for-hire quota until 2022; afterwards, it is percent of 

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

does not change. 

 

Discussion 

The percentage of recreational ACL allocated to each component of the recreational sector, by 

species, is provided in Appendix I.  For each reef fish species selected in Action 2 for inclusion 

in this management plan, a percentage of the corresponding recreational ACL must be allocated 

to the charter vessel component prior to the development of management measures tailored to the 

specific needs of charter vessels.  Therefore, Alternative 1 would not allow development of an 

IFQ or PFQ program for charter vessels.  

 

Alternatives 2-5 consider different time periods of landings to calculate the percent of the 

recreational ACL for each species selected in Action 2 that would be allocated to charter vessels, 

and the time periods correspond with those under consideration in Action 6 of Amendment 42.  

Each species would have its own quota for charter vessels that would be allotted to participants 

according to the formula determined in Action 6 (Distributing the Charter Quota) and Action 11 

(Share Caps).  Table 2.4.1 provides percentages of the recreational landings harvested by charter 

vessels since 1986 for greater amberjack, gray triggerfish, gag, and red grouper.   
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Table 2.4.1.  Landings by charter vessels as a percentage of total landings. 

Year 
Greater 

Amberjack 

Gray 

Triggerfish 

Gag 

Grouper 

Red 

Grouper 

1986 58% 83% 25% 8% 

1987 69% 65% 28% 13% 

1988 53% 56% 13% 6% 

1989 37% 40% 9% 5% 

1990 30% 63% 15% 25% 

1991 91% 79% 5% 3% 

1992 65% 45% 21% 10% 

1993 65% 58% 26% 8% 

1994 66% 67% 17% 8% 

1995 31% 64% 26% 19% 

1996 49% 53% 23% 14% 

1997 61% 55% 28% 25% 

1998 55% 41% 33% 20% 

1999 51% 37% 25% 17% 

2000 58% 35% 24% 35% 

2001 39% 48% 25% 25% 

2002 53% 40% 20% 17% 

2003 37% 30% 22% 20% 

2004 47% 36% 21% 15% 

2005 27% 45% 27% 34% 

2006 59% 36% 26% 21% 

2007 56% 34% 16% 16% 

2008 37% 43% 24% 34% 

2009 45% 21% 25% 22% 

2010 36% 29% 26% 37% 

2011 63% 41% 13% 37% 

2012 46% 20% 38% 28% 

2013 39% 20% 11% 31% 

2014* 43% 17% 12% 29% 

2015* 56% 6% 17% 46% 

Data source: The SEFSC ACL database updated as of 1/5/17.  Greater amberjack, gag, and red grouper utilized 

landings based on the Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP) dataset.  Gray triggerfish utilized landings 

based on Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistics Survey (MRFSS) dataset.  

 

 

Red snapper is unique among reef fish in that it is the only species with a recreational ACL that 

has been further divided into private angling and for-hire component ACLs.  Because charter 

vessels are part of the for-hire component, the allocation to charter vessels would come from the 

for-hire ACL, and the percentage of the for-hire landings attributed to charter vessels would be 

used to determine the allocation of the for-hire ACL between charter vessels and headboats 

(Table 2.4.1).  However, the separate red snapper component quotas are scheduled to sunset after 

2022; i.e., the ACL would no longer be divided into private angling and for-hire ACLs.  Table 
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2.4.2 provides percentages of the for-hire and total recreational landings for red snapper 

harvested by charter vessels.  While separate components are in place, the charter vessel ACL 

would be allocated from the for-hire ACL; if the separate component ACLs end after 2022, the 

charter vessel ACL would be allocated from the total recreational ACL. 

Table 2.4.2.  Percentage of the red snapper for-hire and total recreational landings harvested by 

charter vessels.   

Year % of For-Hire Landings % of Recreational Landings 

1986 62.7% 7.9% 

1987 67.4% 13.4% 

1988 63.5% 6.5% 

1989 51.8% 4.9% 

1990 77.4% 24.7% 

1991 52.1% 3.2% 

1992 86.4% 10.4% 

1993 71.7% 7.8% 

1994 77.6% 8.2% 

1995 82.4% 19.4% 

1996 64.6% 14.4% 

1997 87.0% 24.7% 

1998 88.0% 19.9% 

1999 82.6% 16.8% 

2000 94.7% 34.5% 

2001 92.8% 24.9% 

2002 93.4% 17.3% 

2003 88.9% 20.3% 

2004 89.5% 14.8% 

2005 87.2% 34.5% 

2006 91.7% 21.4% 

2007 87.2% 15.6% 

2008 89.1% 34.3% 

2009 87.7% 21.6% 

2010 91.9% 36.6% 

2011 86.7% 37.2% 

2012 86.1% 28.3% 

2013 91.5% 31.3% 

2014* 92.0% 29.0% 

2015* 94.8% 45.8% 
     Source: SRHS, MRIP, MRFSS, LA Creel, TX Headboat Survey. 

     2014 and 2015 include LA Creel data, which has not been calibrated to MRIP data. 

 

Alternative 2 would use only the five years of landings from 2011-2015.  Some vessels move in 

and out of the survey, and the recent years would capture landings by most of the vessels 

currently in the program.   
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Alternative 3 would use a 12-year time period from 2004-2015, which would allow for a longer 

time series than Alternative 2 and includes all years when landings were recorded through the 

SRHS by vessel. 

 

Alternative 4 would calculate the percent of the recreational ACL to allocate to charter vessels 

using 50% of landings from the recent 5-year time period of 2011-2015 (Alternative 2) and 50% 

of landings from the longer time period of 2004-2015 (Alternative 3).  This would give a greater 

weight to the more recent 5-year time period (because it is included in both time periods), but 

still include the longer time period.   

 

The options under Alternatives 2-4 allow the Council to choose certain years to exclude from 

the calculation of allocation for charter vessels.  If no option is selected, then all years listed in 

the respective alternative will be used.  This may be the appropriate choice if the conditions in 

any year did not differentially affect for-hire vessels versus other recreational fishing.  Option a 

of Alternatives 3-4 would exclude 2010, when the Deepwater Horizon MC 252 oil spill affected 

fishing in the Gulf.  Alternatives 2-4 include options to exclude 2014 (Option b) as well as 

2014-2015 (Option c).  Some headboats operated under an exempted fishing permit in 2014-

2015, which affected the relative landings of headboats with other components of the 

recreational fishing sector, and therefore would affect this division of quota between the two 

components.  See the óData Issuesô section below for more details. 

 

Alternative 5 would use the same time period chosen by the Council in Amendment 40, which 

established the separation of the for-hire and private angler components of the red snapper 

recreational quota.  Alternative 5 only uses landings through 2013 and, therefore, ignores 

landings from more recent years.  However, the Council could change the time periods in the 

alternative to extend through more recent years. 

 

Data Issues 

Recreational landings in the Gulf are obtained through multiple sources.  The SRHS started in 

1986 and covers headboats in the Gulf and South Atlantic regions.  The Marine Recreational 

Information Program (MRIP), implemented in 2012, provides private angler and charter vessel 

landings and effort data for Gulf states other than Texas.  Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 

(TPWD) began its own sampling program in 1986 and provides recreational landings, except for 

headboat landings, from Texas.  MRIP replaced the Marine Recreational Fishery Statistics 

Survey (MRFSS), which collected data beginning in 1979.  MRFSS landings data from 2004-

2011 were calibrated to MRIP landings.  In 2013, MRIP implemented new angler catch survey 

procedures, which improved the sampling program.  However, changes in methods require 

calibration of data collected with the previous methods versus the current methods, and these 

calibrations have only been completed for red snapper; therefore, the landings provided in this 

amendment have not been calibrated for the 2013 change in MRIP methods.  Also in 2013, 

Louisiana began a sampling program in tandem with MRIP, called Louisiana Recreational Creel 

Survey (LA Creel), to sample fish landed in that state.  In 2014, MRIP was discontinued in 

Louisiana, and only LA Creel surveyed recreational landings.  In 2015, MRIP re-entered 

Louisiana but did not collect all data for charter vessels.  LA Creel has recently been certified by 

MRIP and will  be used for Louisiana recreational landings in the future. 
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The HBC pilot program, conducted under an exempted fishing permit, was in effect in 2014 and 

2015.  This pilot program worked much like the proposed IFQ/PFQ program in this amendment.  

The collaborative was granted a proportion of the recreational red snapper and gag quotas based 

on 2011 landings of those species by participating vessels.  Landings data from HBC vessels 

were still collected through the SRHS.  Because their quota was based on previous gag and red 

snapper landings, the landings in 2014 and 2015 should not have differed markedly from years 

before the pilot program.  However, in 2014 the regular red snapper recreational fishing season 

was reduced to only nine days, substantially reducing red snapper landings for charter vessels 

and non-HBC headboats (Table 2.4.3); HBC headboats were not constrained by this short season 

and consequently landed a higher percentage of the red snapper for that year. 

 

Table 2.4.3.  Recreational red snapper landings (in pounds whole weight) harvested by the for-

hire component of the recreational sector.   

Year 

For-Hire 

Season 

Length 

(Days) 

Charter Vessel Headboat 
Total 

For-Hire  

Charter 

Vessel 

% 

2011 48 1,212,177 630,562 6,734,107 65.8% 

2012 46 1,515,243 724,078 7,524,241 67.7% 

2013 42 1,111,709 445,276 9,702,902 71.4% 

2014 9 184,589 382,289 3,835,436 32.6% 

2015 44 1,573,451 580,226 5,960,151 73.1% 

2016 46 1,616,241 526,575 7,442,127 75.4% 
Source: mrcat_rsnap81_13_01Dec14_APAISadjustedRedSnapper. 
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2.5 Action 5 ï Units of Measure for Quota Distribution and Reporting  
 

Alternative  1.  No Action.  The charter vessel quotas are distributed and reported in pounds. 

 

Alternative 2.  The charter vessel quotas are distributed and reported in numbers of fish. 

 

Alternative 3.  The charter vessel quotas are distributed in pounds and reported in numbers of 

fish.  

 

Discussion 

Quotas for all federally managed species are set in pounds.  Recreational data collection 

programs such as MRIP and the SRHS estimate recreational harvests both in number of fish 

caught and in pounds.  For the management measures considered in this amendment, the 

distribution of the quota allotted to the charter vessel component and among vessels in the 

charter vessel component could be based either on pounds or number of fish.   

 

Reporting landings in pounds (Alternative 1) would be more burdensome to vessel operators 

because they would need to weigh each fish.  Alternative 1 would also be more burdensome to 

enforcement for the same reason.  However, because ACLs and quotas are set in pounds, no 

conversion would be needed to compare landings to the quotas. 

 

Alternative 2 would require the conversion of the charter vessel quota from pounds to number 

of fish before distribution to participants.  This would require an estimation of an average weight 

per fish, which can vary throughout the year and throughout the Gulf.  The commercial programs 

in the Gulf distribute annual allocations in pounds of fish.  However, recreational anglers and 

for-hire operators are less concerned with weight of fish and more concerned with numbers 

because bag limits have historically been expressed in numbers of fish.  In the HBC pilot 

program, port samplers and law enforcement agents found that numbers of fish were quick and 

easy to validate against the pre-landing notifications.   

 

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

HBC pilot program distributed allocation in pounds of fish, but participants reported in numbers 

of fish (for full details, see NMFS 2015).  Each HBC vesselôs individual amount of allocation in 

pounds was calculated by taking the vesselôs percentage of the HBC aggregate landings and 

applying this to the HBC quotas.  The pounds for each species were then converted to numbers 

of fish within the vessel accounts by using the average pre-season regional weight as determined 

through SRHS for the area in which they were fishing.  Because the average weight varied by 

region and time, the amount of fish resulting from a set poundage varied as well.  For example, 

10,000 lbs in region A that had an average fish weight of 5 lbs would result in 2,000 fish, while 

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

 

In the HBC pilot program, landings reported in numbers were converted back to pounds to 

compare against the quota using both pre-season average weights (used to originally convert 

pounds to fish) and in-season average weights (based on the most recent weights collected during 

the year).  In-season weights were based on species-specific regional and monthly average 

values.  During the first year of the program, the in-season and pre-season weights were similar 
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for both species (<5% difference).  In the second year of the program, the in-season weights were 

greater for both red snapper and gag (up to 23% difference).  The difference in weights between 

years (Table 2.5.1, particularly with gag, suggests that in-season weights should be monitored 

closely if allocation and landings are in numbers of fish.   

 

Table 2.5.1.  Minimum and maximum monthly average in-season fish weights (in pounds) for 

the HBC pilot program. 

 Mini mum fish weight Maximum fish weight 

Red Snapper 2014 2.16 9.91 

Red Snapper 2015 2.67 9.46 

Gag 2014 6.14 14.57 

Gag 2015 6.47 23.69 
Source:  NMFS SERO Neptune database 

 

Due to temporal and spatial fluctuations in average weights, weights might have to be monitored 

during the year.  For example, in the HBC pilot program, NMFS compared the pre-season 

average weight to the actual average weight during the season and made adjustments if 

warranted.  Port-side sampling is crucial for these calculations and may need to be increased to 

accurately track average weights per region.  Fish tags could also be used to validate landings in 

numbers.
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2.6 Action 6 ï Distributing  the Charter Quota to Charter Vessels 

 

Alternative 1:  No Action.  Do not specify a method for distributing the charter quota to charter 

vessels. 
 

Alternative 2:  Distribute charter quota based on tiers of permit passenger capacity of charter 

vessels.  Tiers are defined such that each: 

Option 2a:  Vessel with a permit passenger capacity of 6 receives 1 unit;  

                    Vessel with a permit passenger capacity of 7 or greater receives 2 units.  

Option 2b:  Vessel with a permit passenger capacity of 6 receives 1 unit;  

                    Vessel with a permit passenger capacity of 7-24 receives 2 units;  

                    Vessel with a permit passenger capacity >24 receives 3 units. 
 

Alternative 3:  Distribute charter quota based on average historical landings of charter vessels in 

each region using: 

Option 3a:  Average historical landings for years 2003 to 2013, excluding landings from 

2010. 

Option 3b:  50% of the average percentages landed between 1986 and 2013 (2010 

excluded) and 50% of the average percentages landed between 2006 and 2013 (2010 

excluded).   
 

Alternative 4:  Distribute charter quota based on equal distribution, passenger capacity, and 

historical landings by region using one of the following:  

 Option 4a Option 4b Option 4c Option 4d 

Equal distribution  33.3% 50% 25% 25% 

Passenger capacity 33.3% 25% 50% 25% 

Historical  landings by region 33.3% 25% 25% 50% 
 

Alternative 5:  Distribute the charter quota by auction.  All eligible participants are allowed to 

place bids.   
 

Alternative 6:  Distribute a portion of the charter quota by auction and the remainder based on 

equal distribution; passenger capacity; and historical landings by region (Options 6a-6c).  The 3 

metrics will be weighted by selecting one of Options 6d-6g.    

 
Option Auction 

Equal distribution; passenger capacity; 

historical landings by region 

Select 

one: 

6a 25% 75% 

6b 50% 50% 

6c 75% 25% 

 
 Equal Pass. Capacity Historical Landings 

Select 

one: 

6d 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 

6e 50% 25% 25% 

6f 25% 50% 25% 

 6g 25% 25% 50% 
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Note:  If Alternative 4 or 6 is selected as preferred, an option must be selected under Alternative 

3 to specify the time period of historical landings by region.   

