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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

Currently, there are two commercial individual fishing quota (IFQ) programs in the Gulf of
Mexico (Gulf). Amendment 26(GMFMC 2006) established the red snaplp€ (RSIFQ)
program and Amendment 24GMFMC 20(Ba) established the grouper and tilefish IFQ (GT
IFQ) program The RSIFQ program began on January 1, 208id the GTIFQ program began
on January 1, 2010.

As mandated bthe MagnusotStevend-ishery Conseation and ManagemeAict (Magnuson
Stevens Actand by Amendment 26heGulf of Mexico Fishery Manageme@iouncil (Council)
andthe National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) collaborativenducted a-fyear review of
theRSIFQ program(GMFMC and NMFS2013) which wasformally approvedat the April
2013Councilmeeting The conclusions of the report are providedppendixC. The Council
proceeded to appoint an Ad Hoc Red Snapper IFQ Advisory Panel to asseirimmending
improvements tdahe program bydentifying potential changes to tRSIFQ program
(AppendixD). The Council discussed a listissues apotential modifications to the program at
its February and April 2014 meetings and made modifications to the list. At its Alguist 2
meeting, the Council requested developmertsidfoping document to begin consider
potential modifications tanprove the performance tie RSIFQ program Scoping workshops
were held in March 2015AppendixE).

At its January 2016 meeting, the Council decided to further evaluate the items under
consideration in the scoping document in separate amendments (36A and 36B), and expanded
the scope to apply the proposed actions to both thE-R%nd GFIFQ programs.The Council

took final action orAmendment 36Aat its April 2017 meetingvhich expanded the han

requirement to all commercial reef fish vessels landing any reef fish species, returned shares held
in nonactivated accounts to NMFS, and provided the &&iAdministrator the authority to

withhold IFQ allocation at the beginning of a year in which a quota reduction is to occur
Amendment 8B addresses the remaining items, which are outlined below

The 5year review of the GTFQ program isrearly competeand the Council is expected to
review a draft of the fyear reviewat itsmeeting inAugust2017. It is important to note that

both the RSFQ and GFIFQ programs are managed under a common reporting system. This
means changehbat affect this syste in one progranare likely toaffect the other progranas

well. It is possible that future IFQ program reviews could be combined to evaluate all reef fish
species managed under Ip@dgrans.

The potential changes to tHeQ prograns were compiled from three sources: 1) Council
discussions, 2) the conclusions and recommendations of #ieQrrogram Syear review, and
3) recommendations made by the Ad Hoc Red Snapper IFQ Advisory Panel. Administrative

1 Reef Fish Amendment 2&stablish a Red Snapper Individual Fishing Quota Program
http://www.qgulfcouncil.org/Beta/GMFMCWeb/downloads/Amend26031606 FINAL.pdf

2 Reef Fish Amendment 29: Effort Management in the Commercial and Tilefish Fisheries
http://qulfcouncil.org/Beta/GMEMCWeb/downloads/Final%20Reef%20Fish%20Amdt%R@2%2008.pdf
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changes suggested to date, including changgmpea by the Ad Hoc Red Snapper IFQ

Advisory Panelwere omitted from this document because they were considered and included in
aseparateule published in 201479 FR 15287March 19, 2013}. A summary of the

administrative changes was discussed at the April 2014 Council meeting.

Per the MagnuseBtevens Act, the adoption of the <) program in the Gulf required two
referenda among eligible program participants: an initial referen@donebdevelopment of the
amendment and a final referendum before the amendment was submitted to the Secretary of
Commerce. The Magnus@tevens Act only required a single referendontlie

implementation of the GTFQ program, held after the program velesreloped and before the
amendment was submitted to the Secretary of Commerce. An initial list of potential changes to
the RSIFQ program generated from the three sources above was submitiedfiice of the
NOAA General Counsel for evaluation as tbether the changes to be considered would trigger
referendum requirement3.he Office of the NOAA General Counsel advised that none of the
potential changes on that list would trigger the referenda requirements excppigbsal to

collect resource rerthrough auctions, which has been renexd from further consideration

Structure of the IFQ Programs

Both IFQ programs usshares and allocation to distribute and account for fishing quotas. Shares
represent a percentage of the commercial quota, suchGB% of shares represent the total
commercial quota for a givdRQ managed species or group of species (i.e., share categories)
These shares are durable; that is, thh@yremain with the shareholder year after year unless
transferred to another shaméder accounor are revoked, limited, or modifiedAllocation refers

to the pounds dfuota represented the shares (pejdegit by a shareholder and is distributed to
shareholder accounts by the first of each year. Allocation may only be usedéatHer which

it was distributed; annual allocation becomes invalid at the etickgéar.

IFQ Program Basics

1 AnIFQ share is a percentage of the commercial quota assigned to an IFQ participant, or
shareholder. IFQ allocation refers to the actual pounds of fish represented by the shares that
is possessed, landed, sold, or transferred during a given calendar year.

9 At the beginning of each year, allocation is distributed to shareholders based on the share
percentage held by the IFQ shareholder and the annual quota. Shares (percentage of the
guota) and allocation (pounds available for the year) can be transferred among IFQ program
participants.

1 The transfer of shares equates to a sale of ownership of those shares and the transfer of
allocation is a one-time transaction for the right to catch the quantity of pounds sold, often
referred to as fAleasingo by the public.

1 Appendix A contains a glossary of terms used in the IFQ program.

3 http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pka/FR01403-19/pdf/201406065.pdf
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Exampllesehares] x [ quoalal]oca:

Shares = percentage of the total quota.
Allocation = pounds of the total quota represented by the shares.

A shareholder has 3% of shares.
Quotais 1.0 mp.
The shareholder receives 30,000 Ibs of allocation at beginning of year 1.

Year

The next year, the shareholder still has 3% of shares.
Quota increases to 1.5 mp.
The shareholder receives 45,000 Ibs of allocation at beginning of year 2.

Year

During year 2, the shareholder sells 1% of shares (he now has 2% of shares).
Quota increases to 2.0 mp.
The shareholder receives 40,000 Ibs of allocation at beginning of year 3.

Year

Although the RSFQ and GTFIFQ programs were established through separate amendments and
IFQ shares distributed independently for each program, both programs use the sdrasageb
monitoring and reporting system. Therefore, the same shareholder, aads#daler accounts

are used to participate in both programs (i.e., a fisherman has one IFQ account that can be used
for both the RSFQ and GTFIFQ programs).Since implementation of the GIFQ program on
January 1, 2010, majority of vessels that lanéd snapper also land grousigefish species,

and vice versa (Tablk1.1).

Table 1.1.1 Overlap between vessels landing red snapper and grolgbish.

Year # Vessels landing| % Vesseld a_nding # Vessels landing| % Vesselsla_nding
GT GT also landing RS RS RS also landing GT
2010 452 78% 384 91%
2011 440 75% 362 91%
2012 449 77% 371 94%
2013 414 81% 368 91%
2014 434 83% 401 90%
2015 446 85% 415 91%

Source: Tabke8 and 10 for groupetilefish vessel§NMFS 2016b) Table 6 for red snappegessels (NMFS 2016a)

Additionally, shareholder accounts may hold and transfer shadesllanation from both
programs For example, i”2016, of the 49 accounts that held shares8237%) held both RS
and GFIFQ sharegJ. Stephen, pers. commlij addition, both programs follow the same
regulations for landing notifications (hails), offloading, costecovery fees, and account status

Amendment 36B: Modifications to 3 Chapter 1. Introduction
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determinationge.g., active or inactive)This was in part the reason that the Council decided to
expand the scapof this amendment to address both IFQ programs.

The Red Snapper RSIFQ) Program

Prior to establishing the RIFEQ program, he Gulf commercial red snappéleetwas

overcapitalized, which means the collective harvest capacity of fishery vessels and participants
was in excess of that required to efficiently take their share dbthkallowable catcliAgar et

al. 2014;Leal et al. 2005; Weninger and Waters 2003)is Dvercapacity caused commercial

red snapper regulations to become increasingly restrictive over time, resulting irstyéeby

fishing conditions where participants compete with each other to harvest as many fish as possible
before the quota imetandthe fishng seasors closed (Wemger and Waters 20035o0lis et al.

(2014) estimated that about efiieh of the existing fleet could harvest the commerogal
snappequotaat that time

Derby-stylefishing creats negative social and economic comaits including redueng or
eliminatingconsiderations about weather conditions in deciding when to fish, advaffesling
safety at sed]ooding the market with fisitherebydepressg ex-vessel prices and redag
profits; and increasing competitian the watertherebyexacerbang user conflicts (Waters
2001). Further, derbyishing can adversely affect target and Alanget stocksinnecessarilipy
providing participants less flexibility in deciding when, where, and twfish. An IFQ program
surfaced as tool with strongpotential for effectively addressirnige problemsfor commercial
red snappetishing.

TheRSIFQ programwas intended to help the Council address overfishing by reducing the rate
of discardmortality that normally increases with increased fishing effort in overcapitalized
fisheries (NRC 1999; Leal et al. 2005). lp€grans provide the opportunity to better utilize
fishing and handling methodmcrease economic efficienaynd reduce bycatcof nontargeted
species. Improving catch efficiency may also result in a decrease in regulatory discards of red
snapper and other reef fish species by allowing fishermen the cliciten and where to fish.
Additionally, the slower paced figtg and tansferability of quotainder theRSIFQ program
suppors consolidation of the fishery, allowirfgwer fishermeno operae over a longer season.

Amendmen6 (GMFMC 2006)evaluaté a wide range of alternatigdor varioudFQ program
components relatedt program duration; ownership caps and restrictions; initial eligibility
requirements; initial allocation of quota shares; appeals; transfer eligibility requirements;

adjustments in commercial quota; enforcement; and administrativefdese Couwtent i | 6 s |
was to design an IFQ program that best balances social, economic, and biological tradeoffs,
whileimprovingt he f i sheryés ability to achopimuen fi she

yield (OY). The RSIFQ program Syear review found that progss had been made toward
achieving the goals of the program. However, through experience with the program, the Council
and IFQ participants have identified areas for possible improvement.

The Grouper Tilefish (GT-IFQ) program

The multispecies GIIFQ program was implementedrationalize effort and reduce
overcapacity of the groupdtefish fishing fleetto helpachieve and maintain OY in these multi

Amendment 36B: Modifications to 4 Chapter 1. Introduction
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species fisheriesBy rationalizing effort, the GIFQ programwasexpectedo mitigatesome of
the problems resulting from derby fishing conditions or at legsteieentthe condition from
becoming more severe. Further, reducing overcapacity was expected to ipnofdability of
commercial fishermen who target grouper dledish. Implemented January 2010,

anticipated benefits of the program include: increased market stability; elimination of quota
closures; increased flexibility for fishing operations; esfééctive and enforceable management;
improved safety at seeeduction in bycatchand balancing of social, economic, and biological
benefits. The fyear review of the GIFQ program is currently underway and is evaluating the

progressofthe GT FQ pr ogr am

towar d

meeting the progral

Currently, 13 rekfish species are managed under thel&Q program as share categories. Gag
and red grouper represent their own share categories, and the remaining species are managed as
multi-species share categories (Table 1.1.2). The-de#gr grouper (DWG) sharategory
includes four species; the shallavater grouper (SWG) category includes four species; and the
tilefish (TF) category includes three species. Additional flexibility is provided to allow some
species to be landed under the allocation of anothee shtegory. A proportion of gag (GG)

and red grouper (RG) allocation are designated as-mmsdtiallowing RG allocation to be
harvestecasGG multi-use allocation once all RG and RG muigie allocation in an account has
been harveste@nd vice versaScamp are designated as a SWG species, but may be landed
using DWG allocation after all SWG allocation in an account has been harvested. Similarly,
warsaw grouper and speckled hind are designated as DWG, but may be landed using SWG

allocation after all BVG allocation in an account has been harvested.

In each of the three multi

species share categories, one species comprised the majority of the landings in 2015:
yellowedge grouper represented 77% of the DWG category; scamp represented 76% of the SWG
catggory; and golden tilefish represented 90% of the TF category (NMFS 2016Db).

Table 1.12. Share categories for species managed in théFQTprogram.

Multi -species
share category

Abbreviation

Species Included

Snowy grouper
Speckled hind

Dgf&vgztrer DWG Warsaw grouper
Yellowedge
grouper

GG Gag
RG Red grouper
Black grouper
Shallow-water SWG \S(camp _
grouper ellowfin grouper
Yellowmouth
grouper
Blueline tilefish
Tilefish TF Golden tilefish
Goldface tilefish
Amendment 36B: Modifications to 5 Chapter 1. Introduction
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Although the groupetilefish commercial fleet was considered at overcapacity before
implementation of the GTFQ program, a single fishing season was opeedghrespective
species or species group&/’hen the respective qudiar a species or species groups
estimated to have been mtte fishing season was closedl summary of the season closures
for grouper and tilefish species prior to implementation of theR&J program is provided
below andn Table 1.3.5.

1.2 Purpose and Need

The purpos of this action is to revieand consider updatestoh e | FQ programso6 go
objectives as evaluated in they®ar reviews and to address changes in the fishery since
implementation of the programshich would support theevised goals The need is tprevent

overfishing; to achieve, on a continuing basis, the optimum yield from federally ethfisly

stocks; to address socahd economicssues that have affected fishing communities and

participation in the fisheries; drtorebuild the red snapper stottiat has been determined to be
overfished.

1.3 Program GoalsEvaluation

AppendixB provides the goals of each program from the respective amendment implementing
each IFQ programWhile progress toward existing goals has been made (GMFMC and NMFS
2013), the IFQ programs have fundamentally changed the way fishing fanéifQged species

is conducted Given that the programs have been in place for several yiearSpuncil may

warn to evaluate 1) whether the original goals of the program have been imktrtrer

progresss needed toward achieving the goals, and 2) should new goals be added to address

changes in the fishery that have come about as a result of the IFQ programs.

RS-IFQ Program Goals

The goals of the RE-Q program are toeduce overcaity in the commercial harvest of red
snapper, and to the extent possibite problemsssociateavith derby fishing conditions. The
RSIFQ program 5year review (GMFMC and NME 2013; AppendixXC) found that progress
had been made toward achieving the goals of the progZamcerning prticipant consolidation
and overcapacity, theyear review concluded that tRS-IFQ program has had moderate
succes$n reducing overcapacityHowever economic analyses indicate that additional
reductions in fleet capacity are still necesdargichieve the economically efficient fleet size
(Solis et al. 2014)

One metric used to assess the goal to reduce overcapacity concerned the nuedsedof

landing red snapper, which has decreased since implementation of the program. The number of
vessels reached a low of 294 vessels in 2009 (Table 1.1.1). Since that time, the number of
vessels has increased overall. Between 2013 and 2014, themoincommercial vessels

landing red snapper increased by 9%, from 368 in 2013 to 401 in 2014. Between 2014 and 2015,
the number of vessels landing red snapper increased an additional 3.5%, from 401 in 2014 to 415

Amendment 36B: Modifications to 6 Chapter 1. Introduction
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in 2015. Although the increase in vdssaccurred across nearly all states, these increases are
primarily among vessels making landings in Florid#uis is likely due to the expansion of red
snapper to the east as the rebuilding plan has progressed, making red snapper available to
fishermenm area they have not been found in decadelse fied snapper stock has been found
to be in decline or in an overfishedndition since the first red snapper stock assessmé&aB86
(Parrack and McClellan 1986Y.he first red snapper rebuilding plams implemented in 1990
throughAmendment 1 (GMFMC 1989)Despite the increase in the number of vessels landing
red snapper, the number of vessels is still below the average number of (#3sels the 5

years preceding implementation of the-R®) program.

Table 1.31. Commercial esseldandingred snappeby state.

% vessel overlap with
Year Total® FL AL/MS LA TX
GT-IFQ program 3

2002-2006¢ 485 - - - - NA

2007 309 224 8 42 60 NA

2008 300 219 16 37 49 NA

2009 294 221 14 27 40 NA

2010 384 309 30 27 34 91%

2011 362 292 27 20 31 91%

2012 371 304 23 23 28 94%

2013 368 295 20 27 35 91%

2014 401 320 23 26 36 90%

2015 415 341 24 28 40 91%

1The total numbeof vessels is less than the sum of vessels across states because some vessels land in multiple
states.

2Values for 2002006 are average values across this time period from the coastal logbook records.

3 Percentage of vessels landing red snapper thatalded GTIFQ species.

Source: Table 6 iINMFS 2016a

Prior to implementation of the RIEQ program, the commercial harvest of red snapper was
prosecuted during short seasonalfle 1.3.2 To allow NMFS to calculate landings toward the
catch limit,the season would open for ten days at the beginning of each month then remain
closed for the duration of the month. Since implementation of tRE-Q$rogram, fishing
seasons are no longer applicable, as the opportunity to harvest red snapper inetktarai
commercial vessdlavinglFQ allocation. The fishing season increased from an average of 109
calendar days during tfteyears preceding tHeS-IFQ program to a yeaoundeffort (GMFMC

and NMFS 2013). Under the RBQ program, any vessel possessing a commercial permit for
reef fish and an IFQ vessel account may land red snapper provided adeglfafe &iScation

is present in the vessel account at the time of landing.

Concerning the goab mitigate the race to fisknd concerns for safety at sea, thgear review
concluded thathe RS IFQ program was successfial providing fishermen with the opportunity
to harvest and land red snapper yeamd(see Table 3.1.6)Safety at sea has increased and
annual mortalitieselated to fishindiave declined since thSIFQ programimplementation
(GMFMC and NMFS 2013).
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Table 1.3.2 Commercial red snapper landings including overages/underages and historical
season lengtl19862006 Commercial quotas began in 199Quotas anddndings are in
million pounds whole weighimp ww).

Actual _ Days Open(days that open or
Year | Quota landi Difference | close at noon are counted as
andings half- o
af-days) (" + =
1986 N/A 3.700 N/A 365
1987 N/A 3.069 N/A 365
1988 N/A 3.960 N/A 365
1989 N/A 3.098 N/A 365
1990 3.10 2.650 -0.450 365
1991 2.04 2.213 +0.173 235
1992 2.04 3.106 +1.066 525 + 42 = 944,
1993 3.06 3.374 +0.314 94
1994 3.06 3.222 +0.162 77
1995 3.06 2.934 -0.126 50 + 1% = 51
1996 4.65 4.313 -0.337 64 + 22 = 86
1997 4.65 4.810 +0.160 53 + 18 =71
1998 4.65 4.680 +0.030 39 + 28 = 67
1999 4.65 4.876 +0.226 42 + 22 = 64
2000 4.65 4.837 +0.187 34 + 25 =59
2001 4.65 4.625 -0.025 50 + 20 = 70
2002 4.65 4.779 +0.129 57 + 24 = 81
2003 4.65 4.409 -0.241 60 + 24 = 84
2004 4.65 4.651 +0.001 63 + 32 = 95
2005 4.65 4.096 -0.554 72 +48 =120
2006 4.65 4.649 -0.001 72 + 43 =115

Source SEDAR31 (2013)Data Workshop Repart
Commercial quotas/landings gutted weight were multiplied by 1110 convert to ww.

Thecommercial sector had quota overruns in 10 of the 21 years before implementation of the
RSIFQ programin 2007 Each vessel that qualified for the ) program was issueshares

of the commercial quota ankdet amount of shares issued was based on historical participation.
At the beginning of each year, each shareholder is issued allocation in pounds based on the
amount of shareiseld Each shareholdenay trenharvest their allocatiorsell their allocation

to other fishermeftransfer out) purchase allocation from other fishernfgansfer in), or

transfer allocation among related accouritsaddition, shares can be transferred (bqusgid,
gifted, bartered, etg. As a result of the R8Q program, the commercial red snapper season
has not closedince 2007, but a commercial vessel cannot land red snapper unless it has
sufficient allocation in its vessel account to cover the landing poundage, th@URSIFQ

program has ended quota overruhalel.33). Commercial landings have averaged 97.5% of
the sector ACL from 2007 through 2015, and come closest to meeting the sector ACL in 2014
(99.2%).
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Table 1.3.3 Red snapper commercial quofpasurds gutted weight) since implementation of
theRSIFQ program, including quota increasestal landings, and proportion of quota landed

uota Y
rear St A Irirease In(l;raetaese iEE S La-l;lcgfl}llgs fa(gllég:ja
2007 2,297,297 689,189 June 1 2,986,486 2,867,325 96.0%
2008 2,297,297 N/A N/A 2,297,297 2,237,480 97.4%
2009 2,297,297 N/A N/A 2,297,297 2,237,446 97.4%
2010 2,297,297 893,694 June 2 3,190,991 3,056,044 95.8%
2011 3,190,991 109,910 May 31 3,300,901  3,238335 98.1%
2012 3,300,901 411,712  June 29 3,712,613 3,636,395 97.9%

174,774  May 29
2013 3,712,613 1,166,667 Sept 30 5,054,054 4,908,598 97.1%
2014 5,054,054 N/A N/A 5,054,054 5,016,056 99.2%
2015 5,054,054 1,516,216  Junel 6,570,270 6,472,261 98.5%
2016 6,097,297 N/A N/A 6,097,297 6,057,498 99.3%

Source: Southeast Regional Office (SEREX) database.
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/ifg/documents/pdfs/commercialguotascatchallowancetable.pdf

GT-IFQ Program Goals

As noted, the GTFQ program5 ear review i s evaluating the pr
achieving its goalsand the resultsfahe 5year review will be presented to the Council at its

August 2017 meetingAccording to the 2014 GTFQ program annual review (NMFS 2015b),

the consolidation of shareholders, allocation holders, and vessels continued in 2014, although
new participats also joined the program that year. For the first time since program
implementation, the number of shareholders increased in 2015, from 628 shareholders in 2014 to
645 shareholders in 2015. Still, the number of shareholders in 2015 is 16% loweethan th
number of shareholders at the start of the program (NMFS 2016b). Also in 2014, 29 new
accounts acquired shares, the proportion of accounts without shares increased to 26%, and
accounts without permits increased to 26%. In 2015, there were betweeah 24 rrew

shareholder accounts within a given share category, which resulted in the creation of 59 new
shareholders (NMFS 2016b). This was the largest number of new accounts created since the
start of the program.

Table 13.4 provides the number of vessels landing each of théFR®Tshare categories. The
majority of GT-IFQ landings occur in Florida. Thus, landings made in the other four Gulf States
are combined and provided by year. The total number of vessels making$afutieach share
category has decreased since implementation of thB-QTprogram. Across all share

categories, 630 commercial reef fish vessels made grouper or tilefish landings on average from
2007 through 2009, prior to program implementation. tote number of vessels making

landings for any share category reached a low of 414 vessels in 2013. Between 2013 and 2015,
the number of vessels increased/i®6 to 446 vessels.
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Table 1.3.4 Number of commercial vessels landing-GX) program species by share category.
Pre- Pre-

IFQ 238 | NA NA IFQ 493 | NA NA | PrelFQ | 546 | NA | NA
2010 | 187 | 142 59 2010 | 415 | 379 44 2010 393 | 383 | 11
2011 | 192 | 148 54 2011 | 363 | 336 29 2011 383 | 375 | 9
2012 | 206 | 165 52 2012 | 384 | 354 37 2012 398 | 386 | 13
2013 | 185 | 144 52 2013 | 367 | 334 40 2013 363 | 356 | 9
2014 | 186 | 143 47 2014 | 376 | 348 29 2014 3% | 371 | 13
2015 | 165 | 125 47 2015 | 374 | 347 32 2015 376 | 369 | 9
e Tc;tal A5 %tSIEf}r i T(;tal s %tzlir Cat:_glqlories Tci;tal G %tSI?r
Pre-

IFQ 489 | NA NA | PrellFQ | 166 | NA | NA Pre-IFQ | 630 | NA | NA
2010 | 322 | 284 54 2010 79 66 22 2010 452 | 401| 64
2011 | 307 | 270 43 2011 75 59 23 2011 440 | 388| 59
2012 | 343 | 304 52 2012 97 81 21 2012 449 |398| 61
2013 | 324 | 282 52 2013 78 61 23 2013 414 | 364| 57
2014 | 353 | 310 46 2014 91 75 18 2014 434 |386| 51
2015 | 341 | 299 53 2015 86 66 24 2015 446 | 397| 57

Notes: The total number of vessels is less than the sum of vessels across states because some vessels land in
multiple states.PrelFQ is the annual average based on the years 2007 through 2009.
Source: Tabld0in NMFS 2016b.