 

Discussion:   
 

This action addresses how to divide the charter vessel program quota among charter vessels for 

the program selected in Action 1 through the initial apportionment of shares.  Subsequently, 

annual allocation would be distributed based on the amount of shares held by a participant.   

 

The Magnuson-Stevens Act section 303A(c)(5)(A) states that in developing a limited access 

privilege program, the Council shall ñestablish procedures to ensure fair and equitable initial 

allocations, including consideration of current and historical harvests; employment in the 

harvesting and processing sectors; investments in, and dependence upon, the fishery; and the 

current and historical participation of fishing communities.ò 

 

Detailed landings histories are available for vessels participating in the SRHS, but such 

information does not exist for charter vessels.  As a result, individual vesselsô catch histories 

cannot be used to apportion fishing privileges among participants.  This action considers 

alternate approaches for distributing shares among charter vessels that may serve as proxies for 

individual landing histories.  The shares could be distributed equally among all charter vessels 

(equal distribution), using the permit passenger capacity, based on historical landings by region, 

by auction, or using a combination of these approaches.   

 

Alternative 1 would not specify a method for distributing charter quota among charter vessels.  

Therefore, Alternative 1 would not allow further development of an allocation-based 

management program for charter vessels.   

 

Alternatives 2, 4, and 6 include using passenger capacity to distribute the charter quota.  Section 

1.1 discusses the two types of passenger capacity, for the permit and the vessel.  Each charter 

vessel has a permit passenger capacity based on its for-hire permit, and a vessel passenger 

capacity, based on the vesselôs certificate of inspection (COI), or lack thereof.     

 

The permit passenger capacity will be used to distribute the charter quota for an IFQ or PFQ 

program.  In most cases, the permit and vessel passenger capacities are the same.  The majority 

of charter vessels have a permit passenger capacity of six.  Vessels are not required to have a 

COI, but vessels without a COI are limited to six paying passengers.  However, as explained in 

more detail in Chapter 1, there are cases where the permitôs passenger capacity is greater than the 

vesselôs passenger capacity, and vice versa.   

 

Alternative 2 apportions the quota using ñtiersò of permit passenger capacity.  Under Option 2a, 

all charter vessels with a passenger capacity of 6 receive one unit of quota each; charter vessels 

with a passenger capacity greater than 6 receive two units of quota.  The number of units is 

summed to arrive at a total number of quota units.  The amount of the charter quota in pounds is 

then divided by the number of units, producing a number of pounds per unit.  Vessels with a 

passenger capacity of 6 receive that quantity of pounds of quota, while vessels with a passenger 

capacity greater than 6 receive two times that quantity, representing two units.   



 
Amendment 41:  Allocation-Based 45 Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 

Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels 

 

Option 2b divides the permit passenger capacities into an additional tier, such that vessels with a 

passenger capacity greater than 24 receive 3 units of quota.  Again, the number of units are 

summed to provide a total number of quota units.  The amount of the charter quota in pounds is 

then divided by the number of units, producing a number of pounds per unit.  Vessels with a 

passenger capacity of 6 receive that quantity of pounds of quota, vessels with a passenger 

capacity of 7 ï 24 receive two times that amount, and those vessels with passenger capacities 

greater than 24 receive three times the number of pounds per unit.  

 

Alternative 3 provides two options to distribute quota based on historical landings by region.   

When available, the recreational landings data will be provided for Alabama, Mississippi, 

Louisiana, and Texas, and for three regions of Florida - the Keys, the west Florida peninsula, and 

the Panhandle - for the selected reef fish species (Action 2).  These species are not landed 

uniformly by charter vessels around the Gulf.   

 

Very little red snapper is reported as landed in the Florida Keys and Mississippi, while charter 

vessels in the Florida Panhandle and Alabama land the majority of red snapper.  The recreational 

landings of gag, red grouper, and gray triggerfish mainly occur in Florida and Alabama.  The 

recreational landings for greater amberjack are mostly in Florida, but also occur throughout the 

Gulf.  For the purpose of distributing charter quota based on historical landings by region, 

Alabama and Mississippi could be considered one region to protect confidential data.  

 

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

distribute the quota based on the average historical landings by region for the years 2003 through 

2013, excluding 2010 landings.  The for-hire permit moratorium began in 2003.  Option 3b 

would distribute the charter quota using 50% of the average historical landings by region from 

1986 ï 2013, and 50% of the average percentage of landings by region from 2006 ï 2013, 

excluding landings from 2010.  This was the formula used to apportion the recreational red 

snapper ACL between the federal for-hire and private angling components in Amendment 40 

(GMFMC 2014a).  Both options would exclude landings from 2010, the year of the Deepwater 

Horizon MC252 oil spill.   

 

Due to changes in data collection and fishing seasons, the terminal year provided for the 

historical landings options is 2013.  In 2013, the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 

began to use its own survey, the LA Creel, which ran alongside the MRIP that year.  In 2014, 

Louisiana withdrew from MRIP and landings estimates in 2014 are only available from LA 

Creel; there are no 2014 MRIP landings estimates for Louisiana, which includes the MRIP for-

hire survey.  In 2015, MRIP resumed in Louisiana alongside LA Creel in an attempt to validate 

and certify LA Creel, but did not collect all data for charter vessels.  Also in 2014, the 

recreational fishing season for red snapper in federal waters was only nine days long, which 

severely restricted the ability of for-hire vessels to land red snapper.  The establishment of 

separate for-hire and private angling fishing seasons for red snapper began in 2015, and the for-

hire componentôs fishing season was 44 days long.  For these reasons, landings data after 2013 

was not consistent among regions.   
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For-hire permit holders are required to annually renew the charter permit and complete the 

permit application form.  To ensure accurate homeport, it may be necessary to emphasize the 

need for accurate updated information.  If the homeport information is not updated and accurate, 

selecting a distribution method that relies on historical landings by region (Alternatives 3, 4, and 

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

the current vessel homeports are in non-Gulf States which could affect the accuracy of the 

allocation distribution.  Furthermore, permit renewals are processed throughout the year and 

expiration dates are determined by the primary permit holderôs birth month or the businessô 

month of incorporation. 

 

Alternative 4 provides options to combine the allocation approaches of equal distribution, 

passenger capacity, and historical landings by region.  Option 4a would give equal weight to the 

three approaches, and the remaining options give greater weight to one approach, and equivalent 

weight to the remaining two approaches.  The Council can choose which method should have the 

most consideration when allocating shares.  

 

Alternative 5 would distribute the quota using an auction.  In the event a limited access privilege 

program (LAPP) is developed, the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that the Council consider, 

and may provide, if appropriate, an auction system or other program to collect royalties for the 

initial, or any subsequent, distribution of allocations in a LAPP (Section 303A(d)).   

 

Alternative 6 provides options to combine an auction with the allocation approaches of equal 

distribution, permit passenger capacity, and historical landings by region.  Options 6a-6c specify 

how to weight the distribution of charter quota by auction and the remainder by some combined 

weighting of equal distribution, passenger capacity, and historical landings by region.  Options 

6d-6g mirror Options 4a-4d, as they provide the same weighting for each of the provided 

allocation approaches.  Thus, to select Alternative 6 as preferred, two options must also be 

selected:  one option must be selected from among Options 6a-6c to specify how much of the 

charter quota to distribute by auction, and one option from among Options 6d-6g, to specify the 

weighting of equal distribution, passenger capacity, and historical landings by region.    

 

In the Gulfôs commercial IFQ programs, annual IFQ allocation is distributed and accounted for 

in pounds of fish.  The Council may decide to distribute annual allocations for each species in 

pounds of fish or in number of fish, based on an average weight of that particular species landed 

by the recreational sector.  If number of fish are used, landings would need to be monitored to 

ensure that the weight of all landed fish does not exceed the quota.  The HBC pilot study 

distributed allocation in numbers of fish rather than pounds of fish using pre-season regional 

average weights (vessels in different regions had a different conversion factor).  NMFS 

monitored the weight of landed fish during the season, and monthly in-season average regional 

weights were compiled every 2 ï 4 weeks and compared to the pre-season weights.  The HBC 

also distributed and used harvest tags for validation, but this was done by participants in the 

HBC and outside of any NMFS oversight. 

 

Appeals 

In accordance with Section 303A(c)(I) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, an appeals process will be 

established to provide a procedure for resolving disputes regarding initial distribution of shares.  
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A small percentage of the quota will be set aside at the beginning of the program to cover 

potential successful appeals.  Items subject to appeal are eligibility to participate and homeport 

of vessel based on the preferred alternative and option in Action 5.  Appeals based on hardship 

factors will not be considered.     

 

Data for appeals would be based on records submitted to and received by the Southeast Region 

Permits Office during permit renewal, transfer, or other update.  NMFS records of federal reef 

fish charter/headboat permits constitute the sole basis for determining ownership of such permits.   

 

Appeals will be processed by the NMFS National Appeals Office and will be governed by the 

regulations and policy of the National Appeals Office at 15 CFR Part 906.  Appeals must be 

submitted to the National Appeals Office no later than 90 days after the date the initial 

determination is issued.  Appeals must contain documentation supporting the basis for the 

appeal.  The Regional Administrator will review, evaluate, and render final decision on appeals.  

NMFS will notify potential participants of the appeals dates and process when initial distribution 

is determined.  
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2.7 Action 7 ï Adaptive Catch Share Management  

 

Action 7 is divided into four sub-actions.  The alternatives under each sub-action would combine 

to make an adaptive management process.  If the Council selects the no-action alternative for any 

one of these sub-actions, it would be the same as choosing not to implement an adaptive 

management process.  The adaptive catch share process outlined here is intended to account for 

permits whose owners do not land the species included in this amendment but receive shares, 

allow a method for new participants to gain shares, and help achieve optimum yield in the 

fishery. 

 

Adaptive Catch Share Process 

 

An adaptive catch share program begins with the initial distribution of shares (as determined in 

Action 6).  Fish are landed during a pre-determined cycle length (one or more years) using 

annual allocation.  It is expected that some shareholders will harvest all of the allocation 

associated with their shares each year, while others will not.  At the end of the first cycle, a 

portion of shares are reclaimed equally from all accounts.  Shares are redistributed near the start 

of the next cycle only to participants who landed fish.   

 

The minimum time for a cycle is one fishing season (typically one year), but could be longer.  

During the cycle, fishing proceeds as it would during a non-adaptive catch share program, with 

harvest and transferability of allocation or shares allowed as set by the programôs regulations.  

Cycles may be for a set length of time (e.g., one year in perpetuity) or progressively lengthened 

over time until a constant cycle length is achieved (Figure 2.7.1).  At the end of each cycle, the 

reclamation and redistribution processes begin.  Possible impacts of cycle length and the effect 

on the fishery should be considered when setting a cycle length.   

 

 
Figure 2.7.1.  Comparison of set and progressive cycle timetables. 

 

The reclamation process of an adaptive catch share program reclaims a percentage of shares from 

all shareholders.  While shares are reclaimed from all shareholders, each shareholder has an 

opportunity to have a greater, smaller, or equal percentage of shares returned to them through the 

redistribution process.  Reclaiming only a portion of the shares is intended to allow for the 

participants to form a business plan based on a known minimum amount of shares they would 

have for the next fishing year.  The proportion of shares reclaimed each cycle can be set or 

progressive (Figure 2.7.2).   

 
Set cycle: Cycle is the same in perpetuity. 

 

 
Progressive cycle until cycle length is reached: Length of each cycle increases 

incrementally until a set cycle is achieved. 

 

1 year 1 year 1 year 1 year 1 year 1 year 1 year 1 year 1 year 1 year

1 year 2 years 3 years 3 years
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Figure 2.7.2.  Comparison of set and progressive reclamations. 

 

During the redistribution process, the reclaimed shares are distributed to those accounts that 

landed fish during the cycle.  Reclamation and redistribution would be processed separately for 

each species, not for the program as a whole.  Shares can be redistributed equally or 

proportionally among those participants with landings.  Redistributing shares proportionally 

based on landings would result in those participants who landed a greater amount of fish 

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

of these two methods is shown in the example below. 

 

In this example, 100 accounts have shares, and in this particular cycle, only 80 of those accounts 

had landings.  The quota in this particular cycle is 100,000 lbs, and 98,000 lbs were landed.  10% 

of each accountôs shares are reclaimed at the end of the cycle. 

 

Number of accounts with shares: 100 

Number of accounts with landings: 80 

Quota for the cycle: 100,000 lbs 

Total amount landed during the cycle: 98,000 lbs 

Reclamation percentage (RP): 10% RP 

 

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

Account A landed 1,000 lbs; Account B landed 5,000 lbs; Account C had no landings.  With 

equal redistribution, Accounts A and B both receive back an additional 0.125% in shares that 

were reclaimed.  Account C receives no shares back, due to the lack of landings.   

 

Account Landings Equal Redistribution 

  
Ϸ Ὑὖ

Π ὥὧὧέόὲὸί
Ϸ ὶὩὨὭίὸὶὭὦόὸὩὨ 

A 1,000 lbs 
ρπϷ Ὑὖ

ψπ ὥὧὧέόὲὸί
πȢρςυϷ 

B 5,000 lbs 
ρπϷ Ὑὖ

ψπ ὥὧὧέόὲὸί
πȢρςυϷ 

C 0 lbs 0% 

 
Set reclamation: the same proportion is reclaimed each cycle 

 

 
Progressive reclamation: A progressive increase/decrease proportion of shares is reclaimed 

each cycle, until a set amount to be reclaimed is achieved. 

 

Cycle 1

Reclaim: 25%

Cycle 2

Reclaim: 25%

Cycle 3

Reclaim: 25%

Cycle 4

Reclaim: 25%

Cycle 5

Reclaim: 25%

Cycle 1

Reclaim: 70%

Cycle 2

Reclaim: 50%

Cycle 3

Reclaim: 40%

Cycle 4

Reclaim: 30%

Cycle 5

Reclaim: 30%
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With proportional redistribution, Account A receives 0.102% back in shares that were 

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

amount in shares because it had a higher proportion of the industry landings in that cycle, 

compared to Account A.  Account C still receives no shares back, due to the lack of landings.   

 

Due to how landings are taken into consideration, in this example Account A would receive 

fewer shares back under proportional redistribution than under equal redistribution; Account 

B would receive more shares back under proportional redistribution; Account C would 

receive no shares back under both types of redistribution.  The amount of shares received 

back by each account under proportional redistribution will vary based on the total amount of 

fish landed and the amount landed per account.  For example, if Vessel A landed 1,225 lbs, it 

would receive the same amount under proportional distribution as equal distribution. 

 
Account Starting 

Shares 

Reclaimed 

Shares 

Remaining 

Shares 

Equal Proportional 

Redistributed Final Redistributed Final 

A 1% 0.1% 0.9% 0.125% 1.025% 0.102% 1.002% 

B 5% 0.5% 4.5% 0.125% 4.625% 0.510% 5.01% 

C 3% 0.3% 2.7% 0% 2.7% 0% 2.7% 

 

If adaptive management is applied to a system where shares are not independent of the permit 

(e.g., PFQ), there is an increased potential of unintended consequences to permit holders.  A PFQ     

program creates different classes of permits based on the shares associated with the permit.  In an 

adaptive program, this may be magnified as the adaptive nature will increase shares on some 

permits while reducing shares on other permits.  After multiple cycles, there may be permits that 

have zero shares in any share category.  As already mentioned, a PFQ may restrict or deny a 

permit transfer, if the permit holder would exceed one or more share caps.  Furthermore, the 

adaptive process will need to account for share caps when redistributing shares.  This may be 

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

if there is joint ownership of permits.  The following example demonstrates this issue. 