Compared to the 8ay miniseasons which characterized fishing for red snapper prior to
implementation of the RE-Q program, groupetilefish species faced fewer closures, which
mostly occurred as iseason closures toward the end of the year once tta gas determined

to have been metA couple of these closures occurred earlier in the year (see bdboi@).to
implementation of the GTFQ program, commercial groupglefish species were managed with
limited access fishing permits, trip limitszsilimits, closed seasons, and quotBsmporary trip
limits for the commercial fishery were implemented in March 20D%ese trip limits were
requested byhe commercial fishing industrand were effective until February 26, 2006. A
6,000Ib gutted weight{gw) aggregate DWG and SWG trip limitasimplemented January 1,
2006 for the commercial grouper fleet. Trip limits were expected to prolong the commercial
grouper fishing season aneduce the adverse socioeconomic effects of derby fishing, while still
allowing all vessels, including higtapacity vessels, an opportunity to participate in the fishery
(GMFMC 2008a).

The fishing seasons for the mdpecies share categories experidrsm®veral closures prior to
implementatiorof the GFIFQ program (Tabld.35). Prior to 2004, red grouper were included
in the SWG quota, and prior to 2009, gag was included in the SWG quota. The SWG season
closed on November 15, 2004, and on Octobef@05. From 2006 until the beginning of the
GT-IFQ program, the SWG fishing season remained openrgead. The DWG and TF
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species experienced more frequent closures that occurred earlier in the year. The harvest of
DWG closed on July 15, 2004 and Juh€007. As a result, between 2003 and 2007, the season
length was reduced by 50%. The harvest of TF first closed on Novemi#@5landagainon

July 22, 2006.In 2007, the commercial tilefish season was closed AprilTlaus, the season

length far TF was reduced by more than 6@%ween 2003 and 20QGMFMC 2008a)

Table 1.35. Commercial gag and red grouper quotas, landexgs,season length, mp ww.
Red grouper was included in the SWG quota until 2004, and gag was included in the SWG quot
until 2009.

vear | GG GG Days RG RG Days
Quota Landings | Open Quota Landings | Open

1990 | 7.8 SWG 0.79 311| 7.8 SWG 4.74 311
1991 | 7.8 SWG 0.93 365| 7.8 SWG 5.07 365
1992 | 8.2 SWG 1.24 366| 8.2 SWG 4.46 366
1993 | 8.2 SWG 1.48 365| 8.2 SWG 6.36 365
1994 | 8.2 SWG 1.28 365| 8.2 SWG 4.89 365
1995 | 8.2 SWG 1.34 365| 8.2 SWG 4.65 365
1996 | 8.2 SWG 1.27 366] 8.2 SWG 4.34 366
1997 | 8.2 SWG 1.40 365] 8.2 SWG 4.67 365
1998 | 8.2 SWG 2.25 365| 8.2 SWG 3.70 365
1999 | 8.2 SWG 1.74 320| 8.2 SWG 5.80 320
2000 | 8.2 SWG 1.91 3201 8.2 SWG 5.70 320
2001 | 8.2 SWG 2.78 3201 8.2 SWG 5.80 320
2002 | 8.2 SWG 2.66 3201 8.2 SWG 5.79 320
2003 | 8.2 SWG 2.29 320| 8.2 SWG 4.83 320
2004 | 8.8 SWG 2.88 275 5.31 5.64 319
2005 | 8.8 SWG 2.47 320 531 5.38 282
2006 | 8.8 SWG 1.37 320 531 5.10 365
2007 | 8.8 SWG 1.26 320 531 3.64 365
2008 | 8.8 SWG 1.32 320 5.31 4,75 366
2009 1.32 0.75 320 5.75 3.70 365

The gag stock in the Gulf was declared to be overfished and undergoing overfishing in August
2009. A rebuilding plan was implemented, initially through interim rules, to modify the-multi
use provision in the commercial IFQ program to prevent red grollpeaton from being used

to harvest gag until the rebuilding plan could be implemented thidogindment 3ZGMFMC
2011a), effective March 2012. The Gulf gag benchmark stock assessment was completed in
2014, and concluded that the stock was no longetfiskied or undergoing overfishing.

Table 1.3.6rovides the annual quota for each share category since implementation of the GT
IFQ program including migyear quota increses, if applicable. Table 1.3provides the annual
landings for each share categ and the proportion of the quota landed for each share category
by year. Landings of GTIFQ species have remained below the ACL for each species and share
category since the program began. In contrast to thE-Q$rogram, landings have generally
remained further below the respective sector ACLs. Red grouper landings in 2014 reached a
high of 98% of the ACL, while SWG landings met only 50% of the AQluota changes can
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affect the proportion of the ACL that is landed. For example, due to the margase iRG
guota of over 2 mgmillion pounds)gw in October 2016 (Table 1.3.6), only 58% of R@&

ACL was landed that year.

Table 1.3.6. Annual quotas (pounds gutted weight) for-G-Q program share categories
including quota increases since implementation of thdR&X program.

Note: Beginning in 2012, uptas equal the ACT.

owe | a1 | 200 [1908%] oecan | g6 | sena | 208 [ME] oo
2010 | 1,020,000 1,020,000 2010 | 1,410,000 1,410,000
2011 | 1,020,000 1,020,000 2011 | 100,000| 330,000 | June 1 | 430,000
2012 | 1,020,000| 107,000 | Jan30 | 1,127,000] 2012 | 430,000| 137,000 | Mar 12 | 567,000
2013 | 1,118,000 1,118,000 2013 | 708,000 708,000
2014 | 1,110,000 1,110,000 2014 | 835,000 835,000
2015 | 1,101,000 1,101,000 2015 | 939,000 939,000
2016 | 1,024,000 1,024,000 2016 | 939,000 939,000
Re | dani | 0o | MDae | Decdl |swe | dani | O | Mo te | Dec3t
2010 | 5,750,000 5,750,000/ 2010 | 410,000 410,000
2011 | 4,320,000| 910,000 | Nov2 | 5,23Q000| 2011 | 410,000 410,000
2012 | 5,37Q000 5,370000| 2012 | 410,000| 99,000 |Jan30 | 509,000
2013 | 5,530000 5,530000 | 2013 | 518,000 518,000
2014 | 5,630000 5,630000 | 2014 | 523,000 523,000
2015 | 5,720,000 5,720,000 2015 | 525,000 525,000
2016 | 5,720,000] 2,060,000] Oct 12 | 7,780,000] 2016 | 525,000 525,000
e | st |, 308 [M5e] vec
2010 | 440,000 440,000
2011 | 440,000 440,000
2012 | 440,000| 142,000 | Jan30 | 582,000
2013 | 582,000 582,000
2014 | 582,000 582,000
2015 | 582,000 582,000
2016 | 582,000 582,000
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Table 13.7. Commercial landings of GIFQ program species (pounds gutted weight) and
proportion of ACL landed.

DWG GG RG SWG TF ALL
2010 624,762| 493,938 2,913,858 158,234| 249,708| 4,440,500
61% 35% 51% 30% 57% 49%
2011 779,519| 320,137| 4,782,194 186,235| 386,134| 6,454,219
76% 74% 91% 45% 88% 86%
2012 963,835| 525,066| 5,217,205 300,367 451,121| 7,457,594
86% 93% 97% 59% 78% 91%
2013 912,923| 579,664| 4,594,672 307,846| 440,091| 6,835,196
82% 82% 83% 59% 76% 81%
2014 1,048,142 689,528| 5,498,754 263,251| 517,268/ 8,016,943
94% 83% 98% 50% 89% 92%
2015 911,339| 554,941 4,784,992 282,338| 537,512| 7,071,122
83% 59% 84% 54% 92% 80%
2016 889,965 | 910,996| 4,497,582 335,238 429,003| 7,062,784
87% 97% 58% 64% 74% 65%

Source: Table 17 in NMFS 2016b. 2016 from SERO Commercial Quotas Catch Allowancé Table.

Although derby fishing was not as much of a problem for the commercial harvest of groupers
and tilefishes as it was for red snapper, there were still closures before the end of the year for
some species, in some years. Since implementation of tHE@rogram fishermen are

provided wih the opportunity to harvest and la@d-1FQ specieyearround(Tablel1.3.8),

provided they can obtain the necessary allocatidre GTIFQ Program 5/ear Review will

provide additional detail on the progress made toward this goal.

Table 1.3.8 2015 landings of IFQ program species by month in pounds whole weight.
ALL G -
DWG GG RG SWG TF TF RS

Jan 49,141| 38,717 346,553| 17,726| 26,292 478,429 429,044
Feb 30,201| 40,135| 377,266| 16,604| 25,885 490,091| 419,257
Mar 70,793| 68,525| 586,891 28,584| 60,672 815,465, 639,870
Apr 113,801| 48,889| 563,888 22,090, 53,782 802,450 426,335
May 92,505| 56,515| 397,064 26,645| 34,327 607,056 516,018
Jun 132,601| 65,145| 330,577| 37,722| 54,986 621,031 545,247
Jul 105,722| 37,457| 240,003| 26,372| 46,521 456,075| 509,457
Aug 75,875| 34,054| 287,456| 27,986| 47,284 472,655 616,951
Sept 57,064| 22,785| 493,225 9,690| 25,380 608,144, 502,257
Oct 60,078| 21,120| 320,964 11,750| 55,348 469,260, 526,516
Nov 38,770| 39,099| 354,287| 22,307| 45,084 499,547| 560,901
Dec 84,788| 82,500/ 486,818 34,862| 61,951 750,919| 780,408
Source: Table 13 in NMFS 2016a (red snapper); Table 18 in NMFS 2016b (gtibefjss).

4 https://portal.southeast.fisheries.noaa.gov/cs/documefSammercialQuotasCatchAllowanceTable. pdf
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Evaluate ExistingRS-IFQ and GT-IFQ Program Goals

The Council should determine whether the géagach prograrhave been achievex further
progress is necessarin the case of reducing overcapacity,examplethe Councilcould

define the desired capacttye., a desired number of vessglexpresghatthe current capacity be
maintained, or recommend that further reductiorsafmacityarewarraned. It is possible that

the Councilwill decide that capacity should be ieased, allowingdditionalpermittedvessels

to enter the programin that case, the Council shouttbdify the goal to reduce overcapacity to
ensure that any measures that allow an increase in capacity are consistent with the program
goals.

Reducingovercapacity was a primary goal of the-F® program. As noted in Amendment 26,
eliminating the derbyike fishing conditions and reducing overcapacity was anticipated to result
in slower paced fishing activity, supporting fewer fishermen, operatingeolegiger season
(GMFMC 2006). Progress has been made toward thdiRGprogram goals, including a
reduction in capacity (GMFMC and NMFS 2013), but additional reductions are possible to
achieve maximum efficiency. Solis et al. (2014) suggest that appaiedy 20% of the vessels
landing red snapper in 2011 could have harvested the entire red snapper quota tiResrets.
of the GFIFQ program Syear review will be presented to the Council at its August 2017
meeting. Preliminary results suggest thapacity has been reduced, but could be further
reduced. It is estimated that approximately 50% of the vessels actively landing diledipkr
species could harvest the entire growgiefish quota (L. Perruso, pers. comm. 5/10/2017).

At the sameime, the Gulf IFQ programs have changed the way the fishery is prosecuted,
especially for red snapper which has expanded into the east. There is tension between the goal of
reducing overcapitalization and ensuring mafiecies reef fish fishermen areahd obtain

guota for IFQmanaged species caught incidentally. Reducing overcapacity has the effect of
reducing the number of vessels engaged in the fishery, wiuald be expected to lead to
decreasingmployment However, due to the muisipecies nate of the reef fish fishery, many
commercial trips (especially bandit boats) are targeting an array of species. Without available
quota,discard mortalitymay be an increasing concern. Thus, further reducing capacity may not

be a desirable goal.