Account Landings                         Proportional Redistribution 

  

 ὥὧὧέόὲὸ ὰὥὲὨὭὲὫί 

 ὸέὸὥὰ ὰὥὲὨὭὲὫί 
ρzππὥὧὧέόὲὸ Ϸ 

 
ὥὧὧέόὲὸ Ϸ Ϸz Ὑὖ Ϸ ὶὩὨὭίὸὶὭὦόὸὩὨ 

A 1,000 lbs 

 ρȟπππ ὰὦ

 ωψȟπππ ὰὦ
ρzππρȢπςϷ 

 
ρȢπςϷzρπϷ Ὑὖ πȢρπςϷ 

B 5,000 lbs 

υȟπππ ὰὦ

ωψȟπππ ὰὦ
ρzππυȢρπϷ 

 
υȢρπϷzρπϷ Ὑὖ πȢυρπϷ 

C 0 lbs 
πϷ 
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This example considers four permits (P1-P4) owned by various combinations of four entities 

(A-D) in an adaptive PFQ program.  A 5% share cap is set, and the shareholdings for each 

entity must remain below the share cap.  Note that the share cap applies to each entity, as 

well as across permits.  This example only uses entities that are individuals and does not 

incorporate businesses, which would add further complications.  For example, if the entity 

owning the permit is a business, the assignment of shares would be based on the percent 

ownership each entity has in the business. 

 

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

dependent on the share percentage chosen for reclamation.   

 

Permit (P) P1 P2 P3 P4 

Entities owning the 

permit 
A A & B B & C & D B & D 

Shares associated 

with the permit after 

reclamation 

0.5% 3% 3% 2% 

 

Shares are assigned equally among the owners of each permit for purposes of calculating the 

share cap exposure.   

 

Permit (P) P1 P2 P3 P4 

Entities A A & B B & C & D B & D 

Shares after 

reclamation 
0.5% 3% 3% 2% 

Shares assigned to 

each entity 
0.5% 1.5% each 1% each 1% each 

 

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

permit.   

 

Permit (P) P1 P2 P3 P4 

Entities A A & B B & C & D B & D 

Shares after 

reclamation 
0.5% 3% 3% 2% 

Shares from 

redistribution to 

permit 

0.25% 2% 2% 3% 

Total shares to 

permit after 

redistribution 

0.75% 5% 5% 5% 

 

 

 

 



 
Amendment 41:  Allocation-Based 52 Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 

Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels 

 

Again, shares are assigned equally among the owners of each permit for purposes of 

calculating the share cap exposure.   

 

Permit (P) P1 P2 P3 P4 

Entities A A & B B & C & D B & D 

Total shares to permit 0.75% 5% 5% 5% 

Proportion assigned to 

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

 

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

 

Entity Shares Held by Individual Entity Exceed 5% 

share cap? 

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

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

C 1.66% (P3)  No 

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

 

In this example, no permit exceeds a share cap, but Entity B exceeds the share cap, because 

that entity is listed on three permits and, therefore, is involved in three accounts.  For Entity 

B not to exceed the share cap, a reduced amount of shares must be redistributed to that entity.  

Since the shares redistributed are redistributed by permit, any change to the redistributed 

shares for those permits also affects the other entities involved in the permits.  In other 

words, if the redistribution for Entity B must be reduced, Entities A, C, and D will be 

affected because they own permits with Entity B.  In addition, Entity B is prohibited from 

obtaining any more permits with shares.  Likewise, the other entities cannot obtain additional 

permits if the shares on those permits added to their current permits will exceed the share 

cap. 

 

NMFS will need a set of rules to determine which account does not receive the full redistributed 

shares earned or if all accounts receive a lesser proportion of shares.  While a similar situation 

may occur in an IFQ program, the individual entities in an IFQ program can transfer shares out 

of the account(s) to keep within the share cap, allowing the participants, not NMFS, to determine 

how to adjust their shares in relation to the cap. 

 

Outcomes of an adaptive catch share management program, regardless of cycle duration, 

reclamation amount, or redistribution process, may be influenced by other aspects of the catch 

share program.  At a minimum, for an adaptive catch share program to be beneficial to new or 

replacement fishermen, allocation transfers among participants would be necessary; otherwise, 

new or replacement fishermen would not be able to obtain allocation and receive reclaimed 

shares.  This would similarly affect smaller participants that would like to grow their businesses.  

If shares are redistributed proportionally based on landings, allocation transfers may also 

decrease the amount of time until the share distribution becomes representative of the current 

fishery.  For example, a current participant may obtain allocation from another participant during 
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the cycle.  If that current participant has increased landings during the cycle as a result of the 

purchased allocation, they will receive a greater proportion of the redistributed shares.   

 

With an IFQ program, share transfers might also reduce the amount of time until the share 

distribution is representative of the current fishery.  For example, a participant with a small 

amount of shares may obtain additional shares by purchasing them from other shareholders.  The 

allocation associated with these shares in subsequent years within the cycle, might allow the 

participant to increase landings.  If shares are redistributed proportionally based on landings, this 

participant will have the opportunity to earn an increased amount of shares in addition to the 

purchased shares transferred into the account.   
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Action 7.1:  Adaptive Management Cycle 
 

Alternative 1:  No Action.  Do not set an adaptive management cycle.  

 

Alternative 2:  The cycles for adaptive management will occur on a set cycle of every: 

 Option 2a:  1 year 

Option 2b:  2 year 

Option 2c:  X years 

 

Preferred Alternative 3:  The cycles for adaptive management will increase progressively, 

starting at X year(s) and incrementing until Y years.  Thereafter, cycles will be Y years in length. 

Preferred Option 3a:  1 year incrementing by 1 year till reaching 3 years (cycle 1 = 1 

year, cycle 2 = 2 years, cycle 3+ = 3 years) 

Option 3b:  2 years incrementing by 1 year till reaching 4 years (cycle 1 = 2 years, cycle 

2 = 3 years, cycle 3+ = 4 years) 

Option 3c:  1 year incrementing after 3 years by 1 year until reaching 3 years (cycle 1 = 

1 year, cycle 2 = 1 year, cycle 3 = 1 year, cycle 4 = 2 years, cycle 5+ = 3 years) 

 

Discussion: 

 

Alternative 1 (No Action) would use a non-adaptive catch share management system; therefore, 

none of the sub-actions under Action 7 would be needed.  A non-adaptive system would 

distribute shares only once when the program begins.  Each participantôs shareholdings could 

only change through transfers with an IFQ program or by buying a different permit with a PFQ 

program. 

 

Alternative 2 and Preferred Alternative 3 would allow for an adaptive approach to the catch 

share program.  The impacts of the cycle duration should be considered when choosing a set or 

progressive cycle management.  Cycle durations would impact how quickly the shares are 

redistributed to represent the current fishery, the stability of the market for shares and allocation, 

and the ability and timeliness for new or replacement entrants to acquire shares (Table 2.7.1.1).  

Effects of the duration of a cycle may be magnified by localized events (e.g., red tides, 

hurricanes) and personal events (e.g., health or vessel problems).  Short durations are beneficial 

when there is a need for rapid adaptive management, such as to address an initial distribution that 

may not have been representative of the current fishery.  A shorter duration of the cycle would 

allow changes in the distribution of shares to occur more frequently.  The need for rapid adaptive 

management should be balanced with any expected negative consequences that could result 

because of short cycle durations.  Longer cycle durations provide for more stability in business 

planning and may minimize localized effects.  Conversely, a longer cycle duration may have a 

negative impact on new or replacement entrants, because it will take longer to receive shares 

through redistribution.  There may also be a disproportional effect to participants who harvested 

the entire cycle length versus those that harvested for only a portion of a cycleôs length. 
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Table 2.7.1.1.  Comparison of effects of an adaptive catch share for set and progressive intervals 

Effects 

Set Intervals (Alt 2) Progressive 

Intervals (Alt 3)  

Short Long Short to long 

Representative distribution (e.g., 

moving shares from latent fishermen 

or those who encounter a species less 

often to those who land and 

encounter the species more often)  

Faster time to 

move shares to 

active 

fishermen  

Slower time to 

move shares to 

active 

fishermen 

Intermediate time 

to move shares to 

active fishermen 

Stability in industry  (e.g., ability to 

predict future shares and business 

practices) 

Less stable More stable 
Movement 

towards stability 

New entrants (e.g., timeline for new 

entrants to earn shares in the 

program) 

Faster time to 

earn shares 

Longer time to 

earn shares 

Initially faster time 

to earn shares, 

then longer  

 

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires a review of a limited access privilege program (IFQ or 

PFQ) after the first 5 years, and every 5 to 7 years thereafter.  For a complete analysis of the 

progress and success of the program, it would be best to have more than one cycle completed and 

not be mid-cycle at the time of the review (e.g., end of the first 5 years). 

 

Alternative 2 would use a set duration for each cycle.  The set duration would provide a degree 

of stability within the program, as participants can easily track when the adaptive actions will 

occur.  This would allow for better business planning and known time periods of uncertainty.  

This type of duration cycle may be most appropriate when the industry is stable in relation to the 

number of participants and the distribution of shares.  Options a-c would encompass the effects 

of shorter and longer cycle times as outlined in Table 2.7.1.1. 

 

Preferred Alternative 3 would use progressively increasing cycle durations, where the cycle 

duration would be incrementally increased until a constant duration is achieved.  This would 

allow for shorter time periods initially, and longer durations once the fishery is considered stable 

in relation to participants and distribution of shares.  This management approach would be best 

when initial distribution is expected to be skewed and not representative of the current 

participation in the fishery.  Options a-c would encompass the effects of shorter and longer cycle 

times as outlined in Table 2.7.1.1. 

 

 

 

  



 
Amendment 41:  Allocation-Based 56 Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 

Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels 

Action 7.2:  Reclamation of Shares 
 

Alternative 1:  No Action.  Do not reclaim shares.  

 

Alternative 2:  Reclaim a set percentage of shares of each share category from all shareholder 

accounts. 

 Option 2a:  10% 

 Option 2b:  25% 

 Option 2c:  X% 

  

Alternative 3:  Reclaim a progressively decreasing amount of shares of each share category 

from all shareholder accounts.   

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

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

 

Discussion: 

 

Alternative 1 (No Action) would use a non-adaptive catch share management system; therefore, 

none of the sub-actions under Action 7 would be needed.   

 

Alternatives 2 and 3 would set the amount of shares reclaimed from every account at the end of 

a cycle.  The redistribution of reclaimed shares is covered in Action 7.3.  If the program has 

multiple share categories, reclamation would occur for each share category individually.  

Reclamation is a purposeful method to redistribute shares for programs where initial shares are 

not expected to be representative of the current participation in the fishery and latent permits are 

unknown (e.g., because landings history was not known).  Reclamation with redistribution 

(Action 7.3) also provides a way for new or replacement entrants to earn shares through 

participation.  The percentages of shares to be reclaimed can be set from 0% (i.e., functions like 

a non-adaptive program) to 100% (i.e., full redistribution each cycle).  The goal is to determine 

what reclamation percentages will best accomplish the programôs goals (e.g., a representative 

share distribution, aids to new or replacement entrants), without creating a barrier to business 

practices (e.g., the ability to predict allocation available for future trips).   

 

Impacts from different reclaimed share percentages should be considered when designing such a 

program.  In the for-hire industry, some participants might schedule trips with clients many 

months if not a year in advance of the actual trip.  The participants would need to retain enough 

shares within their accounts to continue with this business practice.  Although reclaiming a high 

percentage of reclaimed shares each cycle would allow the program to move more rapidly 

towards representative distribution, it might also create instability in trip planning.  Conversely, 

reclaiming a low percentage of shares each cycle may provide stability but may not redistribute 

enough shares to address the programôs goals in a reasonable time frame. 

 

Alternative 2 would use a set reclamation percentage for every cycle.  A constant reclamation 

percentage may provide the greatest stability and may be an optimum method if there is more 

concern for providing access for new or replacement entrants than with using adaptive 

management to quickly achieve a representative distribution of shares.  This type of reclamation 
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may work well as existing fishermen slowly exit the fishery (e.g., decrease their activity), while 

new or replacement entrants slowly enter the industry. 

 

Alternative 3 would use a progressive reclamation percentage that decreases each cycle.  A 

progressive reclamation percentage may be most suitable when it is expected that initial share 

distributions will not be reflective of actual industry participation.  In a progressive reclamation, 

the first cycle claims a high percentage of shares.  This would be used to rapidly redistribute the 

shares after the first cycle.  As the cycles continue, the percentage of shares reclaimed decreases 

as the redistribution moves shares to shareholders actively fishing. 

 

With both Alternatives 2 and 3, the reclamation percentage (Options 2a-2c and 3a-3b) should 

be considered in conjunction with the cycle duration because these two elements interact.  For 

example, reclaiming a high percentage of shares through short cycle durations would have a 

different effect on the industry than a high reclaiming a high percentage of shares through a long 

cycle duration. 
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Action 7.3:  Redistribution of Reclaimed Shares 
 

Alternative 1:  No Action.  Do not redistribute reclaimed shares. 

 

Alternative 2:  Redistribute reclaimed shares by share category equally among all participants 

that harvested species in that share category.   

  

Preferred Alternative 3:  Redistribute reclaimed shares by share category proportionally among 

all participants that harvested species in that share category.  Proportional redistribution is based 

on a participantôs landings for a species in a given share category divided by the total landings 

for that share category within the cycle.   

 

Discussion: 

 

Alternative 1 (No Action) would use a non-adaptive catch share management system; therefore, 

none of the sub-actions under Action 7 would be needed.   

 

Alternatives 2 and 3 would use adaptive management to redistribute the reclaimed shares to 

accounts that landed species within that share category.  Distributing reclaimed shares to only 

those participants who landed within the share category allows adaptive management to work 

towards representative distribution.  Distributing shares to those who have no landings within 

that share category would be counterproductive to the goals of adaptive management.  Both 

Alternative 2 and Preferred Alternative 3 would be mechanisms for new or replacement 

entrants to obtain shares through landings.  Allocation transfers must be allowed for this adaptive 

management program to work for new or replacement entrants.  The new or replacement entrants 

would obtain allocation through transfers and land species within a cycle.  Once these 

participants have harvested within a share category, they would be eligible to receive reclaimed 

shares in the next cycle, and the annual allocation that is associated with those shares.  While the 

allocation associated with these redistributed shares may not initially be sufficient to support 

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

reduction in cost.   

 

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

that share category.  This would provide participants who landed one pound within a share 

category the same proportion of reclaimed shares as participants who landed greater quantities.  

Under this alternative, new or replacement fishermen may gain access to shares more quickly.  

Conversely, those who rarely encounter a species but have landings, may obtain more shares 

than needed to maintain their business.   

 

Preferred Alternative 3 considers proportional distribution of reclaimed shares to all who have 

landed within the share category.  Under this alternative, a greater proportion of reclaimed shares 

would go to those with greater landings.  For example, in a multi-share category program, a 

participant who does not target a share category, but incidentally catches species in that category, 

would receive fewer reclaimed shares than a participant who targets the species in the share 

category.  Since species are not evenly distributed across the Gulf, and fishermen have different 
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species of interest, proportional distribution would increase shares for those who encounter and 

land the species in the share category.   

 

With both Alternative 2 and 3, if an individualôs permit expires, the permit holder has one year 

to renew the permit.  In a PFQ system, if the permit is not renewed, it will be terminated and 

shares associated with that permit will be added to the reclaimed shares that are redistributed in 

the next cycle.  In an IFQ program, if a permit is required to maintain shares (Action 9) and an 

individualôs permit expires, the permit holder has one year to renew the permit or divest of their 

shares (i.e., transfer the shares).  If the permit is not renewed, it will be terminated, and any 

shares that have not been transferred will be added to the reclaimed shares that are redistributed 

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

Alternative 1:  No Action.  Reclamation and redistribution will continue for each shareholder 

account indefinitely, regardless of level of landings.  

 

Alternative 2:  After the first three years, and then after each subsequent cycle, shares will be 

declared latent if the following conditions are met for a shareholder account: 

¶ the percentage of shares in a share category is less than X%, and 

¶ no fish were landed during that time period/cycle in that share category. 

Latent shares from shareholder accounts will be reclaimed at the end of the time period/cycle. 

            Option 2a:  X=0.000001% 

            Option 2b:  X=lowest percent during initial distribution 

  

Alternative 3:  After the first three years, and then after each subsequent cycle, shares will be 

declared latent if a shareholder account does not have landed fish in a species category.  All 

shares in that species category from that shareholder account will be reclaimed at the end of the 

time period/cycle. 

  

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

same for each share category.  

 

Discussion: 

 

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

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

a fisherman with no landings would always retain some portion of their shares, as determined in 

Action 7.2, which has no option to reclaim 100% of shares from fishermen each cycle.  Allowing 

inactive fishermen to indefinitely retain shares would not meet the need of achieving OY nor the 

Councilôs stated desire to keep shares active.  Also, at some point, the share level could decrease 

below the level that could be tracked by the catch shares online system.  A declaration of latency 

would not occur regardless of how low the share value gets or how long the fisherman does not 

fish.   

 

Alt ernative 2 would set an end point for retention of unused shares by inactive fishermen by 

declaring those shares latent if two conditions exist.  First, the amount of shares would need to be 

lower than a minimum amount that the Council considers reasonable.  For Option 2a, that 

amount would be the lowest value accounted for by the catch shares online system (0.000001%).  

The number of pounds this share represents depends on the quota, but would equal less than two 

pounds for all the current quotas, and less than one pound for some, meaning not enough for 

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

shareholder during initial distribution.  Although we cannot determine that amount yet, it would 

presumably be greater than the amount in Option 2a.  The second condition to be met would be 

that the fisherman did not land any fish during the previous time period (during the first three 

years, or during the previous cycle thereafter).  This second condition would ensure that the 

fisherman is truly inactive and not a new participant trying to earn shares by leasing.  
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Alternative 3 is similar to Alternative 2, but only declares shares latent based on lack of 

landings.   

 

The declaration of latency in Alternatives 2 and 3 would not begin initially until after three 

years to allow time for the adaptive management process to begin balancing shares.  The delay 

would also account for fishermen who might miss a year of fishing due to illness, vessel repairs, 

or other reasons.  However, the 3-year initial time period would work differently depending on 

the preferred alternative in Action 7.1, which sets the number of years for each cycle.  A 3-year 

period would end at the end of a cycle with Preferred Alternative 3a and Alternative 3c in Action 

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

declared latent in the middle of a cycle, those shares would be reclaimed and held by NMFS until 

the end of the cycle when they could be redistributed, preventing them from being used to 

harvest fish until then. 
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2.8 Action 8 ï Transferability of IFQ Shares 

 

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

 

Alternative 2:  An account holder must have an associated Charter/Headboat Permit for Reef 

Fish to receive transferred shares.  Shares can only be transferred to United States citizens or 

permanent residents. 

  

Alternative 3:  Shares can be transferred to any United States citizen or permanent resident. 

 

Discussion: 

 

If an IFQ program is selected in Action 1, this action determines how the IFQ shares can be 

transferred after the initial distribution of the shares.  This action does not address the 

transferability of shares under a PFQ program, as the shares must be transferred with the permit.   

 

If transfer is allowed, transfer of shares would be permanent (non-adaptive catch share) or semi-

permanent (adaptive catch share) and the recipient of the shares would receive the allocation in 

subsequent years.  In an IFQ program, the shares are not attached to a permit but belong to the 

entities associated with the account and can be transferred in part or in whole; in a PFQ program, 

the shares are attached to the permit and must be transferred as a whole with the permit.  For 

both the IFQ and PFQ programs, the annual allocation associated with the shares would be 

distributed to the account holding the shares at the time of distribution.   

 

The commercial IFQ programs do not currently have a permit requirement for receiving 

transferred shares; the only requirements are that a recipient must be a U.S. citizen or permanent 

resident and that the received shares do not exceed the share cap.  During the first 5 years of each 

commercial program, one could only enter the program if one had a permit, and shares and 

allocation could only be transferred to permit holders.  In those first 5 years, shares could be 

maintained without a permit.  As of 2012 for the red snapper IFQ program and 2015 for the 

grouper tilefish IFQ program, anyone meeting the citizenship requirement can open an IFQ 

account and receive transferred shares or allocation; however, a the vessel must be permitted to 

harvest allocation.   

 

Alternative 1 would be the most restrictive of the alternatives and not allow the transfer of 

shares.  In this case, the initial distribution of IFQ shares would be permanently assigned to the 

account entity that is the initial recipient.  The account entity would retain the shares even if the 

permit is transferred or allowed to expire.  Prohibiting the transfer of shares may prevent an 

entity from obtaining an excessive amount of shares, although share caps ultimately constrain the 

amount of shares held by an entity (Action 11).  Restrictions on the transfer of shares in an IFQ 

program could have unforeseen consequences as participants exit the fishery and are unable to 

transfer their shares to participants in the IFQ program.  If a permit was transferred, the shares 

would stay with the original shareholder and could not be transferred to the new shareholder.  

Even if a permit was terminated, the original permit holder would retain the shares and over 

time, fewer and fewer shares would be available to active fishermen.  Prohibiting the transfer of 
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shares may also have a negative effect on new entrants or replacement fishermen, as they would 

not be allowed to obtain shares in the system.     

 

Alternative 2 would only allow the transfer of shares between accounts that are associated with 

a valid for-hire permit.  In Amendment 42, the Council is considering whether to separate the 

for-hire permits into separate charter and headboat permits, or add an endorsement to the for-hire 

permit for headboats.  This decision could impact the transferability of the shares.  If the for-hire 

permits are separated, then the shares under these alternatives would likely be transferable to 

only charter permits due to the program restrictions.  However, if an endorsement is added to the 

for-hire permit for headboats or the for-hire permit is not split by the programs, then any entity 

with a for-hire permit could receive shares unless additional restrictions were implemented, such 

as eligibility requirements to obtain a shareholder account.  The Council would need to discuss 

whether the shares could be transferred between the programs and if someone could use the same 

vessel in the same year in both programs.  Since the IFQ program would be a LAPP, participants 

would also be required to meet the U.S. citizenship or permanent resident requirement for this 

alternative.   

 

Alternative 3 would be the least restrictive and allow any United States citizen or permanent 

resident to obtain shares, similar to Gulf commercial IFQ programs.  While shares could be 

transferred to a person or entity without a for-hire permit, the fish could not be legally harvested 

without procuring a for-hire permit, or transferring the allocation to a permit holder.  Under this 

alternative, any United States citizen or permanent resident could enter the program as a 

shareholder, including new fishermen, investors, or fishermen in another fishery or sector.  

However, fishing communities and active charter operators may react negatively to absentee 

ownership of shares.  Full public participation would also allow the transfer of shares to entities 

who may not use the IFQ allocation associated with the shares to participate in the charter fishing 

industry because a permit is required to harvest fish.  If adaptive management options are 

chosen, this may decrease the impact of absentee ownership of shares.  

 

Alternatives 2 and 3 would require a protocol to be developed to handle the transfer of shares.  

Alternative 2 would require the account holder to maintain a valid for-hire permit to receive the 

shares.  This restriction would contribute to maintaining IFQ shares in the hands of for-hire 

operators.  The moratorium restricts the number of for-hire permits in the Gulf, and these permits 

can only be obtained from current for-hire permit holders.  Thus the number of potential IFQ 

accounts would be limited to the number of permits if Alternative 2 is selected, but may 

increase if Alternative 3 is selected, as account holders could maintain their shares after 

transferring a permit.  The new permit holder would create a new account, thereby allowing the 

number of IFQ accounts to be greater than the number of for-hire permits.  Alternative 3 would 

also allow for fishermen to separate their assets, by creating a new account that is not directly 

linked to their permit, as is often done in the commercial IFQ program. 
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2.9 Action 9 ï Maintenance of IFQ Shares 

 

Alternative 1:  No Action.  Shares can be held by any United States citizen or permanent 

resident. 

 

Alternative 2:  A participant must have a Charter/Headboat Permit for Reef Fish to maintain 

shares.  Shares can only be held by United States citizens or permanent residents.  If a participant 

transfers their permit, then the owner must divest of their shares or obtain another permit within 

60 days of the completion of the transfer; if the permit/endorsement expires, then the owner must 

renew the permit or divest of their shares before the permit terminates or the shares will revert to 

NMFS. 

 

Discussion: 

 

If an IFQ program is selected in Action 1, this action determines the criteria for maintaining 

shares.  This action does not address the maintenance of shares under a PFQ program, as the 

shares remain with the for-hire permit.  In an IFQ program, the shares are not attached to a 

permit and belong to the entities associated with the account and can be transferred in part or in 

whole, if transferability is selected by the Council in Action 8.   

 

Alternative 1 would be the least restrictive and allow any United States citizen or permanent 

resident to maintain shares.  While shares could be maintained by a person or entity without a 

for-hire permit, the fish could not be legally harvested without procuring a for-hire permit, or 

transferring the allocation to a permit holder.  Under this alternative, any United States citizen or 

permanent resident could participate in the program as a shareholder, including new or 

replacement fishermen, investors, or fishermen in another fishery or sector.   

 

Alternative 2 would only allow shares in accounts that hold a valid Charter/Headboat Permit for 

Reef Fish.  This restriction would contribute to maintaining IFQ shares in the hands of for-hire 

operators.  The moratorium restricts the number of for-hire permits in the Gulf, and these permits 

can only be obtained from current for-hire permit holders.  Thus, the number of potential IFQ 

accounts would be limited to the number of permits if Alternative 2 is selected. 

 

In Amendment 42, the Council is considering whether to separate the for-hire permits or add an 

endorsement to the permit for headboat operation.  This decision could impact the maintenance 

of the shares.  If the permits are separated, then the shares under these alternatives would only be 

held by participants with a charter permit due to the program restrictions.  However, if an 

endorsement is added to the permit for headboats or the permit is not split by the programs, then 

anyone with a for-hire permit could hold shares unless additional restrictions were implemented.   

 

If an individualôs permit expires, the permit holder has one year to renew the permit or divest of 

their shares (i.e., transfer the shares).  If the permit is not renewed, it will be terminated, and any 

shares that have not been transferred will be redistributed along with reclaimed shares under the 

adaptive management process in Action 7; if adaptive management is not selected, another 

method of returning shares would need to be developed.  If a permit is transferred, the 
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shareholder will have 60 days to divest of those shares or obtain another permit.  Permit 

applications/transfers are generally processed by NMFS within 60 days. 
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2.10 Action 10 ï Transferability of Annual Allocation  

 

Alternative  1:  No Action.  Do not allow the transfer of allocation among participants. 

 

Preferred Alternative  2:  An account must have a Charter/Headboat permit for Reef Fish to 

receive transferred allocation.  Annual allocation can only be transferred to United States citizens 

or permanent residents. 

 

Alternative 3:  There are no restrictions on the transfer of allocation.  Annual allocation can only 

be transferred to United States citizens or permanent residents. 

 

Alternative 4:  Annual allocation may be transferred by surrendering it to a NMFS allocation 

bank from which other program participants may obtain the allocation by: 

Option 4a:  lottery. 

Option 4b:  auction. 

 

Note:  Alternative 4 may be selected as a preferred alternative alone or paired with either 

Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 as an additional preferred alternative. 

 

Discussion: 

 

Transferring allocation refers to the movement of allocation, which is the amount of fish that 

someone is ensured the opportunity to possess or land in the fishing year, between accounts.  

Allocation transfers can be for a monetary value, a gift, or part of a package deal, which may 

include other aspects such as the transfer of the permit, vessel, and/or shares.  Allocation would 

be distributed to accounts at the beginning of the fishing year, or at any time throughout the year 

when there is a quota increase, for either an IFQ or PFQ system based on the shares held by that 

account/permit.  This action does not require provisions for divestment of allocation due to a 

transferred or expired permit because allocation expires at the end of each year.  A for-hire 

permit would still be required to legally harvest selected reef fish (Action 2).   

 

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

to accounts at the beginning of the fishing year or after any in-season quota increase, and no 

transfers of allocation would be allowed.  Therefore, no account could obtain any additional 

allocation.  Obtaining extra allocation during the year is often desirable if a participant uses all of 

their allocation before the end of the year.  At any time, if an account does not have sufficient 

allocation, any selected species (Action 2) caught would need to be discarded, resulting in 

potential increased discards and discard mortality.  Fishermen that had received small portions of 

the quota may have higher discard and discard mortality rates than if allowed to account for 

caught fish through allocation transfers.  Restricting the transfer of allocation may also inhibit 

the achievement of optimum yield, if those pounds that may have been harvested by a different 

account holder would go unused.  For example, allocation belonging to an account holder whose 

permit expires mid-year or whose vessel is in dry dock would remain unused for the year.  Under 

an adaptive management program, this alternative would not allow entities without shares to 

develop a landings history, which is required to receive redistributed shares. 
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Preferred Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would require protocols to be developed to handle 

the transfer of allocation.  Allowing the transfer of allocation would be beneficial for participants 

who use all of their allocation before the end of the year to enable them to accommodate 

additional trips to harvest selected reef fish (Action 2).   

 

Preferred Alternative 2 would require a participant receiving allocation to have a 

Charter/Headboat Permit for Reef Fish.  This restriction would contribute to maintaining 

allocation in the control of charter vessel operators.  The moratorium restricts the number of for-

hire permits in the Gulf, and these permits can only be obtained from current permit holders.  

With a permit requirement, all allocation would be held by participants with the ability to use 

that allocation to fish. 

 

With Alternative 3, any account could receive allocation even without a for-hire permit.  

Alternative 3 would be the least restrictive allowing any United States citizen or permanent 

resident to obtain an account and receive allocation.  While allocation could be transferred to an 

account without a for-hire permit, the fish could not be legally harvested without procuring a for-

hire permit.  This is similar to the provision in the commercial IFQ programs that allows any 

United States citizen or permanent resident to obtain and transfer shares and allocation, although 

a commercial reef fish permit is still required to harvest and land IFQ allocation.     