Considerations for New RS-IFQ and GT-IFQ Program Goals

Actions taken to modify the programs should have a purpose that is suppottiedobygram

goals The IFQ programs have fundamentally changed fishing behavior and relationships among
those involved in the fishery. Some of these changes have raised concerns including: access to
shares and allocation by those actively fishing, including small parisifize., those how hold

a relatively small amount of shares)d new entrants; changing relationships in the fishery, such

as between dealers and fishermen; new participation roles that do not entail active participation
in the fishery (e.g., investorsid quota brokers); and profits accruing to shareholders who do not
assume the physical and economic risks of fishing, which are taken by captains and crew
(Griffith et al. 20186.

For example,te structure of the IFQ prograrhas allowed for the emengee of new
participation rols such asrokerswhotrade puy and se)lallocation but do not landFQ
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species The number of individuals in this category has increased since the implementation of
the program, resulting in an apparent shift in how pepaiécipate. Annuallybetween 2%

of all accounts only tradeed snappeallocation and do not land allocati¢hable2.5.2.3, with a
greater percent of accounts only trading grouper and tilefish allocation and not making landings
(Table 2.5.2.4).However, many of these accounts are related (i.e., sahwvedualg to other

IFQ accounts that do land red snappee(Section 2).

Additionally, as the first generation of shareholders gives way to the second, it will become
increasingly difficult for active participants in the fishery to obtain shares. Reasons for this
include shareholders gifting shares to 4fighing descendantsanheritance and shares regarded
as marital assets and awarded to-fisining spouses during a divorce.

These problems are common in Hgpe programs in the U.S. and around the world. The

Alaska Halibut and Sablefish IFQ program was implementedéiltrth Pacific Fishery
Management Council (NPFMC) with the goals of reducing overcapacity and eliminating the race
to fish, similar to the Gulf IFQ programs. Out of concern that a class of absentee shareholders
would emerge in the fishery, the NPFMC imdéd active participation measures aimed at
maintaining the existing own@&perated vessels and to transition away from corpielte

guota shares and to limit the use of hired skippers by the initial recipients of quota shares.
Although incorporated gsart of the original program, these measures did not achieve their
intended goals (Szymkowiak and Hirr@ernell 2015).

The MagnusofStevens Act provides guidance regarding considerationisrived access

privilege program, which include IFQ programsn part, this guidance addresses some of the

issues that may be addressed through this amendment. For examgéening allocation

requirement®f limited access privilege progran®ection303A(c)(5)states i n devel opir
limited access privilege pgram to harvest fish a Council or the Secretary dhall

(B) consider the basic cultural and social framework of the fishery, especially tBrafigh

the development of policies to promote the sustained participation of small-operated

fishing vesseland fishing communities that depend on the fisheries, including regional or
port-specific landing or delivery requirements; and (ii) procedures to address concerns over
excessive geographic or other consolidation in the harvesting or processing sdbtrs of
fishery;

(C) include measures to assist, when necessary and appropriatéeegitand small vessel
owneroperators, captains, crew, and fishing communities throuegsgis of harvesting

allocations, including providing privileges, which magliude setasides or allocations of
harvesting privileges, or economic astsi stanc

To address some of the changesthave arisen in the fisheputlined abovevould require
revision to the program goals andar statements of the problems to be addresBkd.Council
shouldmodify existing goals oidentify new goals, if appropriatdn considering ta following
potential actionghesenewor modifiedgoals woulddrive thescope andlevelopment of
alternaives.
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CHAPTER 2. POTENTIAL ACTIONS

2.1 Program Participation

Thered snapper individual fishing quot@%IFQ) program began in 2007, and tp®uper

tilefish IFQ (GT-IFQ) program began in 201GAny information from 20072009 is related

solely to the RSFQ program, while information after that point in time includes both programs.
For the first5 years ofeachprogram only those entities that possessed a valid GiuMliexico

(Gulf) commercial reef fish permit were eligible to participate in the progsuashareholder.

A shareholder account i:1idFQ account that may hold shares and/or allocation, and includes
accounts that only hold allocation. sAareholder accountessel account, and valid commercial
reef fish permit are needed to harviésp species During those firsb years,shareholder

accounts that no longer had a valid Gulf commercial reef fish permit could maintain or decrease
their shares or allocation, but could not obtain additional shares or allocation, nor lkapvest
species As of January 1, 2012 for the RBQ program, and Jaiary 1, 2015 for the GTFQ
program, any U.S. citizen or permanent resident alien became eligible to participate in the
respective prograras a shareholder

Prior to the opening of each IFQ program to public participaités 5 yearsthe Gulf of Mexico
Fishery Management Councounci) discussed whether to allow public participation or to
modify the provision and continue to require new shareholdeuatsbe associated with a
commercial reef fish permitUltimately, the Council allowed the prans to open to the public,
but & the request of the Coundhe National Marine Fisheries ServidéFS) published a
control date in th&ederal Registenotifying RSIFQ program participants that the requirements
for participation may be modified in ttieture (/6 FR 74038, November 30, 2011A

comparable control date was published inRbderal Registenotifying GT-IFQ program
participants that participation requirements may be modified in the f{(n@rfeR 72566,
December 8, 2014)

The Council hagxpressed interest in 1) reconsidering the requirement for shareholders to have a
commercial reef fish permit; and 2) consider restricting the amount of shares and/or allocation
that may be held by a shareholder without a commercial reef fish p&rsitite of actions

could be developed to address program participation.

Currently, shareholders amot requiredo possess a valid or renewable commercial reef fish
permit toopen an IFQ account; tubtain, retain, or transfer sharesto transferincluding
buying and sellingallocation to other shareholder accounts (including allocation accounts)
or vessel accounts. An action could address how sharehpltérspae in the programs.

Potential Alternatives: Shareholdersnustpossess a Vid or renewable&eommercial reef fish
permit to:
1 Obtain an IFQ account.
Maintain shares already held.
Obtain additional shares.
Transfer shares

1
1
1
1 Obtain and transfer allocation.
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Currently, anyU.S. citizen or resident alien magrticipate in the IFQ progns by openng an

IFQ shareholder account without possessing a commercial reef fish peknadlid commercial

reef fish permit is required to have a vessel account and to land IFQ spéuted. jecipients of
shares were not required to maintainitikemmercial reef fish permit during the first 5 years of
eachprogram. Prior to the expiration of the requirement that shareholders possess a commercial
reef fish permit to obtain (but not retain) shares, the Council published control dates for each
program stating that new shareholders were not assured of future participaherprograms

An action could addresghether to require some or all shareholdensassess a valid or
renewablecommercial reef fish permit.

Potential Alternatives:

1 All shareholders must possess a vatidenewabl&eommercial reef fish permit.

1 All shareholders whentered the IFQ program after January 1, 2615t possess a valid or
renewable commercial reef fish permit.

1 All shareholders whentered the IFQ prograafter January 1, 2015ust possess a valid or
renewable commercial reef fish permit.

1 All shareholders whenter the IFQ program following implementation of this amendment
must possess a valid or renewable commercial reef fish permit.

Currently, shareholdrs who do not possess a commercial reef fish permit may or may not be
involved in the fishery.Shareholderslirectly involved in the fishergnay be norvessel owning
captainscrew memberdjsh house owners, ateales. Shareholders not directly invely in the

fishery may be permit and quota brokers, relatives of pdratiting shareholders, or investors.

An action could define the participation roles that may possess shares, and/or address the

maximum amount of shares held by shareholders withooitnanercial reef fish permitThe

Council would need to clearly define any participation role for which the exception to possess a
commer ci al reef fish permit would apply, such
fishery. It will also be necessy to determine how such a requirement could be verified.

Potential Alternatives:

f Shareholders that are individuals (bosinesses aorporationd) and can demonstrate direct
participation in the fishery are not required to possess a commercifishegérmit to retain
shares or obtain additional shares.

1 Shareholders that hold leslsareghan the selected amount of shaj@stions)are not
required to possess a commercial reef fish permit to retain shares or obtain additional shares,
provided theyare not related to another shareholder entity

o Provide range of share values (in percentage of shares or equivalent pounds of
allocation)

o Specify if applies to a particular IFQ managed specieal] share categoriescross
both IFQ programs

o Define scpe of being related to another shareholder entity.

5 This was explored in the Alaska Halibut and Sablefish IFQ program. See Szymkowiak and Himes Cornell 2015.
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Discussion

A limited access commercial permit for reef fish is required for a vessel to harvest reef fish
species in excess of the recreational bag limit. Commercial permits are valid for oardyear
may be renewed up to one year after the date of expiration; those permits that havebakpired
arewithin one yeapof the expiration datare termed renewablét the end of 2015, there were
868valid, renewable, or transferable commercial reef fish permissof December 20, 2016,
the number of valid, renewable, or transferable reef fish permits had decre@4éd $&RO,
LAPPs Branch PIMS). A total of 509 vessels, approximately 60% of Goihwercial reef fish
permitted vesselslso carry other federal commercial permits.

Since participation in the IFQ programs became open to the public, new accounts have been
opened by entities without a commercial reef fish permit. Some of these &sca®ue opened

by new participants, while others were opened by existing participants for the purpose of
managing IFQ assets to allow access to others (e.g., wife, broth&ince program

participation opened to the public, the number of accountsitbatot associated with a
commercial reef fish permit has increaséidhtly (Tables 2.1.1 and 2.1.2At the end of 2015,
there were 134 accountsth red snapper sharésat were not associated with a commercial reef
fish permitand 204 accounts with ates in at least one share category of thd&J program

that were not associated with a commercial reef fish péimalile 2.1.1).Figures 2.1.1 and

2.1.2 show how the number of accounts and percent of shares held in accounts with and without
an associed commercial reef fish perniive changed over time

Table 21.1 RSIFQ shareholdings bgccountsvith and without a commercial reef fish permit.

# of Accounts % of Shares
No . No )
Year Permit Permit Permit Permit
2007 76 421 14.29 85.72

2008 120 354 12.75 87.26
2009 120 319 13.83 86.18

2010 121 304| 15.24 84.77
2011 120 298| 18.14 81.87

2012 119 288| 21.07 78.94

2013 126 273| 24.36 75.65
2014 120 258 | 27.96 72.05

2015 134 252 30.30 69.71
Source: NMFS 2016a, Table 3.
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Table 2.1.2. GT-IFQ shareholdings by entities with and without a commercial reef fish permit.

e # Accounts (% Shares) e # Accounts (% Shares) e # Accounts (% Shares)
Permit No Permit Permit No Permit Permit No Permit
2010 | 449 (99%) 12 (1%) 2010 | 690 (99%) 29 (<1%) 2010 | 641 (99%) 24 (<1%)
2011 | 392 (96%) 39 (4%) 2011 | 578 (98%) 83 (2%) 2011 | 537 (98%) 73 (2%)
2012 | 359 (97%) 42 (3%) 2012 | 513(97%) 99 (3%) 2012 | 479 (98%) 90 (2%)
2013 | 323 (95%) 59 (5%) 2013 | 475 (94%) 120 (6%) 2013 | 440 (96%) 110 (4%)
2014 | 296 (93%) 72 (7%) 2014 | 433 (94%) 142 (6%) 2014 | 402 (95%) 128 (5%)
2015 | 275 (87%) 91 (13%) 2015 | 404 (87%) 170 (13%) 2015 | 369 (80%) 161 (20%)
# Accounts (% Shares) # Accounts (% Shares) # Accounts
SWG - - TF - - Total - -
Permit No Permit Permit No Permit Permit No Permit
2010 | 692 (99%) 29 (<1%) 2010 | 282 (99%) 5 (<1%) 2010 714 29
2011 | 591 (97%) 83 (3%) 2011 | 238 (98%) 22 (2%) 2011 612 87
2012 | 527 (96%) 102 (4%) 2012 | 224 (98%) 22(2%) 2012 556 109
2013 | 479 (94%) 125 (6%) 2013 | 200 (96%) 32 (4%) 2013 507 137
2014 | 433 (92%) 149 (8%) 2014 | 187 (95%) 40 (5%) 2014 465 163
2015 | 404 (85%) 177 (15%) 2015 | 167 (89%) 55 (11%) 2015 441 204

Source: NMFS 2016b, Table 6.