 

Alternative 4 would allow charter operators that do not intend to use allocation during a year to 

surrender the allocation to NMFS.  The surrendered allocation would be transferred to a NMFS 

allocation bank, and two options for redistribution are provided.  Other program participants 

could obtain the allocation by lottery (Option 4a) or auction (Option 4b).  Participation in the 

lottery (Option 4a) or auction (Option 4b) would be restricted to participants with a 

Charter/Headboat Permit for Reef Fish.  The Council may choose to use an auction to 

redistribute transferred allocation even if an auction is not selected as the preferred method of 

initially distributing shares to charter vessels in Action 6.  Because allocation is annual, the 

redistribution would occur prior to the end of the year.  Aspects of the redistribution that would 

need to be addressed and developed include the following:  a date by which participants would 

need to surrender allocation, at what point in the year redistribution occurs, such that other 

participants would have time to use the allocation; how often in the year redistribution occurs; 

and potential limits for redistribution, such as how much one entity could receive or how often 

one entity could receive redistributed allocation.  Revenues from either a lottery (Option 4a) or 

auction (Option 4b) would not constitute cost recovery fees and thus would not offset additional 

administrative costs for this redistribution program.   

 

In wildlife management, lotteries (Option 4a) have been used to distribute hunting tags when the 

demand for the resource exceeds sustainable harvest.  Johnston et al. (2007) suggest that some 

hunting lotteries use ñlimited harvest with enhanced lottery rationingò to enhance the likelihood 

that repeat applicants who may have been unsuccessful in prior lotteries will be/could be 

rewarded with tags in the future.  For example, some states that use lottery systems for wildlife 

management set up a point system for lottery applicants.  This process increases the probability 

that lottery applicants that have not previously received harvest tags will have a greater 

probability of receiving them in the future, ensuring that tag allocation is equitable (Johnston et 
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al. 2007).  While this literature pertains to harvest tags, the concepts are relevant to IFQ and PFQ 

programs.   

 

Auctions (Option 4b) often represent market or price-based sales based on the highest bidderôs 

willingness to pay.  Johnston et al. (2007) state auctioning of hunting rights in wildlife 

management typically helps states generate revenue; however, due to equity concerns some 

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

with Option 4b for redistributing surrendered allocation, only that portion that is surrendered 

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

most. 
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2.11 Action 11 ï Share Caps 

 

Alternative  1:  No Action.  Do not cap the amount of shares for a given species that one 

participant can hold.   

 

Alternative  2:  No participant may hold shares for a given species equaling more than the 

maximum amount of shares issued for that species during initial apportionment for a participant 

(as defined in Action 6). 

 

Alternative  3:  No participant shall hold shares for a given species which comprise more than 

x% of the total charter vessel quota for that species.  

 

Discussion: 

 

Section 303A(c)(5)(D) of Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that LAPPs include provisions to 

prevent privilege holders from acquiring an excessive share of the total limited access privileges 

in the program.  National Standard 4 of the Magnuson-Stevens Act similarly requires that an 

allocation of fishing privileges be carried out in such a manner to prevent a particular participant 

from acquiring an excessive share.  To comply with these mandates, an IFQ or PFQ program 

must set a cap on share ownership.  No entity, including a person, a business, or other entity 

(e.g., a trust), may individually or collectively hold shares in excess of the amount determined in 

this action.  For the purposes of considering the share cap, an entityôs share is determined by 

adding the applicable shares held by the entity for all accounts associated with that entity.  If an 

entity is involved with a business, the percentage of ownership in that business is applied to that 

entityôs share cap.   

 

Share caps with a PFQ program may prevent the transfer of a permit if the recipient already has 

one or more permits and the combined shares/allocation of the permits exceeds the share cap for 

one or more of the permit holders.  For example, if the transfer of the permit would put the 

permit holder over any of the share caps for the selected species, then the permit would transfer 

would be disallowed.  Because caps are at the entity level, a participant may not be aware that 

they would exceed the cap until the permit transfer is not approved.  The permit transfer may 

also be delayed as Permit staff work with Catch Share staff to determine the share cap for each 

entity.  Currently, 6% of permit holders hold more than one permit.   

 

Alternative 1 would not meet the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act as it would not 

constrain a participant from acquiring an excessive amount of shares.  Without a share cap, 

accumulation of excessive shares could not be prevented, shares could become concentrated 

among only a few participants, and those participants could gain excessive market power.  If 

IFQ/PFQ shares accumulate with only a few participants, it may affect the structure of the fleet 

and its relationship to communities could be disrupted.   

 

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

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

A cap set in this method has a higher likelihood of maintaining the current makeup of the 

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

another region may be the cap setter.  For reference, the red snapper commercial IFQ program 

has a cap of 6.0203% based on the maximum share holdings of a single entity who owned 

multiple permits at the initial calculation of shares.  Because there are no landings history for the 

charter fleet, there is not an estimate of how many permits are latent for the entire fishery or for 

any individual species selected for this program.  Therefore, initial shares must be distributed 

assuming all participants are actively fishing all species.  This may lead to an unrealistically low 

share cap, if there is a high degree of unfished permits.  Setting the cap equal to the maximum 

initial distribution could prevent an entity from expanding their business, particularly the initial 

cap setter.  The efficiency of the fleet could be impaired, and the fleet may decrease over time 

due to the limited access permit.  The cap could also restrict the fleetôs ability to harvest the full 

quota.   

 

Alternative 3 would set an appropriate maximum percentage for the share cap.  In an adaptive 

catch share program, if this value is less than the total amount a participant is calculated to hold 

after redistribution, NMFS will have to determine a methodology to redistribute the excess 

amount to other participants, ensuring that no one participant goes over the share cap.  The 

appropriate percentage and subsequent options can be determined after further decisions and data 

analysis are available regarding the landings and distribution methods, and transferability of 

shares or allocation.  Caps should not be set so high that any entity can accumulate excessive 

shares; conversely, if caps are set too low, they may reduce potential gains in economic 

efficiency by preventing mutually beneficial transfers from occurring.  Often in allocation-based 

programs, the greater the number of participants the smaller the share cap percentage.  For 

example, in the Gulf commercial IFQ program the two share categories with the highest share 

caps (deep-water grouper at 14.04321% and tilefish at 12.212356%) has the smaller number of 

vessels participating, 187 and 79 respectively.  In the South Atlantic Wreckfish Individual 

Transferable Quota (ITQ) program, which has only 6 shareholders, the share cap is set unusually 

high at 49%. 

 

Figure 2.11.1 provides an example for calculating the cap on shares for an IFQ and PFQ program 

for entities belonging to multiple businesses.  These examples include partial ownership of 

permits for the calculation.  
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Figure 2.11.1.  Examples of share cap calculations.   

John Smith  

and Jane Doe 

Permit 101 

Shares held 4% 

Permit 102  

Shares held 6% 

Smith, LLC 
(Ownership: John 

Smith 55%, Jane 

Doe 45%) 

 

Permit 103  

Shares Held 5% 

 

Entities with share cap exposure 
Smith LLC = 5% 

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

John Smith: 55%*5% + 50%*4% + 50%*6% = 7.75%  

Jane Doe: 45%*5% + 50% * 4% + 50%*6% = 7.25%  

 

B) Example of share cap calculation for a PFQ where shares are held with the permit    

      

 

Permit 101

 

 

Permit 102  

John Smith  

and Jane Doe 
Shares held 

10% 

Smith, LLC 
(Ownership: John 

Smith 55%, Jane 

Doe 45%) 

Shares Held 5% 

Permit 103  

Entities with share cap exposure 

Smith LLC = 5%  

John Smith and Jane Doe = 10%  

John Smith: 55%*5% + 50%*10% = 7.75% 

Jane Doe: 45%*5% + 50% * 10% = 7.25% 

 

A) Example of share cap calculation for an IFQ 
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2.12 Action 12 ï Cap on Allocation Usage  

 

Note: Allocation usage is defined as the amount of landings year-to-date in an account plus the 

remaining allocation in that account on the same day.  

 

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

 

Alternative  2: Limit allocation usage to x percent above the allocation equal to the share cap for 

each species.   

 Option 2a:  Per vessel account  

 Option 2b:  Per shareholder account (unique permit holder) 

 

Alternative 3:  Limit allocation usage to the allocation equal to the share cap for each species.  

Option 3a:  Per vessel account 

 Option 3b:  Per shareholder account (unique permit holder) 

 

Discussion: 

 

Allocation usage is defined as the amount of landings year-to-date in an account plus the 

remaining allocation in that account at that point in time.  Alternative 1 would not establish a 

limitation on allocation usage.  This alternative would not be consistent with the provisions of 

the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  Magnuson-Stevens Act 303(A)(c)(5)(D) requires that in developing 

a LAPP the Council ensure that participants do not acquire an excessive share of the total limited 

access privileges in the program by establishing a maximum share, expressed as a percentage of 

the total limited access privilege that a participant can hold, acquire, or use.  National Standard 4 

similarly requires that an allocation of fishing privileges be carried out in such a manner to 

prevent a particular participant from acquiring an excessive share of such privileges.  The 

Magnuson-Stevens Act does not define the magnitude of an ñexcessive shareò of harvest 

privileges. 

 

Alternative 2 would restrict a vessel account (Option 2a) or unique permit holder (Option 2b) 

from landing more of a selected reef fish species (Action 2) than x percent more than the 

allocation equal to the share cap for that particular species.  Options for a range of x percent may 

be considered to set an appropriate usage limit.  This would allow a vessel account or account 

holder to still accumulate additional allocation above the share cap.  However, while the 

additional allocation may be transferred (e.g, sold, ñleasedò, bartered, gifted, etc.), the vessel 

account or account holder would not be able to land fish in excess of the usage limit.  The usage 

cap would be based on the cumulative landings (year-to-date) and the allocation balance in the 

account each day.  For example, if the allocation equal to the share cap was 1,000 lbs, and the 

percentage allowed over was 10%, then each vessel account or account holder could have the 

potential to land 1,100 lbs.  The vessel account or account holder may acquire more than that 

amount throughout the year by transfers in and out as long as the current holdings plus landings 

do not exceed 1,100 lbs.  In the commercial IFQ program, allocation is frequently transferred 

multiple times, resulting in a total transfer of allocation in pounds that exceeds the quota.  For the 

commercial red snapper IFQ program, the allocation transfers have exceeded the quota by up to 

114% from 2011 onward, and in recent years in the GT-IFQ program, some share categories 
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have had allocation transfer exceed the quota by more than 200%.  Allowing more annual 

allocation to be landed than is equivalent to the share cap allows businesses to temporarily grow 

their business and allows other businesses to benefit through the transfer of allocation.  This 

alternative works to ensure that as much of the quota is harvested as possible. 

 

Alternative 3 would restrict a vessel account (Option 3a) or unique permit holder (Option 3b) 

from using (landing plus holding) more of a selected reef fish species (Action 2) than is equal to 

the share cap for that particular species.  For example, if the share cap equates to 1,000 lbs, then 

no vessel account or account holder could land more than 1,000 lbs in a given fishing year.  The 

usage cap would be based on the cumulative landings (year-to-date) and the balance of allocation 

in the account each day.  Contrary to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would set the usage limit 

relative to the share cap on the program as a whole, rather than the ability to obtain and land 

allocation greater than the share cap.  Under Alternative 3, the full quota may not be harvested 

as the landings usage cap may restrict the transfer of allocation from vessels unable to harvest 

(e.g., in dry dock) to vessels that can harvest.  If there is a high degree of latency at the time of 

initial distribution which determines the share cap, this may result in a considerable portion of 

the quota that is unable to be fished due to allocation caps.   

 

Options a and b in Alternatives 2 and 3 restrict allocation usage at different levels (Figure 

2.12.1).  Option a would restrict usage in a vessel account, effectively limiting usage by permit.  

No one vessel could cumulatively land plus have holdings greater than the allocation usage cap.    

However, if the permit was transferred to a new owner, the share cap would óresetô.  Option b 

would restrict usage in a shareholder account (unique permit holder).  Each shareholder account 

could have multiple vessel accounts; thus, Option b would be more restrictive than Option a for 

accounts with multiple vessels. 

 



 
Amendment 41:  Allocation-Based 74 Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 

Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels 

 
Figure 2.12.1.  Example of Options a and b for Alternatives 2 and 3.  An example cap of 1,000 

lbs is used for demonstration purposes only. 

  

John Smith  

and Jane Doe 

Capped at 

1,000 lbs 

 

 

Vessel A 

 

Vessel B 

Smith, LLC 

Capped at 

1,000 lbs 
 

 

Vessel C 

 

Vessel A  

Capped at 

1,000 lbs 

 

Vessel B 

Capped at 

1,000 lbs 

 

John Smith  

and Jane Doe 

 

Smith, LLC 

 

Vessel C 

Capped at 

1,000 lbs 

Option a.  Allocation usage cap per vessel account.  Cap is 1,000 lbs. 

Option b.  Allocation usage cap per shareholder account.  Cap is 1,000 lbs. 
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2.13 Action 13 ï Retaining Annual Allocation before a Quota Reduction 

 

Alternative 1.  No Action.  Distribute 100% of annual allocation to IFQ shareholders on January 

1 of each year. 

 

Alternative  2.  If the quota for a species is anticipated to decrease after January 1, the Regional 

Administrator has the authority to retain the anticipated amount of decrease during distribution 

of allocation for that species at the beginning of the year.  The amount retained will be 

distributed as soon as possible if the decrease does not occur by the following set date: 

 Option 2a: June 1  

Option 2b: August 1 

 

Discussion 

This action addresses a decrease in the charter vessel ACL and quota that may happen after the 

first of the year.  After allocation is distributed to shareholders on January 1, taking any back 

would be impossible if participants have landed all or some of their allocation or have transferred 

allocation to another participant.  Only two alternatives are presented for this action because the 

decision is to either retain the anticipated reduction or not.  Under Alternative 1, NMFS would 

not be able to implement a quota decrease for the recreational sector until the following fishing 

year, unless the Council determines to withhold annual allocation through a framework action 

and there is sufficient time to implement the action.  Quota decreases are usually implemented in 

response to stock assessment result showing the stock needs additional protection. 

 

Under Alternative 2, NMFS would hold back the anticipated amount that may be subtracted 

from the total charter quota before distributing allocation to each shareholder at the beginning of 

the year.  If the anticipated decrease did not occur or was less than expected, NMFS would 

distribute the hold back amount proportionally to shareholders.  Should IFQ shares or PFQ 

permits be transferred between participants during a year in which some portion of annual 

allocation was withheld and later distributed, the holdback amount will be distributed according 

to the current shareholder at the time the holdback amount is released.  NMFS would only 

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

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

 

Distributing IFQ/PFQ allocation late in the year can affect program participants in unintended 

ways.  Subsequent to the retention of a portion of annual allocation at the beginning of the 

calendar year, it is possible that an expected quota reduction would not occur.  For example, the 

Secretary of Commerce could delay or disapprove the regulatory action, and the ACL reduction 

would not occur under the anticipated timeline.  Should this happen, NMFS would release the 

withheld annual allocation right away.  Nevertheless, if the Council selects Alternative 2, and an 

expected ACL reduction has not occurred, Option a and Option b would provide a date by 

which any withheld allocation would be distributed to shareholders if the effective date of the 

final rule implementing the ACL reduction has not occurred.  An earlier release date (Option 2a) 

would provide IFQ/PFQ program participants more time to utilize the quota and would be less 

disruptive to their business, while selecting a later release date (Option 2b) would provide 

NMFS with additional time to complete the regulatory process, should an issue or delay arise.   

 



 
Amendment 41:  Allocation-Based 76 Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 

Management for Federally Permitted Charter Vessels 

Regardless of the option selected, or if no option is selected, the Regional Administrator would 

retain the authority to distribute withheld quota at any time it becomes known that an expected 

ACL reduction is not going to occur during the year in which allocation was withheld.  Should 

shares be transferred between participants during a year in which some portion of annual 

allocation was withheld and later distributed, the allocation would be distributed according to the 

shareholder at the time the allocation is released.      
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2.14 Action 14 ï Cost Recovery Fees 

 

Alternative  1:  No Action.  Cost recovery fees will not be collected. 

 

Alternative 2:  For each participant, cost recovery fees will be collected.  The total value will be 

the standard price per pound (or per fish) of a given species multiplied by the number of 

pounds (or fish) harvested by the shareholder (unique permit holder) during the specified time 

period.  The cost recovery fee will be up to 3% of the total value.  The standard price will be 

equal to: 

Option a: the commercial ex-vessel price 

Option b: the average price of annual allocation 

 

Alternative 3.  For each participant, cost recovery fees will be collected.  Total fees paid per trip 

and total pounds (or number of fish) of all species harvested must be reported.  The total fees 

will be divided by the total pounds (or number of fish) of all species harvested to achieve a price 

per pound (or per fish).  The price per pound (or per fish) will be multiplied by the pounds (or 

number of fish) of covered species (species in the program) harvested to achieve the total value.  

The cost recovery fee will be up to 3% of the total value.   

 

Discussion 

Alternative 1 would not conform to Magnuson-Stevens Act cost recovery provisions.  The 

Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that LAPPs include provisions to recover the incremental costs 

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

cost of computer systems necessary to manage the disbursement and tracking of annual harvest 

privileges, as well as observer and enforcement programs.   

 

The Magnuson-Stevens Act limits cost recovery fees to 3% of the value of the fish harvested 

under the program.  The exact percentage to collect will be determined by NMFS based on 

reasonable estimates of incremental costs incurred to administer the program.  The percentage 

withheld would be adjusted as the costs estimates are refined.  Fees collected must be in addition 

to any other fees charged under the Magnuson-Stevens Act and must be deposited in the Limited 

Access System Administration Fund established under Section 305(h)(5)(B) of the Magnuson-

Stevens Act.  In the commercial IFQ programs, the fees are calculated during sale, deducted 

from the seller's check, and submitted by the dealer to NMFS on a quarterly basis.  Because 

charter vessels do not sell fish, the program participants would be responsible for submitting the 

fees directly to NMFS.    

  

Alternative 2 would require the specification of standard prices.  NMFS would publish, at 

regular intervals, standard prices (per pound or per fish) by species to be used for cost recovery 

purposes.  These standard prices would be determined based on commercial ex-vessel prices 

(Option a) or average prices of annual allocations transferred within the IFQ/PFQ system 

(Option b).  For Option b, if annual allocation prices for species categories in the charter vessel 

program are not available, an average annual allocation price derived from commercial IFQ 

programs could be used as a temporary proxy.  For each species included in the charter vessel 

program, cost recovery fees to be submitted by a participant cannot exceed 3% of the total dollar 
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amount calculated by multiplying the standard price by the pounds (or numbers) of fish 

harvested by the participantôs vessel(s) during the specified time interval.   

 

Alternative 3 would use the actual fees paid by passengers and the amount of fish harvested as 

the price basis.  The fees for each trip would need to be reported, as well as the amount of all fish 

caught of all species.  For Alternative 3, actual weights or the number of fish harvested would 

be needed.  Dividing the total fees by the total number or weight of all retained fish would give a 

price per unit (pound or fish).  These prices would be based on all fish harvested, even if they are 

not species in the catch share program, because those fish have value to the fishermen as well.  

However, the 3% cost recovery fee would only be assessed on species in the catch share 

program.  Compared to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 may lead some vessel operators to 

underreport the passenger fees collected to minimize their cost recovery burden; Alternative 3 

may also incentivize operators to increase retention of other species in order to drive down the 

price per unit of catch share species.  Also, Headboat AP members have expressed a desire not to 

report fees as they feel this is a private business matter, and charter vessel operators may feel 

similarly.  Numerical examples illustrating Alternative 3 (for pounds and number of fish) are 

provided below. 

 

Alt ernative 3  Example (pounds of fish): 

Total passenger fees = $5,000 

Total pounds of all species harvested= 1,000 lbs 

Price per pound = $5,000/1,000 lbs = $5/lb 

Total pounds of catch share program species harvested = 500 lbs 

Value of catch share program species = $5/lb x 500 lbs = $2,500 

Cost recovery fee = $2,500 x 0.03 = $75 

      
Alternative 3 Example (number of fish):  

Total passenger fees = $5,000 

Total number of all species harvested = 100 fish 

Price per fish = $5,000/100 fish = $50/fish 

Total catch share program species harvested = 50 fish 

Value of catch share program species = $50/fish x 50 fish = $2,500 

Cost recovery fee = $2,500 x 0.03 = $75 
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CHAPTER 3.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT  
 

3.1  Description of the Fishery 
 

Detailed descriptions of the reef fish fishery have been provided in many management actions 

and many focus on fishing for particular species, such as Amendment 31 (GMFMC 2009), 

Amendment 32 (GMFMC 2011b), Amendment 35 (GMFMC 2012c), Amendment 38 (GMFMC 

2012d), Amendment 46 (GMFMC 2017a) and are incorporated here by reference.  Additionally, 

Sections 3.4 and 3.5 also provide information on the respective economic and social 

environments of the fishery.   

 

Management of the commercial and recreational sectors fishing for reef fish in federal waters 

began in 1984 with the implementation of the Fishery Management Plan for the Reef Fish 

Resources in the Gulf of Mexico (FMP).  This FMP has been continuously amended through 

plan amendments and framework actions (also known as regulatory amendments).  Resultant 

regulatory measures are codified at 50 CFR 622.  A summary of reef fish management actions 

can be found on The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Councilôs (Council) web page at 

http://gulfcouncil.org/fishery-management/.  Presently, the FMP contains 31 species.    

 

Each of the species included in this amendment has separate annual catch limits (ACL) for the 

commercial and recreational sectors based on allocations determined by the Gulf of Mexico 

Fishery Management Council (Council) based on historical landings (Table 3.1.1).  Further, the 

red snapper recreational ACL is allocated 57.7% to private anglers and 42.3% to for-hire vessels. 

 

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

Stock Recreational Allocation Commercial Allocation 

Gag 61% 39% 

Red grouper 24% 76% 

Red snapper 49% 51% 

Gray triggerfish 79% 21% 

Greater amberjack 73% 27% 

   

3.1.1  Commercial Sector 
 

The commercial sector fishing for reef fish in the Gulf of Mexico (Gulf) is managed through, but 

not limited to, ACLs, annual catch targets, accountability measures, size limits, trip limits, 

individual fishing quota programs, seasonal closures, time and area/gear restrictions, and gear 

requirements.  Table 3.1.2 summarizes the current minimum size limits, trip limits, and seasons 

for the five species addressed by this amendment.  Gag, red grouper, and red snapper are 

managed under individual fishing quota (IFQ) programs administered through the Southeast 

Regional Office (SERO) of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).  Primary commercial 

gear types in the fishery are vertical lines (handlines and bandit gear) and bottom longlines.      

 

 

http://gulfcouncil.org/fishery-management/
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Table 3.1.2.  Commercial minimum size limits, trip limits, and seasons for five species of reef 

fish in the Gulf of Mexico. 

*These species are managed under an individual fishing quota (IFQ) program and so a the season is open for a 

fisherman as long as he/she has allocation available for harvesting gag, red grouper, or red snapper. 

**Season closures can occur prior to December 31 if a species annual catch limit is caught or is projected to be 

caught.  

 

With regard to commercial operators harvesting reef fish from the Gulf exclusive economic zone 

(EEZ), their fishing vessels must have a Gulf reef fish permit, which is a limited access permit.  

As of November 13, 2017, a total of 844 vessels have the permit.  Only vessels with a valid Gulf 

reef fish permit can harvest reef fish in the Gulf EEZ, and those that use bottom longline gear in 

the Gulf EEZ east of 85º30̈͂W. long must also have a valid Eastern Gulf longline endorsement.  

As of November 13, 2017, 62 of the permit holders have the longline endorsement, and all but 

one of the endorsement holders have a mailing address in Florida.  In addition to these 

restrictions, operators of reef fish fishing vessels who want to harvest red snapper or grouper and 

tilefish species, must participate in the red snapper or grouper-tilefish IFQ programs.  To harvest 

IFQ species, a vessel permit must be linked to an IFQ account and possess sufficient allocation 

for the species to be harvested.  IFQ accounts can be opened and valid permits can be linked to 

IFQ accounts at any time during the year.  Eligible vessels can receive allocation from other IFQ 

participants. 

 

This amendment is restricted to the recreational sector; therefore, no additional description of the 

commercial sector is included. 

  

3.1.2  Recreational Sector 
 

The recreational sector is currently managed through, but not limited to, ACLs, annual catch 

targets, accountability measures, size limits, bag limits, seasonal closures, time and area/gear 

restrictions, and gear requirements.  Table 3.1.3 summarizes the management measures for the 

five species considered in this amendment.  State regulations are different than federal 

regulations in some cases.  In those circumstances (e.g., red snapper seasons), fishermen must 

obey the regulations for the waters they are fishing in.  For federal waters, if landings meet or are 

projected to meet the speciesô ACL, then the season will be closed (Table 3.6.2.1).  The primary 

gear type in the fishery is vertical line gear (rod-and-reel).   

 

 

 

 

Stock Minimum size Trip limit Season 

Gag 22 inches TL Managed under IFQ January 1-December 31* 

Red grouper 18 inches TL Managed under IFQ January 1-December 31* 

Red snapper 13 inches TL Managed under IFQ January 1-December 31* 

Gray triggerfish 14 inches FL 12 fish per day Closed June 1-July 31** 

Greater amberjack 36 inches FL None Closed March 1-May 31** 
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Table 3.1.3.  Recreational minimum size limits, bag limits, and seasons for five species of reef 

fish in the Gulf of Mexico.  Season closures can occur prior to the end of the fishing season if a 

species quota is caught or is projected to be caught. 

* The Gulf Council has approved a framework action that would change the fishing season to August 1-July 31. 

 

Private recreational fishing vessels are not required to have a federal permit to harvest individual 

species or species complexes in the reef fish fishery from the Gulf EEZ.  However, anglers 

aboard these vessels must either be federally registered or licensed in states that have a system to 

provide complete information on the statesô saltwater anglers to the national registry.   

Any for-hire fishing vessel that takes anglers into the Gulf EEZ where anglers harvest species or 

complexes in the reef fish fishery must have a limited-access charter vessel/headboat (for-hire) 

permit for reef fish that is specifically assigned to that vessel.  As of July 6, 2017, there were 

1,311 vessels with a valid (non-expired) or renewable for-hire reef fish permit (including 

historical captain permits).  Approximately 58% of the for-hire vessel reef fish permits have 

mailing recipients in Florida.  Texas recipients hold the second highest number of permits, with 

17% (see Table 1.1.1).  Since 2003, there has been a moratorium on the issuance of new federal 

reef fish for-hire permits.  This means that participation in the federal for-hire component is 

capped; no additional federal permits are available.   

 

Although the for-hire permit application collects information on the primary method of 

operation, the permit itself does not identify the permitted vessel as either a headboat or a charter 

vessel, and vessels may operate in both capacities.  However, only federally permitted headboats 

are required to submit harvest and effort information to NMFS Southeast Region Headboat 

Survey (SRHS).  Participation in the SRHS is based on determination by the Southeast Fishery 

Science Center (SEFSC) that the vessel primarily operates as a headboat.  For purposes here, 

charter vessels are those vessels not participating in the SRHS.  As of July 6, 2017, there were 

1,245 charter vessels with valid or renewable for-hire permits (including historical captain 

permits) and 1,129 unique permit holders associated with those permits.9 

 

Charter Vessels 

Savolainen et al. (2012) surveyed the charter and headboat fleets in the Gulf.  They found that 

most charter vessel trips occurred in the exclusive economic zone (68%) and targeted rig-reef 

                                                 
9 Source:  NMFS-SERO permit office database accessed July 6, 2017. 

Stock Minimum size Daily bag limit Season 

Gag 24 inches TL 
2 per person within 4 

grouper  aggregate bag limit 
June 1-December 31 

Red grouper 20 inches TL 
2 per person with 4 grouper 

aggregate bag limit 

February 1-March 31 when 

fishing beyond 20 fathom 

break 

Red snapper 16 inches TL 2 per person 
Open June 1, close when 

ACT is projected to be met 

Gray 

triggerfish 
14 inches FL 

2 per person within 20 reef 

fish aggregate bag limit 
January 1-July 31 

Greater 

amberjack 
34 inches FL 1 per person June 1-July 31* 
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species (64%; snappers and groupers).  Pelagic (mackerel and cobia) trips accounted for 19% of 

trips.  If examined by state, more trips targeted rig-reef species with the exception of Louisiana 

where rig-reef species and pelagic species had almost the same proportion of trips.  In a similar 

survey conducted in 1998, Holland et al. (1999) found species targeted by Florida charter boat 

operators were king mackerel (41%), grouper (~37%), snapper (~34%), cobia (25%), and 

Spanish mackerel (20%).  For the rest of the Gulf, Sutton et al. (1999) using the same survey 

reported that the majority of charter boats targeted snapper (91%), king mackerel (89%), cobia 

(76%), and tuna (55%).   

 

Long-term recreational landings for the five reef fish species considered in this amendment can 

be found in Section 2.2.  Table 3.1.4 shows recent charter vessel landings for each species.   

 

Table 3.1.4.  Recent charter vessel landings (in pounds) for five species of reef fish. 

Species Year Landings  Species Year Landings 

Red Snapper 2012 1,515,243  Gag 2012  386,935  

 2013 1,111,709   2013  165,327  

 2014 184,589   2014  110,067  

 2015 1,573,451   2015  142,425  

 2016 1,616,241   2016  151,336  

       

Greater Amberjack 2012  654,564   Red Grouper 2012  515,818 

 2013  640,962    2013  831,906  

 2014  515,791    2014  522,126  

 2015  822,126    2015  914,374  

 2016 603,536   2016  435,625  

       

Gray Triggerfish 2012  56,101      

 2013  90,606      

 2014  36,176      

 2015  5,549      

 2016  175,726      
Source:  Source:  MRIP APAIS Adjusted SEFSC Recreational ACL Data (1986-2012), 

mrcat_rsnap81_13_01Dec14_APAISadjustedRedSnapper, 

MRIPACLspec_rec81_17wv4_22Nov17_w14and16LACreel, 

MRFSSassess_rec81_17wv4_22Nov17\MRFSSassess_rec81_17wv4_22Nov17_w14to16LACreel.xlsx. 

 

Red snapper landings decreased substantially in 2014 because the federal recreational fishing 

season was only 9 days (Table 3.1.5).  In 2015, the for-hire component was given a separate 

quota from the private angling component (GMFMC 2014a); consequently, the length of the for-

hire fishing season increased in 2015 and 2016 similar to the length of the fishing seasons during 

2011-2013. 

 

 

 

-0= 
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Table 3.1.5.  Length of state and federal red snapper recreational seasons in days.  Separate 

seasons were set for private and for-hire vessels beginning in 2014. 