Accounts with and without Permits

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

500
450
40
35
30
25
20
15
10

5

Number of Accounts
O O O O O O o o

o

® Permit ®mNo Permit

Figure 2.1.1. Number of accounts with REEFQ shares that are associated or not with a
commercial reef fish permit.
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Shares held with and without a Permit
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Figure 2.1.2. Percent of RSFQ shares held in accounts with and without an associated
commercial reef fish permit.

Should the Councilequire some or all shareholders to possess a commercial reef fish permit, it
would be expected that some shareholders would seek to purchase a permit, some would
consolidate their shareholder accounts, and others would sell or transfer theircshtres t
shareholdersin the event that some shareholders are not able to meet any new permit
requirements, divestment procedures would need to be develdpdte end of 2015, there

were 868valid or renewableommercial reef fish permitef which 794were associated with an
IFQ account (91.5%) Of these, 533 were used to make landings of any reef fish species,
including485 that made landings of IFQ speqj€able2.1.3. Thus, no landings of any reef

fish species were recorded for 335 pernmt2015, although many of these would be associated
with an IFQ accountSome of thes&35permitsin 2015may have beeanusedn 2015 due to
personal cicumstances of the permit holder aaré actively usedh other years. Nevertheless, it
is likely thatsame permits are available for those shareholders who seek to purchase a permit
although it is not certain that permits would be available for all shareholders who seek one for
the purpose of maintaining their shares, should the Council adopt that reauir&meher the
requirement for shareholders to possess a commercial reef fish permit would be expected to
increase the price of those permits that are for sale.
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Table 2.13. Gulf commercial reef fish permits in relation to landings and #€€ountsn 2015

2015
Reef Fish permits 868
Vessels with reef fish landings 533
iLatent® permits 335
ReefFish permits with IFQ accounts 794
With active IFQ account 763
With inactive IFQ accounts 31
With IFQ landings 485

Sources: Southeast Regional Office permits database acdéa28016and SEFSC Coastal Logbooks accessed
4/25/2016

The SEFSC Coastal loghook records were accessed to determine the number of vessels that harvested reef fish and
this can be a proxy toetermine the number of active reef fish permits.

2Inactive accounts are IFQ accounts that are still in an initial status (have not been activated) or vessel accounts that
have an expired permiShareholder@ounts are suspended when citizenship habeen provided or updated.

Suspended accounts cannot harvest fish.

Background on IFQ program online system

The Southeast Regional Office (SERO) online 1B¥3tem housesoth the RSFQ and GTFIFQ
programs Participants log into one account that both programs. Participants to each
program are determined annually through the account activity in each program: holding shares,
holding allocation, or landing species.

There are three main account types in the SERO IFQ systieaneholder, vessel, and dealer
accounts. Shareholder accounts may hold shares and allocation or just hold allocation. Vessel
accounts belong to shareholder accounts and may hold allocation. There may be multiple vessel
accounts associatedth one shagholder account. Aessel accouns linked toa Gulf

commercial reef fish permit. Any vessel account without an associated reef fish permit may not
be used to harvest IFQ species. Dealer accounts are associated with federal dealer permit
holders. Eackhareholder account is composed of a unique set of entities (single or combination
of individuals and/or business) and no two accounts are composed of the same set of entities. A
unique entity may be a single person or business, or a combination o pedfbr businesses.

For any business that is part of a shareholder account, NMFS collects the owner information for
that business (e.g., shareholders) and the percentage owned by each individual. If a business is
owned in part or in total by another Imess, NMFS collects the ownership information of all

parent companies. Owners/shareholders of a business and the percentage held by such an
individual may change over time. Any time a change (e.g., ownership, percentage owned,
address) is made in ownhig within a business, the business must inform NMFS. NMFS tracks
owners/shareholders of businesses throughout time using start and end dates for each change
submitted to NMFS.

Public Participant Accounts

For the firsts years of each program only those entities that possessed a valid reef fish permit
were eligible to participate in the progra® ashareholder. During these fisyears,
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shareholder accounts that were not associated with a reef fish permit couldvast fish, nor

obtain (transfer in) more shares or allocation. These aooumi retain existing shares,

receive allocation from shares, and transfer out both shares and allocation. Only shareholder
accounts with a valid reef fish permsdinharvesiFQ species. After the fir&years of each

program (RIFQ = 2012, GTIFQ = 2015), the permit restrictions for obtaining a shareholder

account and transferring in shares and allocation were removed as long as the entities were U.S.
citizensor permanentesident aliens. Harvest restrictions were the same throughout the

program. Figure 2.1.3 shows how the number of shareholder accounts has changed over time,
identifying when each programbs participation

GT-IFQ Start RS-IFQ Public GT-IFQ Public

1000 ~ 1
1

900 A

800 -

700

Number Accounts

600 -

500 T T T T y T T ]
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Year

Figure 2.1.3. Number of shareholder accounts over time.

For the purpose of this document, entities that do not have an associated Gulf commercial reef
fish permit while holding IFQ shares or allocation are termed public partici(fih}s These PP
accounts may include accounts that were once associated with a Gulf commercial reef fish
permit (e.g., initial reipients of shares)Thus, # shareholder accounts without a reef fish

permit are called PP accounts. PP accounts carvigedlinto two categories: those that
participated in the program prior to the first five years (i.e., accounts that previously held Gulf
commercial reef fish permits) and those that were created after tHeyfeats. Since PP

accounts are determineg the permit association and permits can be obtained at any point
during the year, the number of PP accounts may fluctuate over aRgeahe purpose of this
amendmentPP accounts are determinedthgpermit status throughout the year. If an account
was associated with a permit at all during the year, it was not considered a PP account for that
year. Figure 2.1.4 compares the number and percentage of accounts that were associated with a
permit (nonpublic) and those not associated with a permit (PP).
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Figure 2.1.4. IFQ shareholder accounts by public (no permit) andmdslic (permit) state. A)
shows the number of accounts, while B) shows the percentage of all accounts.

Related Accounts

An entity may beassociated with more than one IFQ shareholder account. IFQ shareholder
accounts with at least one entity in common are called related accounts (RL). While no two IFQ
accounts have the same set of entities, one entity may be associated with multged&Qs.

For exampleJohn Smith may hold an account, and John Smith and Jane Smith may hold another
account. These accounts are considered related as John Smith is involved in both accounts.
Similarly, if John Smith is an owner of John Smith.Jriba account is also related to the John
Smith account and the John Smith and Jane Smith account. Likewise, an account may be held
by John Smith Incand another account is held by Smith LLC. Both John Smithrahat Smith

LLC may have one or all owners@mmon, and therefore are related accounts. Due to the
nature of owner/shareholders in businesses, relations between accounts may change over time.
For example John Smith may have held shares in ABGn910 but not in 2014, which

would mean that th&BC Inc. account was related to the John Smith account in 2010, but not in
2014. For the purpose of thdsscussionRL accounts are determined by the owners of each
account at the end of the fishing year.

Becauseccounts are unique to a set of eesitand accounts that harvest must be related to

permits, changes in permit holders create new IFQ accounts. For example, John Smith holds a
permit and wants his wife Jane to also hold that peritie permit is transferred from John

Smith to John Smithnd Jane Smith. John and Jane must contact IFQ customer support to
establish a new IFQ account for John Smith/Jane Smith. The John Smith account may no longer
harvest fish, as it no longer is associated with a permit. If John Smith does not reqii&€3t his
account to be closed, the IFQ account will remain open. The John Smith account may or may
not transfer any shares or allocation associated with that account to the John Smith/Jane Smith
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account. More information on how perggindthe IFQ programinteract can be found in the
Frequently Asked Questions docemnt on the Catch Share website

Beginning in 2013the IFQ system requirealtransfer reason for share and allocation transfers.

One of the transfers reasonwsntl.icteAln waddIiitTirams:
took into consideration these transfer reasons. Theegmftedirelated transacti@reason is

not defined by SERO, and therefore may be open to interpretation by the account holders. Self
reported related accounts tlilat not have a person in common may be due to familial

relationships (e.g., fatheion, spouses) or business relationships depending on the interpretation

by the account holder.

Analysis

UsingIFQ data (accessed April 2017) from 262716 thenumberof related and public
participant accountwas examinedThe total number of shareholdgpe IFQ accounts
(accounts may or may not hold shares or allocation) decréase&96 in2007 t0530 in2009,
but increasetb 960with the start of the GTFQ program in 2010. The number of accounts
increased slightlyo 962in 2011, before decreasing 910 in2013. By 2016 the number of
accountdadincreagdagain to 964 (Table 2.1.4)

Table 2.1.4. The number of IFQ accounts, the number of those accounts that are considered
public participants (PP Accounts) and the number of related accounts (RL Accounts) based on a
same entity. Percentages are of all IFQ accounts.

Year No. of PP Accounts RL Accounts
Accounts # % # %
2007 596 88 15% 24 4%
2008 547 135 25% 23 4%
2009 530 147 28% 94 18%
2010 960 166 17% 254 26%
2011 962 224 23% 306 32%
2012 938 237 25% 370 39%
2013 910 252 28% 396 44%
2014 919 274 30% 449 49%
2015 948 303 32% 483 51%
2016 964 331 34% 512 53%

When looking at the PP accounts, the number of PP accounts has increased in both number and
percentage over time. Part of this was expected after thé fiestrs of each program. From

2007 through 2009, the number of PP accowittsout a permiincreasedecausesome

shareholders transfextheir permitwhile keeping their IFQ accounf$able 2.1.5) This

number decreased in 2010, due to the influx oflBJ program participants. From 2011

onward there is a steady increase in PP accauititeut a permit The increase in 2011, can be
attributed to shareholders transferring their pewhile keeping their IFQ account$rom 2012

6 hitps://portal.southeast.fisheries.nama/cs
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onward,changes mapedue to either shareholders transferring their permits or participants

creating an account without a permRP and RL account states are not exclusive of each other.

The number of accounts that were PP (no permitRin(felated to another account) were

tabulated. The number and percentage of PP RL accounts has increased each year. In 2016, PP
RL accounts comprised 26% of all IFQ accounts, but 48% of all RL accounts, and 75% of all PP
accountgTable 2.1.5) Since 2013, the majority of PP accountsenagen composed of PP RL
accounts.

Table 21.5. The number of IFQ accounts by different classes, including PP accounts, RL
accounts, and PP RL accounts (public participant accounts that are related to another account).

RL without % of RL accounts without a permit (PP)
Accounts PP RL :
Year permit (PP) % of all % of PP % of RL
(#) #H &
(#) accounts accounts accounts
2007 596 88 24 3 1% 3% 13%
2008 547 135 23 4 1% 3% 17%
2009 530 147 94 16 3% 11% 17%
2010 960 166 254 52 5% 31% 20%
2011 962 224 306 71 7% 32% 23%
2012 938 237 370 108 12% 46% 29%
2013 910 252 396 137 15% 549% 35%
2014 919 274 449 183 20% 67% 41%
2015 948 303 483 214 23% 71% 44%
2016 964 331 512 248 26% 75% 48%

PP accounts can be divided between those PP accounshaits and those without shares.
Nearly all PP accounts also hold shares in at least one share céletiey2.1.6)

Table 2.1.6. Number of PP accounts and PP accounts with shares in at least one share category.

No. of No. of PP_Accounts with Shares
Year Accounts PP Accounts # % of all % of PP Accounts
accounts
2007 596 88 84 14% 95%
2008 547 135 130 24% 96%
2009 530 147 141 27% 96%
2010 960 166 166 17% 100%
2011 962 224 224 23% 100%
2012 938 237 237 25% 100%
2013 910 252 249 27% 99%
2014 919 274 270 29% 99%
2015 948 303 286 30% 94%
2016 964 331 312 32% 94%
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The number and percentage of RL accounts has increased ovérdine2.1.7Figure 2.1.%

The number of RL accounts was low in 2007 and 2008, with only 4% attiwaints related.