 State Seasons Federal Season 

Year FL AL MS LA TX Rec Private For-hire 

2012 46 46 46 46 365 46 46 46 

2013 58 42 42 113 365 42 42 42 

2014 52 21 36 286 365 9 9 9 

2015 70 41 118 215 365   10 44 

2016 85 66 102 279 365   11 46 

 

 

Fluctuations in greater amberjack landings are the result of accountability measures.  In 2013, 

landings exceeded the ACL; therefore, the 2014 ACL was reduced by the amount of the overage.  

In 2015, the ACL went back to the original amount, and once again landings exceeded the ACL 

requiring an ACL reduction in 2016.   

 

In 2013, an overage adjustment for gray triggerfish was implemented.  The result was decreasing 

quotas for subsequent years, leading to decreasing landings.  The overage in 2016 was large 

enough to keep triggerfish recreational fishing closed for all of 2017 in federal waters. 

 

Gag landings have decreased in recent years and have reached 50% or less of the recreational 

ACL for the past three years.  A stock assessment update in 2016 indicated the Gulf gag stock is 

not overfished. 

 

Red grouper landings have fluctuated in the past 5 years; however, landings have remained at or 

below the ACL, and no overage adjustment has been necessary during that time. 

 

3.2  Description of the Physical Environment 
 

The Gulf has a total area of approximately 600,000 square miles (1.5 million km2), 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 (Figure 3.2.1).  

Oceanographic conditions are affected by the Loop Current, discharge of freshwater into the 

northern Gulf, and a semi-permanent, anti-cyclonic gyre in the western Gulf.  The Gulf includes 

both temperate and tropical waters (McEachran and Fechhelm 2005).  Gulf water temperatures 

range from 54º F to 84º F (12º C to 29º C) depending on time of year and depth of water.  Mean 

annual sea surface temperatures ranged from 73 º F through 83º F (23-28º C) including bays and 

bayous (Figure 3.1.1) between 1982 and 2009, according to satellite-derived measurements 

(NODC 201110).  In general, mean sea surface temperature increases from north to south with 

large seasonal variations in shallow waters. 

 

The physical environment for Gulf reef fish is also detailed in the final environmental impact 

statements (EIS) for the Generic Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Amendment, the Generic Annual 

                                                 
10 http://accession.nodc.noaa.gov/0072888 

http://accession.nodc.noaa.gov/0072888
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Catch Limits/Accountability Measures (ACL/AM) Amendment, and Reef Fish Amendment 40 

(refer to GMFMC 2004; GMFMC 2011a; GMFMC 2014a) and are incorporated by reference 

and further summarized below.  In general, reef fish are widely distributed in the Gulf, 

occupying both pelagic and benthic habitats during their life cycle.  A planktonic larval stage 

lives in the water column and feeds on zooplankton and phytoplankton (GMFMC 2004).  

Juvenile and adult reef fish are typically demersal and usually associated with bottom 

topographies on the continental shelf (less than 100 m) which have high relief, i.e., coral reefs, 

artificial reefs, rocky hard-bottom substrates, ledges and caves, sloping soft-bottom areas, and 

limestone outcroppings.  However, several species are found over sand and soft-bottom 

substrates.  For example, juvenile red snapper are common on mud bottoms in the northern Gulf, 

particularly off Texas through Alabama.  Also, some grouper (e.g., goliath, red, gag, and 

yellowfin groupers) have been documented in inshore seagrass beds, mangrove estuaries, 

lagoons, and larger bay systems. 

  

With respect to the National Register of Historic Places, there is one site listed in the Gulf.  This 

is the wreck of the U.S.S. Hatteras, located in federal waters off Texas.  Historical research 

indicates that over 2,000 ships have sunk on the Federal Outer Continental Shelf in the Gulf 

between 1625 and 1951; thousands more have sunk closer to shore in state waters during the 

same period.  Only a handful of these have been scientifically excavated by archaeologists for 

the benefit of generations to come.11   

                                                 
11 Further information can be found at:  http://www.boem.gov/Environmental-

Stewardship/Archaeology/Shipwrecks.aspx. 
 

http://www.boem.gov/Environmental-Stewardship/Archaeology/Shipwrecks.aspx
http://www.boem.gov/Environmental-Stewardship/Archaeology/Shipwrecks.aspx
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Figure 3.2.1.  Physical environment of the Gulf, including major feature names and mean annual 

sea surface temperature as derived from the Advanced Very High Resolution Radiometer 

Pathfinder Version 5 sea surface temperature data set (http://accession.nodc.noaa.gov/0072888) 

 

3.3  Description of the Biological Environment 
 

3.3.1  Information on Reef Fish Species  
 

Reef fish are widely distributed in the Gulf, occupying both pelagic and benthic habitats during 

their life cycle.  Habitat types and life history stages can be found in more detail in Amendment 

23 (GMFMC 2004c).  In general, both eggs and larval stages are planktonic.  Larval fish feed on 

zooplankton and phytoplankton.  Gray triggerfish and gray snapper are exceptions, to this 

generalization as gray triggerfish lay their eggs in nests on the sandy bottom (Simmons and 

Szedlmayer 2012) and gray snapper larvae are found around submerged aquatic vegetation.  

Juvenile and adult reef fish are typically demersal, and are usually associated with bottom 

topographies on the continental shelf (less than 328 feet; less than 100 m) which have high relief, 

i.e., coral reefs, artificial reefs, rocky hard-bottom substrates, ledges and caves, sloping soft-

bottom areas, and limestone outcroppings.  However, several species are found over sand and 

soft-bottom substrates.  Juvenile red snapper are common on mud bottoms in the northern Gulf, 

particularly from Texas to Alabama.  Also, some juvenile snappers (e.g., mutton, gray, red, dog, 

lane, and yellowtail snappers) and groupers (e.g., goliath grouper, red, gag, and yellowfin 

http://accession.nodc.noaa.gov/0072888
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groupers) have been documented in inshore seagrass beds, mangrove estuaries, lagoons, and 

larger bay systems (GMFMC 1981).  More detail on hard bottom substrate and coral can be 

found in the FMP for Corals and Coral Reefs (GMFMC and SAFMC 1982).   

 

Status of Reef Fish Stocks  

 

The Reef Fish FMP currently encompasses 31 species (Table 3.3.1).  Eleven other species were 

removed from the FMP in 2012 through the Generic ACL/AM Amendment (GMFMC 2011a).   

The NMFS Office of Sustainable Fisheries updates its Status of U.S. Fisheries Report to 

Congress12 on a quarterly basis utilizing the most current stock assessment information.  Stock 

assessments and status determinations have been conducted and designated for 12 stocks and can 

be found on the Council13 and Southeast Data, Assessment, and Review (SEDAR)14 websites 

(Table 3.3.2).  Of the 12 stocks for which stock assessments have been conducted, the fourth 

quarter report of the 2017 Status of U.S. Fisheries classifies one as overfished (greater 

amberjack) and two as undergoing overfishing (greater amberjack and gray triggerfish).   

 

A stock assessment for Atlantic goliath grouper has been conducted, but upon review by the 

Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC), the assessment was deemed not suitable for stock 

status and management advice (Table 3.3.3).  Stock assessments were conducted for seven stocks 

using the Data Limited Methods Toolkit (DLMToolkit) although only lane snapper was able to 

have overfishing limit (OFL) and annual biological catch (ABC) limits set based on the limited 

data (Table 3.3.4).   

 

The status of both assessed and unassessed stocks, as of the writing of this report is provided in 

Table 3.3.1.  However, it should be noted that greater amberjack, gray triggerfish, and red 

snapper are under rebuilding plans.  Reef fish Amendment 44 (GMFMC 2017b), implemented 

December 21, 2017 modified the minimum stock size threshold for seven species in the FMP.  

Based on the fourth quarter report of the 2017 Status of U.S. Fisheries, red snapper and gray 

triggerfish are not overfished but rebuilding, because the biomass for the stock is currently 

estimated to be greater than 50% of BMSY.  The greater amberjack stock will remain classified as 

overfished.  

                                                 
12 https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/population-assessments/fishery-stock-status-updates 
13 www.gulfcouncil.org 
14 http://sedarweb.org/ 

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/population-assessments/fishery-stock-status-updates
http://www.gulfcouncil.org/
http://sedarweb.org/
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Table 3.3.1.  Status of species in the Reef Fish FMP grouped by family. 

Common Name Scientific Name Stock Status 

Family Balistidae ï Triggerfishes 
gray triggerfish Balistes capriscus Not overfished, overfishing 
Family Carangidae ï Jacks 
greater amberjack Seriola dumerili Overfished, overfishing 
lesser amberjack Seriola fasciata Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 
almaco jack Seriola rivoliana Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 
banded rudderfish Seriola zonata Unknown 
Family Labridae ï Wrasses 
*hogfish Lachnolaimus maximus Not overfished, no overfishing 
Family Malacanthidae ï Tilefishes 
tilefish (golden) Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps Not overfished, no overfishing 
blueline tilefish Caulolatilus microps Unknown 
goldface tilefish Caulolatilus chrysops  Unknown 
Family Serranidae ï Groupers 
gag Mycteroperca microlepis Not overfished, no overfishing 
red grouper Epinephelus morio Not overfished, no overfishing 
scamp Mycteroperca phenax Unknown 
black grouper Mycteroperca bonaci Not overfished, no overfishing 
yellowedge grouper **Hyporthodus flavolimbatus Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 
snowy grouper **Hyporthodus niveatus Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 
speckled hind Epinephelus drummondhayi Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 
yellowmouth grouper Mycteroperca interstitialis Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 
yellowfin grouper Mycteroperca venenosa Unknown 
warsaw grouper **Hyporthodus nigritus Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 
***Atlantic goliath 

grouper 
Epinephelus itajara Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 

Family Lutjanidae ï Snappers 
queen snapper Etelis oculatus Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 
mutton snapper Lutjanus analis Not overfished, no overfishing 
blackfin snapper Lutjanus buccanella Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 
red snapper Lutjanus campechanus Not overfished, no overfishing 
cubera snapper Lutjanus cyanopterus Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 
gray snapper Lutjanus griseus Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 
lane snapper Lutjanus synagris Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 
silk snapper Lutjanus vivanus Unknown 
yellowtail snapper Ocyurus chrysurus Not overfished, no overfishing 
vermilion snapper Rhomboplites aurorubens Not overfished, no overfishing 
wenchman Pristipomoides aquilonaris Unknown if overfished, no overfishing 

Notes:  *The East Florida/Florida Keys hogfish stock is considered overfished and undergoing overfishing. 

**In 2013 the genus for yellowedge grouper, snowy grouper, and warsaw grouper was changed by the American 

Fisheries Society from Epinephelus to Hyporthodus (American Fisheries Society 2013). 

***Atl antic goliath grouper is a protected grouper and benchmarks do not reflect appropriate stock dynamics.  In 

2013 the common name was changed from goliath grouper to Atlantic goliath grouper by the American Fisheries 

Society to differentiate from the Pacific goliath grouper, a newly named species (American Fisheries Society 2013). 
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Table 3.3.2.  Reef fish stock that have assessments and accepted status determinations.  

Stock Stock Status Most Recent SSC 

Determination 

Most Recent Stock 

Assessment Overfishing Overfished 

black grouper N N Mar 2010 SEDAR 19 2010 

yellowedge grouper N N May 2011 SEDAR 22 2011b 

tilefish (golden) N N May 2011 SEDAR 22 2011a 

yellowtail snapper N N Oct 2012 SEDAR 27A 2012 

red snapper N N Jan 2015 SEDAR 31 Update 2015 

hogfish N N Oct 2014 SEDAR 37 2013 

mutton snapper N N May 2015 SEDAR 15A Update 2015 

gray triggerfish Y N Jan 2016 SEDAR 43 2015 

red grouper N N Jan 2016 SEDAR 42 2015 

vermilion snapper N N Jun 2016 SEDAR 45 2016 

gag N N Jan 2017 SEDAR 33 Update 2016b 

greater amberjack Y Y Mar 2017 SEDAR 33 Update 2016a 

 

A stock assessment has been conducted for Atlantic Goliath grouper (Table 3.3.3).  The 

Councilôs SSC accepted the assessmentôs general findings that the stock was not overfished nor 

experiencing overfishing.  The Atlantic Goliath grouper assessment was deemed not suitable for 

stock status and management advice but was determined to not be experiencing overfishing 

based on annual harvest remaining below the OFL.  There has been no assessment-based status 

determination.  

 

Table 3.3.3.  Reef fish stocks deemed unsuitable by the SSC for stock status and management 

advice.  

Stock Stock Status Most Recent SSC 

Determination 

Most Recent Stock 

Assessment Overfishing Overfished 

Atlantic goliath grouper N unknown Sep 2016 SEDAR 47 2016 

 

For SEDAR 49, data limited methods were attempted for seven reef fish stocks listed in Table 

3.3.4.  This method allows the setting of OFL and ABC based on limited data and life history 

information, but does not provide assessment-based status determinations.  Data were requested 

for the following stocks but it was determined not enough information was available to complete 

an assessment even using the DLMToolkit.  These stocks are not experiencing overfishing based 

on annual harvest remaining below the OFL, but no overfished status determination has been 

made (Table 3.3.4).  Lane snapper was the only stock with adequate data to be assessed using the 

DLMToolkit methods resulting in OFL and ABC recommendations by the SSC. 
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Table 3.3.4. Data limited assessments were attempted for the seven reef fish stock below, but no 

stock status determinations were made.    

Stock Stock Status Most Recent SSC 

Determination 

Most Recent SSC 

Workshop Overfishing Overfished 

lane snapper N unknown Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016 

wenchman N unknown Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016 

almaco jack N unknown Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016 

lesser amberjack N unknown Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016 

speckled hind N unknown Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016 

snowy grouper N unknown Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016 

yellowmouth grouper N unknown Mar 2017 SEDAR 49 2016 

 

Red Snapper Life History and Biology 

 

Red snapper demonstrate the typical reef fish life history pattern.  Eggs and larvae are pelagic 

while juveniles are found associated with bottom features or over barren bottom.  Spawning 

occurs over firm sand bottom with little relief away from reefs during the summer and fall.  

Females mature as early as 2 years and most are mature by 4 years (Schirripa and Legault 1999).  

Red snapper have been aged up to 57 years.  Until 2013, most red snapper caught by the directed 

fishery were 2 to 4 years old, but the SEDAR 31 benchmark stock assessment suggested that the 

age and size of red snapper in the directed fishery has increased (SEDAR 31 2013).  A more 

complete description of red snapper life history can be found in the Generic Essential Fish 

Habitat (EFH) Amendment (GMFMC 2004). 

 

Status of the Red Snapper Stock 

 

SEDAR 31 Benchmark Stock Assessment 

 

Commercial harvest of red snapper from the Gulf began in the mid-1800s (Shipp and Bortone 

2009).  In the 1930s, party boats built exclusively for recreational fishing began to appear 

(Chester 2001).  The first stock assessment conducted by NMFS in 1986 suggested that the stock 

was in decline (Parrack and McLellan 1986) and since 1988, the stock biomass has been below 

threshold levels (Goodyear 1988). 

 

The most recent benchmark red snapper stock assessment was completed in 2013 (SEDAR 31 

2013).  The primary assessment model selected for the Gulf red snapper stock assessment was 

Stock Synthesis (Methot 2010).  Stock Synthesis is an integrated statistical catch-at-age model 

which is widely used for stock assessments in the United States and throughout the world.  

Commercial landings data included commercial handline and longline landings from the 

accumulated landings system (ALS) from 1964 through 2011.  For landings between 1880 and 

1963, previously constructed historical landings were used.  Total annual landings from the 

commercial IFQ program for years 2007-2011 were used to reapportion 2007-2011 ALS data 

across strata.  Recreational landings data included the Marine Recreational Information Program 

(MRIP)/Marine Recreational Fishery Statistics Survey from 1981-2011, SRHS for 1981-2011, 

and Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) survey.  For the years 2004-2011, MRIP 

landings are available.  For earlier years, Marine Recreational Fishery Statistics Survey data 
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were calibrated to MRIP estimates using a standardized approach for calculating average weight 

that accounts for species, region, year, state, mode, wave, and area. 

 

Standardized indices of relative abundance from both fishery dependent and independent data 

sources were included in the model.  The fishery dependent indices came from the commercial 

handline fleet, recreational headboats, and recreational private angling/federal for-hire 

components.  Fishery independent indices came from the Southeast Area Monitoring and 

Assessment Program (SEAMAP) bottom trawl survey, SEAMAP reef fish video survey, NMFS 

bottom longline survey, and the SEAMAP plankton survey. 

 

Red snapper discards in the Gulf were calculated from data collected by the self-reported 

commercial logbook data and the NMFS Gulf reef fish observer program.  In addition to these 

directed fisheries discards, estimates of red snapper bycatch from the commercial shrimp fleet 

were also included. 

 

The results of the SEDAR 31 assessment, including an assessment addendum that was prepared 

after a review of the SEDAR Assessment Panel Report by the SEDAR Review Panel, was 

presented to the SSC in May 2013.  Under the base model, it was estimated that the red snapper 

stock has been overfished since the 1960s.   

 

Recent stock status was estimated relative to two possible proxies for FMSY:  FSPR26% (i.e., the 

fishing mortality rate that would produce an equilibrium spawning potential ratio [SPR] of 26%) 

and FMAX , which corresponded to FSPR20.4% (i.e., the fishing mortality rate that would produce an 

equilibrium SPR 20.4%).  A proxy of FSPR26% was previously used as the overfishing and FMSY 

proxy in SEDAR 7 (2005) and the SEDAR 7 update assessment (2009).  FMAX  was evaluated as 

an alternative proxy because at spawner-recruit steepness values near 1.0, such as the value of 

0.99 fixed in the red snapper assessment, FMAX  approximates the actual estimate of FMSY.  

However, the actual estimate of FMSY is sensitive to the parameters of the spawner-recruit 

relationship.  The SSC did not have confidence in using the direct FMSY estimate because the 

spawner-recruit function is poorly estimated and data exist for a very limited range of potential 

spawning stock biomass (SSB) values for the stock.  In addition, the SSC felt that the equivalent 

SPR for FMAX  (20.4%) was inappropriately low for species with life history parameters similar to 

red snapper.  The SSC felt that the FSPR26% proxy, while still somewhat low for species with life 

history parameters similar to red snapper, was more realistic than the 20.4% SPR associated with 

FMAX.   Furthermore, the FSPR26% proxy is consistent with the current fishery management plan 

(FMP) and rebuilding plan for red snapper. 

 

SSB was estimated to remain below both the minimum stock size threshold (MSST) and the 

spawning stock size associated with maximum sustainable yield (SSBMSY proxy) using either 

proxy described above.  Therefore, the SSC concluded that the stock remains overfished.  With 

respect to overfishing, the current fishing mortality rate (geometric mean of 2009-2011) was 

estimated to be below both FMSY proxies.  Therefore, the SSC estimated the stock was not 

experiencing overfishing as of 2011. 
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SEDAR 31 Update Assessment 

 

In January 2015, NMFS presented an update of the SEDAR 31 assessment to the SSC (GMFMC 

2015).  The methods used were the same as SEDAR 31, except for instances when the 

assessment team was responding to specific terms of reference from the Council.  The SEDAR 

31 red snapper base model was used with data updated through 2013.  Recreational catch data 

was adjusted using methods from the September 2014 MRIP Calibration workshop and the 

rescaled MRIP landings were used.  A selectivity block (2011-2013) was applied on all 

recreational fleets to accommodate recent changes in fishing behavior that indicated a shift in 

selectivity to older (heavier) fish in recent years.  The revised recreational landings were 

generally 10% to 20% higher than in SEDAR 31, but the revised discards also showed 

proportionately higher rates than in SEDAR 31.  The results of the update assessment indicated 

that Gulf-wide, the stock biomass estimates are continuing to increase, but remain below the 

management target of 26% SPR.  Stock biomass is continuing to increase in the western Gulf, 

but in the eastern Gulf, stock biomass estimates have shown a slight downward trend in recent 

years, which resulted from strong year-classes exiting the stock, as well as recent low 

recruitment estimates. 

 

The combined east and west stock biomass estimates, while increasing, remain below the MSST, 

indicating that the stock remains in an overfished condition.  However, estimated fishing 

mortality remains below the maximum fishing mortality threshold, indicating that overfishing 

was not occurring as of 2013. 

  

Greater Amberjack Life History and Biology 

 

Seasonal Aspects of Reproduction 

 

Studies conducted in the Gulf have estimated that peak spawning occurs during the months of 

March and April (Wells and Rooker 2002; Murie and Parkyn 2008).  There is also evidence for 

separate and limited connectivity of the greater amberjack population structure within the Gulf, 

where the northern Gulf population does not appear to mix often with the Florida Keys 

population (Gold and Richardson 1998, Murie et al. 2011).    

 

Early studies on greater amberjack conducted in south Florida indicated that maximum gonad 

development occurred in the spring months (Burch 1979) although larvae and small juveniles 

were reported year round in the entire Gulf (Aprieto 1974).  Harris et al. (2007) provided 

information on reproduction in the southeastern U.S. Atlantic using fishery-dependent and 

fishery-independent samples from 2000 - 2004.  Greater amberjack in spawning condition were 

captured from North Carolina to the Florida Keys; however, spawning was concentrated in areas 

off south Florida and the Florida Keys.  Harris et al. (2007) documented evidence of spawning 

from January - June with peak spawning during April and May within this area.  They estimated 

a spawning season of approximately 73 days off south Florida, with a spawning period of 5 days, 

and that an individual female could spawn as frequently as 14 times during the season.  Wells 

and Rooker (2002) conducted studies in the northwestern Gulf on larval and juvenile fish 

associated with floating Sargassum spp.  Based on the size and season when larvae and juvenile 

greater amberjack were captured, they suggested peak spawning season occurred in March and 
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April although they did find that peak spawning began as early as February off Texas.  Murie 

and Parkyn (2008) provided updated information on reproduction of greater amberjack 

throughout the Gulf using fishery-dependent as well as fishery-independent data from 1989-2008 

(it is important to note that fishery-dependent sampling has not been year round).  They reported 

peak spawning occurring during March and April, and by May, they documented low gonad 

weights indicating spawning was ending.   

 

Status of the Greater Amberjack Stock 

 

Secretarial Amendment 2 (GMFMC 2002) to the Reef Fish FMP established a rebuilding plan 

for Gulf greater amberjack (Seriola dumerili) based on a stock assessment conducted in 2000 

(Turner et al. 2000).  The Turner et al. (2000) assessment determined the greater amberjack stock 

to be overfished and undergoing overfishing as of 1998.  Management measures were 

implemented in January 1997 to reduce the recreational bag limit from three fish to one fish per 

person per day.  In January 1998, a March through May commercial season closure was 

implemented; however, this closure was not incorporated into the 2000 stock assessment.  The 

projected effects of these management measures were expected to eliminate overfishing; 

therefore, no new management measures to further restrict effort were implemented.  This 

rebuilding plan was implemented in 2002, and the management measures were expected to 

rebuild the greater amberjack stock within 7 years (by 2009), well within the maximum time 

frame of 10 years (by 2012) as specified by the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 

 

In 2006, a SEDAR update stock assessment was completed that determined the greater 

amberjack stock was not recovering at the rate previously projected.  The stock continued to be 

overfished and was experiencing overfishing (SEDAR 9 2006b).  The Council and NMFS 

developed and implemented Amendment 30A in 2008 in response to the stock assessment results 

and the requirement to end overfishing and rebuild the stock by 2012 (GMFMC 2008a).  The 

minimum reduction required to rebuild the stock by 2012 was 40% of current fishing mortality.  

The total allowable catch (TAC) implemented by the final rule for Amendment 30A was 

1,871,000 lbs whole weight (ww) for 2008 through 2010 (GMFMC 2008a).  Amendment 30A 

also established quotas for the recreational and commercial sectors equal to 1,368,000 and 

503,000 lbs ww, respectively.  Amendment 30A also required sector-specific accountability 

measures (AMs) such that if either sector exceeded its allocated portion of the TAC, the 

Regional Administrator (RA) would close that sector for the remainder of the year.  Additionally, 

if a sectorôs landings exceed that sectorôs share of the TAC, the RA would reduce the fishing 

season by the amount of time necessary to account for the overage in the following fishing year.   

 

A 2010 update stock assessment also determined that the stock remained overfished and was 

continuing to experience overfishing.  In December 2012, Amendment 35 (GMFMC 2012c) set 

the ACLs equal to the acceptable biological catch (ABC) and reduced the commercial ACLs, 

(previously called the TAC), to 1,780,000 lbs ww in an effort to end overfishing and rebuild the 

stock.  The recreational ACL was set at 1,299,000 lbs ww, and a commercial ACL was set at 

481,000 lbs ww, based on the sector allocation (73% recreational, 27% commercial) established 

in Amendment 30A (GMFMC 2008a).  Annual catch targets (ACTs) (equivalent to quotas for 

greater amberjack) were established at 1,130,000 lbs ww for the recreational sector and 409,000 

lbs ww for the commercial sector. 
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A greater amberjack stock assessment (SEDAR 33 2014) was completed and reviewed by the 

Councilôs SSC at its June 2014 meeting.  The SSC used the ABC Control Rule to recommend the 

following ABCs for a time period of four years, beginning in 2015, equivalent to 75% of 

maximum fishing mortality threshold (MFMT), to end overfishing and rebuild the stock. 

 

In 2015, the Council developed a framework action to reduce the ACL from 1,780,000 lbs ww to 

the SSCôs ABC recommendation of 1,720,000 lbs ww, from 2015 through 2018. These new 

catch levels were implemented in a final rule that was effective on January 4, 2016.  However, 

the most recent ABC recommendation from the SSC exceeds the current OFL established in the 

2016 framework action and requires modification to end overfishing and rebuild the stock. 

In 2016, the greater amberjack stock assessment update to SEDAR 33 was completed and 

reviewed by the SSC at its March 2017 meeting.  The SSC accepted the greater amberjack 

update assessment as the best scientific information available and concluded that greater 

amberjack was still overfished and undergoing overfishing and the stock would not be rebuilt by 

2019 as previously projected.  The SSC provided new annual OFLs and ABCs for a period of 

three years, beginning in 2018, equivalent to yield at 75% of the MFMT, based on the results of 

the update assessment.  The results also indicated that Gulf greater amberjack had been 

overfished in all years since 1987 and has been undergoing overfishing since 1985.  These results 

are generally consistent with the SEDAR 33 benchmark assessment.  However, the update 

assessment produced lower estimates of spawning stock biomass and higher estimates of fishing 

mortality in the most recent years.  

 

Gray Triggerfish Life History and Biology  

 

There have been relatively few age and growth studies on gray triggerfish; however, this species 

is estimated to live up to 11 years, with 16 being the maximum age recorded (Hood and Johnson 

1997; Wilson et al. 1995; Ingram 2001; Panama City National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 

Database, accessed 2012).  Gray triggerfish is estimated to grow rapidly within the first year of 

life then growth slows for both sexes combined (Hood and Johnson 1997; Ingram 2001; Wilson 

et al. 1995; SEDAR 9 2006a).  The maximum length of gray triggerfish recorded was 27-28 

inches fork length (697-725 mm FL) by Hood and Johnson (1997) and samples processed from 

2003 through 2010 at the Panama City Laboratory from both fishery-dependent and fishery-

independent samples in the Gulf.  The maximum weight documented from the Panama City 

NMFS Database, accessed in 2012, was 13.8 lbs gutted weight (6.26 kg gw).  Male gray 

triggerfish reach significantly larger sizes than females (Hood and Johnson 1997; Ingram 2001; 

Simmons and Szedlmayer 2012).   

 

Gray triggerfish spawn as early as May and as late as August, with peak spawning in June and 

July in the Gulf and South Atlantic Bight (Wilson et al. 1995; Hood and Johnson 1997; Ingram 

2001; Moore 2001; Simmons and Szedlmayer 2012).  Both sexes are reproductively mature by 

age-2, 10 inches FL (250 mm FL).  At this size (~10-inches FL), some males are age-1 and all 

females are age-2 (Wilson et al. 1995; Ingram 2001).  Male and female gray triggerfish have a 

combination of atypical spawning behaviors compared to most marine fishes (i.e., pelagic 

broadcast spawners) managed by the Council.  Male gray triggerfish establish territories, build 
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demersal nests, and form harems (one male and several females) during the spawning season 

(Simmons and Szedlmayer 2012).  Gray triggerfish form harems 50% of the time at sites with 

active nests, a mean sex ratio of 1:4.2 male to females on the reef, while at other reefs without 

spawning (lack of active nests) the mean sex ratio is 1:1.3 male to females.  After fertilization of 

the eggs, female gray triggerfish provide parental care of the eggs (Figure 3.1.1), while the male 

defends his territory and courts other female gray triggerfish on the reef (Simmons and 

Szedlmayer 2012).   

 

 
Figure 3.3.1.  Underwater photograph of a female gray triggerfish guarding eggs in a nest in the 

northern Gulf of Mexico.   
Source:  Simmons and Szedlmayer 2012.  
 

The eggs are small average size (0.62 mm) and laid in a gelatinous matrix in the bottom of the 

nest.  Eggs hatch 24 to 48 hours after fertilization and gray triggerfish larvae move up into the 

water column (Simmons and Szedlmayer 2013).  Large numbers of larval and juvenile gray 

triggerfish are found associated with Sargassum spp. mats in late summer and fall (Dooley 1972; 

Fahay 1975; Bortone et al. 1977; Wells and Rooker 2004).  After 4 to 7 months in the pelagic 

zone, juvenile gray triggerfish recruit to benthic substrate (Simmons and Szedlmayer 2011).  

Adult gray triggerfish are closely associated with both natural and artificial reefs (Johnson and 

Saloman 1984; Frazer and Lindberg 1994; Vose and Nelson 1994; Kurz 1995; Ingram 2001; 

Lingo and Szedlmayer 2006; Simmons and Szedlmayer 2011).  Diet studies on juvenile and 

adult gray triggerfish, after recruitment to benthic structure, determined they consume a wide 

variety of invertebrates such as:  barnacles, bivalves, polychaetes, crustaceans, echinoderms, and 

isopods (Vose and Nelson 1994; Kurz 1995).  Adult gray triggerfish (mean size tagged = 13.6 

inches FL (347 mm FL)) are estimated to have high site fidelity (Ingram and Patterson 2001).  In 

a mark-recapture study completed in the northern Gulf, 28 out of the 42 recaptures were made at 

the site of release (n = 206 tagged gray triggerfish; Ingram and Patterson 2001).  Herbig and 

Szedlmayer (2016) recently completed an internal transmitter tagging paper on gray triggerfish 

and found that adult gray triggerfish have 64% site fidelity, staying close to the reef ((35.9 m 
































































































































































































































