This value steadily increased and was greater than 50% by 2015. This increase in RL accounts
can be attributed to many factors such as, creating a vessel specific business (e.g., vessels A and
B were held by entity John Smith, but latere moved to A Incand B Inc, both of which are

100% owned by John Smith), opening PP accounts that are not associated with a permit
(separation of assets), or collaboration of industry members to hold joint accounts. RL accounts
can be classified dhose with and without shares in at least one share cat@igairle 2.1.7)

The percentage of all related accounts that have shares has decreased over time. This may be
due to related accounts consolidating their shares into one account, rather thgrshases in
multiple accountsFigure 2.1.6 provides the number and percentage of share transfers made
between related and unrelated accounts. The percentage of share transfers between related
accounts was negligible prior to implementation of thelBJ program, increased in 2010 when

the GTFIFQ program was implemented, and has remained relatively stable since then.

Table 2.1.7. Number of RL accounts and RL accounts with shares in at least one share category.

Year No. of No. of RL accounts with Shares
Accounts RL Accounts # % of all Accounts % of RL Accounts
2007 596 24 22 4% 92%
2008 547 23 21 4% 91%
2009 530 94 74 14% 79%
2010 960 254 211 22% 83%
2011 962 306 220 23% 72%
2012 938 370 232 25% 63%
2013 910 396 230 25% 58%
2014 919 449 235 26% 52%
2015 948 483 242 26% 50%
2016 964 512 254 26% 50%
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Figure 2.1.5. IFQ shareholder accounts by related and unrelated state. A) gteowsmber of
accounts, while B) shows the percentage of all accounts.
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Figure 2.1.6. Share transfers between related and unrelated accounts by total number and
percentage of all transactions.
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2.2 Phasein Commercial Reef Fish Permit
Requirement/Divestmentof Shares

Should the Council modify the requirement regarding possession of a commercial reef fish
permit by shareholders, it would be expected that some shareholders without a permit would
seekto procure a permit, while others would decide to divest thieesef their sharesr
consolidate related accountsor those shareholders who are unable to procure a commercial
reef fish permiandhave not divested themselves of their shahesshages would be removed
from accounts that are no longer eligible to hold shares. The Council may wish to cansider
phasein period for a requirement to possess a commercial reef fish permit to provide
shareholders time obtaina permit or divest sharesfbee a determination of ineligibility is
made.

Currently, shareholders are not required to possess a commercial reef fish permit to retain or
obtain shares. In the event the Council requemese or alshareholders to possess a
commercial reef fish penit, an action could provide a range of time periods for shareholders to
comply with the requirement.

Potential Alternatives:

1 A commercial reef fish permit must be obtained and linked to the shareholder aatcihent
time of the final rule implementing this amendment.

1 A commercial reef fish permit must be obtained and linked to the shareholder agitbimt
1 yearof the final rule implementing this amendment.

1 A commercial reef fish permit must be obtained and linketléshareholder accountthin
3 yearsof the final rule implementing this amendment.

1 A commercial reef fish permit must be obtained and linked to the shareholder agitbimt
5 yearsof the final rule implementing this amendment.

Discussion:

Tables 2.1.1 and.1.2provide the number of accounts with and without a commercial reef fish
permit and the amount of shares held in these accounts for tHegR8d GTFIFQ programs,
respectively.In the event a shareholder has not obtained a permgtairtblds shares at the

end of the phasm period, the shareholder would be out of compliance with the program
requirements. In this case, the shareholder would be notified by NMFS that they are out of
compliance and givea specified amount of tinte completely divest of all shares. Should the
shareholder still retain shares upon expiration of the notice, NMFS will reclaim the shares and
close the account. The shares will be held by NMFSfam@€ouncil will need to decide on the
recipients and mbbd forredistributedshares held in accounts found to be out of compliance
with program requirements. This could be accomplished similar to the redistribution of quota
through a quota setside (Section 2.3) or based on the distribution of shares hedohin

activated accounts (Section 2.4%ubsequent to the implementation of this amendment, in the
event a shareholder account is no longer associated with a commercial reef fish permit, this
notification process would similarly be followed.

Amendment 36B:Modifications to 28 Chapter 2. Potential Actions
Commercial IFQ Programs



2.3 Quota redistribution / Quota setaside

Should the Council pursue a quotaaside or redistribution, several issues would need to be
addressed. The Council would need to determine how much quota fromskarehcategories
should be seaiside, and who woulde the recipients of the quota (GAO 2004hese entities

could be small shareholders, new entrants, or some other group specified by the Council. The
method of distribution, or access to the quota, would also need to be determined.

Currently, annual docation is distributed to shareholders by January 1 eacloyedithe time
of an inseason quota increase

Potential Alternatives:
1 Determinetheshare categoro which the quota redistribution/saside applies

1 Setathreshold of quota above which a redistributionéstle occurs:
o Future increases to the commercial quota
o0 Quota at time program was implemented
o0 Largest quota within a selected time period.

1 Determine recipients of qugtand whether shares or allaoat only, are distributed
o Small shareholders
o0 New entrants
0 Allocation-only account holders with a commercial reef fish permit and landings in
2015 for that share category.
*These options were considered as recipients of the shares held-actigated
accounts.

1 Determine method of distribution, including whether shareor allocatiorare digributed
o Equally among all eligible recipients.
0 Quota bank.
o Allocation-clearing housesuch that all allocation transfers are made anonymously
through a centraded market
0 Lottery.

Discussion:

Commercial quotas for IFQ species hatanged since inception of each program, with the
guotas for some species or species groups increasing, but decreasing for others (Table 2.3.1).
Whi |l e exi st i anguntsohsharessta percdneagaaydstay the same, setting aside
guota would result in existing sharéthers receiving less allocation, because the shares represent
a smaller portion of the quota and not the entire commercial .q8bi@eholders vary ithe

amount of shares each holdable2.3.2 and how long they have held sharésthoughsome
shareholders were initial recipients of shares, othersdiataenedshareghrough purchase,
inheritance, etc Some shareholders use most or all of the ahali@cation associated with their

shar es, whil e others transfer their all ocat.

that establishing a quota s&tide could affect groups of shareholdard allocatioronly holders
in unintended wagy.
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Table 2.3.1. Commercial red snapper quotas (2a@11) and ACLs (202:2016) in pounds
gutted weight.Shading in gray denotes quotas during years prior to implementation of each IFQ

program.
Quotas (20042011) and ACLs (20122016)

Year RS GG RG SWG DWG TF
2004 4,650,000 5,310,000 8,800,000 1,020,000 440,000
2005 4,650,000 ) 5,310,000 8,800,000 1,020,000 440,000
2006 4,650,000 ISnV(i/Il(JBngoTa 5,310,000 8,800,000 1,020,000 440,000
2007 2,986,486 5,310,000 8,800,000 1,020,000 440,000
2008 2,297,297 5,310,000 8,800,000 1,020,000 440,000
2009 2,297,297 1,320,000 5,750,000 7,480,000 1,020,000 440,000
2010 3,190,991 1,410,000 5,750,000 410,000 1,020,000 440,000
2011 3,300,901 430,000 5,230,000 410,000 1,020,000 440,000
2012 3,712,613 788,000 6,030,000 531,000 1,170,000 606,000
2013 5,054,054 956,000 6,030,000 540,000 1,170,000 606,000
2014 5,054,054 1,110,000 6,030,000 545,000 1,160,000 606,000
2015 6,570,270 1,217,000 6,030,000 547,000 1,150,000 606,000
2016 6,097,297 1,217,000 8,190,000 547,000 1,070,000 606,000

Notes: Sector quotas are set in whole weight.

Table 2.3.2 Number of accounts holdirmgd snapper sharely shareholding size.
Year Small <0.05% Mef-lzgsl)g(()%OS Large = Total

Accounts| Shares | Accounts | Shares | Accounts Shares

Initial 415 4.55% 125 58.52% 14 36.94% 554
2007 368 4.09% 112 49.74% 17 46.18% 497
2008 346 3.80% 111 48.72% 17 47.49% 474
2009 313 3.34% 108 48.02% 18 48.66% 439
2010 297 3.10% 109 47.04% 19 49.87% 425
2011 284 2.97% 116 48.58% 18 48.46% 418
2012 273 2.91% 117 49.94% 17 47.16% 407
2013 261 2.69% 120 48.08% 18 49.30% 399
2014 236 2.55% 125 49.71% 17 47.74% 378
2015 238 2.67% 131 50.30% 17 47.04% 386

Not e: Except for the I nitial row, al |l number s

start of the program (1/1/2007). Sourdeable 1 NMFS 205a).

If the Council pursues distributing quota to smaller shareholdexi$ocatiorronly account
holders,one question would be how to clearly define thes#ties. In developing Amendment

36A, the Council considered various ways to define small shareholders and new entrants for the
purpose of distributing the shares reclaini®m the noractivated IFQ accounts. Ultimately,

the Council considered an alternative that would redistribute the shares freawtivatied
accountequallyfrom each share category to the allocatmty account holders with a
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commercial reef fish parit and landings i”2015for that share category, but not related to other
accounts with shares. As discusse8dttion 2.1lidentifying these related accounts is
challengingn partdue to the way the IF@nd NMFS permitting system identify account and
permit holders. The IF@nline system allows for multiple accounts to be set up without
accountbeing associated witacommercial reef fish permitAlternately, an unique entity that
holds multiple permits may set up a separate account associdtezhalit permit; these accounts
are still considered related accounts.

Another questiothe Council would need to addressvisether to makéne setaside quota
available as shares (durable percent of the gtimayemain with the new recipients,as
allocation (pounds available for harvest for a given ykanywhich the recipients could vary
from year to yearlf shares are included in a quota-aside or redistribution, the Council could
consider providing access to the shares through aleasen provision (see Section 2.3.1).

Another possible consideration is creating or combining blocks of dmogamultispecies

fishery GAO (2004) discusses a method of #Abl ocking
guota (blocks) could have transfestrictions different from unblocked quota. Small amounts of
guota could be Ablockedo for use by any one i
be transferred without restriction¥his approach would require modifications to the online IFQ

system that may require additional time to implement than other program modifications under
consideration.

2.3.1 Leaseto-own provision

Leasing refers to the practice of transferring annual allocation between IFQ program participants
such that the entitseceiving the allocation pays a price per pound of transferred allocation. The
Council has expressed interest in developing a provision such that entities who routinely lease
allocation but do not hold shares (or hold small quantities of shares) adedfthe opportunity

to earn credit towardbtairing shares after some number of years leasing qUtES does not

define leasing; when allocation is moved between accounts, it is called an allocation transfer and
not all allocation transfers are congiele leasing (i.e., allocation transferred between related
accounts).

Leasing is a private financial transaction between IFQ program participants, who formalize the
transactiorby transferring allocation between accounts through the online IFQ system.
Implementing a least®-own provision centered on private leasing transactions may be a
disincentive for shareholders to lease allocation if doing so results in the forfeit of their shares.
This could result in indirect effects by reducing the amount o€tation available to small
shareholders or those who lease allocation for bycatch.

The conceptbowii 0 aq o tea s e pogpsedasa waydw nety engramts to

Apay for the quota wAtdordimy tothes GAOrepoit it wouldb&Side®2 2 00 4)
to include such a provision in the design of the program before implementation, as a way to

allow for new entrants in the futurdhe concephasbeen proposed in Icelanduch thati c r e ws

of small vessel so wogovethmentunotothes sharehodggOa f r om t
2004). Thus, it may be more feasible to consider a lkeas®vn provision as a method of quota
redistribution or seaside(Section 2.3)
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An additional issue concerns the information that is stored in the IFQe@ygtem. IFQ

allocation may be transferred multiple times among accounts and is not tracked as individual
units in the system. Thus, at the time of landing, it may not be possible to identify the original
shareholder who initially transferred that alition to another account. This inability to track

IFQ allocation would confound the ability to credit fishermen who regularly buy allocation. To
desi gn s deohwnao fiplreocavsies i cignifieantahdndes to thejomling reporting
system to tck the individual units of allocaticand may require significant time to develop
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2.4 Distributing Shares from Non-activated Accountsand
Reclaimed Shares

This action was removed from Amendment 36A at the April 2017 Council meeting and moved
to Amendment 36B for further consideration. ubhthis sectiogurrentlyretains the alternatives
of the original action.The Council could change the alternatives for this amendment.

Alternative 1: No Action. Upon implementation of Amendment 36#ge slares held in non
activated IFQ accounts will be removed, the accounts closed, and the shares held by NMFS.

Alternative 2: Redistribute the sharé®m each share categoegually among akhareholders
of the respectivshare category(Co u n c i ér@din Amerelmhent 36A

Alternative 3: Redistribute the sharé®m each share categoagcording to th@roportionof
shares held bghareholdersf that share categoat the time thehares areedistributed by
NMES.

Alternative 4: Redistribute the sharegjuallyfrom each share category to the allocatioty
account holders with a commercial reef fish permit and landing8@l6for that share category,
but not related to other accounts with shares.

Other Potential Alternatives:
1 Add shares to a quota bank or clearing house, as described in Section 2.3.
1 Distribute through a lottery or auction.

Discussion:

Amendment 38 proposes to returshares held inonractivatedaccountdo NMFS. Through

Action 2.4, the Counciwould decide how to redistribute theshares to program participants.
UnderAlternative 1, RSIFQ and GFIFQ sharesvould continue to be held by NMFS and not

be redistributed. The REQ program 5year review(GMFMC and NMFS 2013yoted that
landedyieldix | ose t o, but bel ow t heachspeornerispecieal sect
group and the report recommended making available the shares held in accounts that had never
been accessedince finalization of the report in 2013, the amourglares heldh non

activated accountsas continued to decline anebresents a relatively small amount of annual
allocation for each of the share categoriiss likely that the amount of shares will continue to
decline until implementation of Amendment 36Aable 2.4.1 provides the number of non

activated accounts by share category and the amount of shares held in the accounts as of
December 14, 2016Given the current quotas, the resulting pounds of allocation ddraya a

low of 292 Ibs of DWG quota to 1883 Ibs of red snapper quota, ashié date
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Table 24.1. Number of accounts, amount of shares, and the pounds held-activated
accounts for the 2016 commercial ACL, by share category for each IFQ program.

Non- . 2016 Equivalent
g:t?a rzrgg{:g:)s activated ac?i\r;:trgj ,AnchgE-nts Commercial Poundsfor 2016
Accounts Quota (mp) Quota
GT-IFQ Program 55* n/a** 8.79 13,610
DWG 12 0.028516% 1.024 292
SWG 49 0.47328%% 0.525 2,485
RG 40 0.147833% 7.780 11,501
GG 46 0.217390% 0.939 2,041
TF 6 0.055081% 0.582 321
RS-IFQ Program 32 0.244100%6 6.097 14,883

*The total number of noactivated accounts for the @FQ program does not equal the number of-aotivated
accounts for each share category of thelBQ program, because some raxctivated accounts hold shares for
multiple share categories. **Sharee distributed for each share category of thel&Q program; there are no
shares for the program as a who&ource: IFQ database acces$2442016

Alternative2, t he Counci |l 6s preferred alternative wur
36B, would redistribute the shares associated with each share category equally among all IFQ
accounts that hold shares in that share category. At the end of 2015, there were 386 red snapper
shareholder accounts (Table 2%. Some entities have ownership inteses multiple IFQ

accounts. If shares are redistributed equally among all shareholder accounts for each share
category, those entities that have ownership interests in multiple accounts would receive a

greater amount of the redistributed shares thandventities who hold all of their shares in a

single account. For example, an entity with a single account in which a larger amount of shares
are held than the total amount of shares spre
would receive lessdwmres than the shareholder with multiple accounts. Based on the number of
shareholder accounts at the end of 2015 (386 accounts), redistributing the shares in the non
activated accounts equally among all red snapper shareholders would result in edqchdgnare

account receiving the equivalent of 38.6 Ibs of red snapper annual allocation under the 2016

guota Table 2.42 provides the corresponding amount in pounds that would be distributed

among shareholders of each share category, based on thgu2@4s.

Table 2.42. Number of shareholder accounts by share category at end of 2015 with resulting
shares per account and equivalent number of pounds redistributed equally among accounts based
on 2016 quota (Alternative 2).

Share Number of Shares Equivalent
Categor Accounts percentage per poundsbased on 2016
gory account quotas
DWG 366 .000078% 1
SWG 581 .000815% 4
RG 530 .000279% 22
GG 574 .000379% 4
TF 222 .000248% 1
RS 386 .000632% 39

Source: IFQ database accessed 12/31/2fit5he number of accounts wigthares.
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Alternative 3 would redistribute the shares based on the amount of shares (proportion of the
guota) held by each IFQ account. This would be similar to a quota increase, in that additional
guota is distributed as annual allocation in proportion to the amount of slettdsy

shareholders. Und&diternative 3, shareholders would receive not just additional annual
allocation, but the durable shares associated with that allocation. By distributing shares based on
the proportion of existing shareholdingdternative 3 would not provide a greater amount of
shares to shareholders who have spread their holding across multiple accounts, as would occur
underAlternative 2. Rather, shareholders would receive additional shares in proportion to their
existing shareholdingsegardless of the number of accounts creal@hle 2.4.3 provides the
number of IFQ accounts (includes the ramtivated accounts to be closed) for each share
category by shareholding size.

Table 24.3. Number of IFQ accounts as of yeamd 2015 byhareholding sizencluding the
nonactivatedaccounts The 2016 quotas by share category are also provided.

IFQ
Annual ShareBin (%) DWG SWG RG GG TF RS
Report 1,024,000| 525,000| 5,720,000| 939,000| 582,000| 6,097,297
Bins
0.000001- 0.000156 32 39 46 30 24 16
0.000157- 0.000313 17 17 30 25 7 13
0.000314 0.000625 19 20 14 21 10 12
Small 0.000626- 0.001250 18 27 36 23 12 15
0.001251- 0.002500 30 45 34 34 15 24
0.002501- 0.005000 21 28 44 34 11 35
0.005001- 0.010000 27 48 27 38 22 37
0.010001- 0.049999 56 122 101 123 42 86
Medium | 0.050@0 - 1.499999 131 223 186 238 63 131
Large O 1.5 15 12 12 8 16 17

Source: IFQ database accessed 4/20/2016.

For bothAlternative 2 andAlternative 3, any entity (account, business, or perdbajmeets
therespectiveshare caffor a species or species groupl not be eligible to receive redistributed
shares. For any entity for whom the amount of redistributed shares would cause the entity to
exceed the share cap, the entity will receive shavde the share cap, with the remaining

portion of shares distributed among others in an iterative process of calculating the redistribution
such that no entity exceeds the share cap. The shares will only be distributed to entities that hold
shares lesdtain the respective share cap. Because an entity can belong to more than one
account, this may result in multiple accounts that cannot receive the redistributed shares due to at
least one of the shareholders exceeding the share cap.

Alternative 4 would redistribute the shares from each share category to entities that meet the
following criteri-anlyd)abaventan wWwhail tlbbciasi @ansh.
does not hold shares; 2) the account is associated with a valid or renewable cahneedriish

permit; 3) the permitted vessel made landings in 2015 in the share category for which shares will

be redistributed; and 4) the account holder is not related to other shareholder abedinuisl

shares. Table 2.4p¥ovides the number of esunts with shares, allocation, and landings by

entities with shares, without shares, and unrelated accounts without shares, by share category.
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Table 2.45 providesthe amount of shares that would be distributed equally among allocation
only account holds, and the equivalent pounds of allocation based on the 2016 quota for each
share categoryAlternative 4).

Table 2.4.4 The number of accounts with shares, allocation, landings (with and without shares,

and not related to another account in that share category), at the end of 2015.
Accounts with: DWG | SWG | RG | GG | TF RS
Shares 366 | 581 | 530 | 574 | 222 | 386
Allocation 464 | 742 | 716 | 753 | 287 | 635
Landings 152 | 311 | 342 | 337 | 79 | 378
Landings, but no shares 60 131 | 145 | 143 | 40 | 210
Landings, but no shares and not relat
to an account with shares in that 28 77 95 | 90 15 | 161
category

Source: IFQ database accessed 12/31/2ft5he number of accounts with shares. Allocation and landings are
calculated throughout the entire year.

Table 24.5. Number of allocatioronly account holders with 2015 landings with the shares per
account and equivalent number of pounds redigtit equally among accounts based on 2016
guota (Alternative 4).

Share Number of Shares percentage per| Equivalent pounds based
Category Accounts account 2016 quotas

DWG 28 0.001018% 10 Ibs

SWG 77 0.006147% 32 lbs

RG 95 0.001556% 121 Ibs

GG 90 0.002415% 23 Ibs

TF 15 0.003672% 21 lbs

RS 161 0.001516% 92 lbs

Note: Share percentages are limited to 6 decimal places. When shares are converted to allocation, the value is
rounded to nearest whole pound.

The intent ofAlternative 4 is to provide some shares to IFQ program participants who are not
shareholders and thus must obtain allocation (i.e., leasing) to land IFQ species. However, some
account holders with shares also have allocatidly accounts, which are created to hold

allocation (e.g., prior to allocation transfers, such as by brokers or dealers). Thus, the allocation
only account must also be associated with a commercial reef fish permit with landing$§ in 201

the same share category as the redistributed shareberi-tie allocatioonly account may not

be related to another account that holds shares of that same share category; NMFS will determine
which allocatioronly accounts are related to other shareholder accounts with shares in the same
category.

Dependingon the method of distribution, at thiee of distributing shares from neectivated
accountsNMFS maytemporarily suspend share transfers to allow time to calculate the
distribution of shares. During that time, share transfers cannot be made, therafinttions
of the IFQ online system will remain accessible, including the transfer of allocation.
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The minimum amount of shares that may be calculated and transferred within the online system
extends to six decimal places (i.e., 0.000001%). In ciagl the distribution of shares from
nonactivated accounts, it is possible that eligible accounts may not receive shares, as it is not
possible to redistribute shares less than 0.000001%. This means that if the amount of shares to
distribute equally amag the number of shareholders for a given share categheyr(ative 2)

equals less than 0.000001%, then it will not be possible to redistribute those shares.

Finally, the Council may want to consider alternate ways of distributing the shares. iRpteexa
other actions in this amendment may result in the creation of a quasidetSection 2.3), or
shares may become available from accounts that fall out of compliance with program
requirements (Section 2.2J.he Council may want to combine the sdsand/or allocation from
nonactivated and neoompliant accounts with any quota-sside and determine a single
method of distribution.
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25 Restrictions on Share and Allocation Transfers

Shareholder accounts are used for holding and transferring shares and allocation. Both shares
and allocation may be transferred among accounts within the IFQ online systemeach IFQ
program had been in place for 5 years, participation in the pnsgoacame open to the public,
i.e., any U.S. citizen or resident alisacame eligible to open an IFQ accountramsfer (i.e.,

buy and se)lshares and allocatiorPeople participate in the program in multiple ways. In
addition to active fishermen, fexample, some participate @sales, vessel owners who hire
captainsoras broker®f allocation Allocation brokers refer tentitiesthat engage in financial
transactions téransferallocation amongccounts.Since the requirement to have a comnatrc
reef fish permifor obtaining and transferring shares and allocatimbed after each program had
been in place for 5 yeannanyentities have openeatiditionalaccountdor business purposes,
such as to separate assdBgcause there are multipleys for people to participate in the IFQ
programsit may bedifficult to identify entities that only engage in transferring shares and
allocation without active participation in the fisheag, thesenities may have and use multiple,
relatedaccountgsee Section 2.1)

An account may or may not have shares, and may or may not be associated with a commercial
reef fish permitted vesseAccounts without shares are termed allocation holders and are
discussed in Section 2.5.2 beloWwable2.51 provides the number of pounds and percent of the
red snappeguota landed by accounts with and without sha€@fsthe accounts that landed red
snapper allocation, 55% of the 2015 landings came from accounts that also held shares (Table
2.5.1). While this is a majority of landings, there has been a steady decrease in the amount of
landings that came from accountghwsharesince the start of the RIEQ program(Table

2.5.1). The trend began before participati@as opened to the pubiic 2012. Similarly, a

decrease in the amount of landings that come from accounts with sharekerd in the GIIFQ
program(Table 2.5.2).

Table 2.51. Red snapperhdings by share status

Year With Shares Without Shares
Ibs landed | % landings | Ibs landed | % landings

2007 | 2,598,649 91% 265,738 9%
2008 | 1,958,999 88% 276,420 12%
2009 | 1,735,818 78% 498,196 22%
2010| 2,220,185 73% 835,859 27%
2011| 2,060,719 64% 1,177,616 36%
2012| 2,522,817 69% 1,113,578 31%
2013| 2,972,769 61% 1,935,829 39%
2014 | 3,035,667 61% 1,980,389 39%
2015| 3,567,377 55% 2,904,884 45%

Source: Table 10 (NMFS 2016a).
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Table 2.5.2. Groupettilefish landings by share status.
DWG Shares (Ibs, %) | No Shares (lbs, %) GG Shares (Ibs, %)

No Shares (Ibs,
%

2010 602,749, 96% 22,013 4% 2010 | 473,362 96% | 20,576 4%
2011 701,273 90% 78,246 10% 2011 | 286,560 90% | 33,577 10%
2012 806,041| 84% 157,794 16% 2012 | 436,556 83% | 88,510 17%
2013 562,498 62%| 350,425 38% 2013 | 470,701 81% | 108,963 19%
2014 576,636 55%| 471,506 45% 2014 | 450,465 65% | 239,048 35%
2015 458,548| 50% | 452,791 50% 2015 | 356,593 64% | 198,348 36%

No Shares (Ibs,
%

2010 | 2,800,064 96% 113,794 4% 2010 | 155,091 98% 3,143 2%
2011 | 4,397,093 92%| 385,101 8% 2011 | 170,156 91% | 16,079 9%
2012 | 4,513,535] 87% 703,670 13% 2012 | 256,643 85% | 43,724 15%
2013 | 3,688,461 80% 906,211 20% 2013 | 242,464 79% | 65,382 21%
2014 | 3,609,728 66% | 1,888,265 34% 2014 | 193,570 74% | 69,681 26%
2015 | 2,943,654 62%| 1,841,338 38% 2015 | 193,160 68% | 89,178 32%

RG Shares (Ibs, %) | No Shares (Ibs, %) SWG | Shares (Ibs, %)

TF Shares (Ibs, %) | No Shares (Ibs, %)
2010 246,987 99% 2,721 1%
2011 330,997 86% 55,137 14%
2012 350,670 78% 100,451 22%
2013 219,869 50% | 220,222 50%
2014 214,600| 41%| 302,668 59%
2015 214,554 40% | 322,958 60%

Source: Table 14 (NMFS 2016b).

Currently, IFQ shares and allocation are transferabtebe effectiverestrictions on the transfer
of shares or allocation should be designed with a clear pugoossupport the program goals.
Some share and allocation holders do not fish and have limited their participation in the
programs to trading IFQ shares alilbcaion. The Council has expressed interest in restricting
the participation ofuchentities that are not actively engaged in the fishery.

Even if arestriction orthe use of shares or allocatiordessignedo address a particular issue,

IFQ participang may act in a variety of ways that nagfeat the purpose okw requirements

for usingshares and allocation. Identificationesftitiesthatonly transfer but do not use IFQ
allocation is complexpecaus®f the difficulty in identifying relate@ccounts wiin the IFQ

system. Foexample, participantsiayhold allocation in one account that does not have a reef
fish permit, and transfer allocation to other associated accaaulwith a reef fish permit that

land IFQ species This may be a wato separate assets, keeping shares separate from vessels,
each of which may be incorporatedkewise, a participant may be a part of multiple accounts
(e.q, sole owner, partnership, part of a business that owns an account, etc.). In addition, some
dealersopenshareholder accowsito obtain shares or allocation to be used for vessels that land

Amendment 36B:Modifications to 39 Chapter 2. Potential Actions
Commercial IFQ Programs



with that dealer. New requirements for the use of shares and allocation would need to be
designed with these multiple types of participation in mind.

Finally, useit or loseit provisions are a type of restriction on the sale or transfer of IFQ
allocation or shares, whighaybe crafted to address a particular objective or issue. For
example, restrictions could require a shareholder to harvest the allatiatiiiouted to the

account to ensure that OY is achieved. Amendr2éfGMFMC 2006) evaluated alternatives
for useit or loseit provisions that would have revoked and redistributed shares from accounts
using less than 30%, or 50%, of the allottedIRQ shares, over a-$ear, or 5year, moving
average period. Ultimately, the Council selected no action and did not adopt thisrusseit
provision.

2.5.1 Restrictions on Share Transfers

Currently , there are no restrictions on the transfer of IFQ shakeg.U.S. citizen opermanent
resident may open a shareholder account for the purpose of holding and transferring shares
and/or allocation.IFQ program participants may transfer shares between accounts, as long as the
account is not in an Ainactiveo status.

Potential alternatives:

1 Place restrictions othetransfer ofall IFQ shares.

1 Restrictthe transfer of IFQ shares by shareholdetsactively engaged in fishing.

1 Restrict the transfer of IFQ shares to allow transfer only to entities that possess a commercial
reef fish permit.

1 Restrict the transfer of IFQ shares to allow transfer only to entities that possess a commercial
reef fish pemit associated with a vessel on which IFQ landings have been made in recent
years.

1 Restrict the transfer of IFQ shares to allow transfer only to entities defined as small
participants.

Table 2.5.1.1 providgthe number and volume of share transferghe RSIFQ program, and

Table 2.5.1.2 provides the share transfer prices reported through the IFQ online system for red
snapper. The next pair of tables provide the same information for tHE@program: the

number and volume of share transfensthe GT-IFQ program(Table 2.5.1.3); and the share
transfer prices reported through the IFQ online system for grdilgiesh (Table 2.5.1.4).
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Table 2.5.1.1.Red snapper share transfers by number and volume.

Table 2.5.12. Number of red snapper share transfers, percent of transfers providing a price,

vear Number of | Total % Shares | Avg. % per

Transfers Transferred Transfer
2007 108 10.7428 0.0995
2008 42 4.815 0.1146
2009 75 6.0233 0.0803
2010 79 8.4748 0.1073
2011 78 5.0979 0.0654
2012 81 7.5608 0.0933
2013 76 4.7401 0.0624
2014 91 5.5619 0.0611
2015 120 15.3071 0.1276

Source: Table 7 (NMFS 2016a).

corresponding average, median, and inflafdjusted average prices per pound.

Transfers Price/lb
Inflation -adj avg.
Year # % Avg Median® price/lb?
2007 21 19% $11.04 $12.51 $12.48
2008 22 52% $11.56 $10.50 $12.81
2009 38 51% $20.64 $20.00 $22.70
2010 36 46% $19.84 $21.50 $21.56
2011 28 36% $28.77 $26.03 $30.63
2012 36 44% $34.75 $35.00 $36.33
2013 47 62% $36.77 $42.00 $37.83
2014 47 52% $34.37 $34.00 $34.74
2015 61 51% $33.62 $35.43 $33.62

Notes: 10Only used share transactions between $9 and $36/Ib equivalent from 200¥, $9- $50/Ib

equivalent from 20122013, and $12$60/Ib for 2014 onward?2. Inflation adjustments from:

http://www.bea.govivith 2015 as the base year using the GDP defl&ource: Table 22 (NMFS 2016a).
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Table 25.1.3. Groupettilefish share transfers by numhgrtransfers, total volume (%), and
average size of share transfers.

Avg. Avg.
No. of Total No. of Total
DWE | transfers | Shares| ™" %zsfer GG | Transfers | Shares Tra(;osfer
2010 161 25.8 0.16 2010 256 24 0.09
2011 96 7 0.07 2011 138 18.8 0.14
2012 78 9.3 0.12 2012 129 14.8 0.12
2013 53 7.3 0.14 2013 88 5.5 0.06
2014 62 12.6 0.2 2014 106 19.2 0.18
2015 85 32.7 0.38 2015 153 24.7 0.16
Avg. Avg.
No. of Total No. of Total
R Transfers | Shares Tra(?/osfer 2uie Transfers | Shares Trar?/osfer
2010 267 24.3 0.09 2010 195 25.6 0.13
2011 168 13.5 0.08 2011 104 8.4 0.08
2012 202 17.2 0.08 2012 97 6.9 0.07
2013 145 13.7 0.09 2013 82 12.2 0.15
2014 144 14.2 0.1 2014 63 10.6 0.17
2015 214 32.9 0.15 2015 97 21.6 0.22
Avg. Avg.
No. of Total No. of Total
U Transfers | Shares Tra;osfer Total Transfers | Shares Tra;osfer
2010 91 31.6 0.35 2010 970 131.3 0.14
2011 59 9 0.15 2011 565 56.62 0.1
2012 44 11.8 0.27 2012 550 59.97 0.11
2013 29 5.5 0.19 2013 397 44.34 0.11
2014 34 16.3 0.48 2014 409 72.94 0.18
2015 57 38.2 0.67 2015 606 150.17 0.25
Source: Table 11 (NMFS 2016b).
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Table 2.5.1.4.Number of share transfers, percent of transfers providing a price, average,

median, and inflatiormdjusted average reported prices for grodpefish sharecategories

Source: Table 28 (NMFS 2016bh).

7 Inflation adjustments fromhttp://www.bea.govivith 2015 as the base year using the GDP deflsbae
Appendix 4 in NMFS2016b to determine the price ranges used in this analysis.

Transfers Price Inf. -ad]. Transfers Price Inf. -adj.
DWG # % Avg. | Median avg. GG # % Avg. Median avg.
2010 | 53 | 33% | $8.19 | $9.00 $8.90 2010 | 107 | 42% | $5.35 $6.00 $5.81
2011 | 44 | 46% | $11.35| $12.02 | $12.08 2011 | 47 | 34% | $24.24| $25.00 $25.81
2012 | 34 | 44% | $10.78| $12.00 | $11.27 2012 | 68 | 53% | $25.91| $30.00 $27.09
2013 | 30 | 57% | $12.58| $12.00 | $12.94 2013 | 52 | 59% | $31.41| $30.02 $32.32
2014 | 38 61% | $13.04| $13.00 | $13.18 2014 | 78 | 74% | $30.18| $30.02 $30.50
2015 | 40 | 47% | $12.74| $13.00 | $12.74 2015 | 93 | 61% | $21.97| $22.00 $21.97

Transfers Price Transfers Price

Inf. -ad;. Inf. -adj.
RG # % Avg. | Median avg. SWG | # % Avg. Median avg.

2010 | 111 | 42% | $3.73 | $3.30 $4.05 2010 | 76 | 39% | $6.91 $6.49 $7.51
2011 | 76 | 45% | $6.24 | $5.97 $6.64 2011 | 42 | 40% | $9.93 | $11.99 $10.57
2012 | 124 | 61% | $8.02 | $8.00 $8.38 2012 | 41 | 42% | $7.80 $7.99 $8.15
2013 | 106 | 73% | $13.16| $13.70 | $13.54 2013 | 49 | 60% | $8.30 $7.25 $8.54
2014 | 107 | 74% | $13.06| $13.00 | $13.20 2014 | 33 | 52% | $7.36 $7.50 $7.44
2015 | 150 | 70% | $12.86| $13.00 | $12.86 2015 | 62 | 64% | $6.74 $6.00 $6.74

Transfers Price

Inf. -adj.
TF # % Avg. | Median avg. ALL # %

2010 | 38 | 42% | $3.11 | $2.15 $3.38 2010 | 385 | 40%
2011 | 24 | 41% | $5.77 | $5.14 $6.14 2011 | 233 | 41%
2012 | 14 | 32% | $8.22 | $9.00 $8.59 2012 | 281 | 51%
2013 | 13 | 45% | $8.44 | $8.00 $8.68 2013 | 250 | 63%
2014 | 17 50% | $8.75 | $8.50 $8.84 2014 | 273 | 67%
2015 | 33 58% | $9.18 | $9.00 $9.18 2015 | 378 | 62%
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2.5.2 Restrictions onAllocation Transfers

Currently , thereare no restrictions on the transfer of IFQ allocation. IFQ program participants
may transfer allocation from their shareholder account to their associat aecount for
harvest, transfer allocatidn another account that may or may not be a related acarunot
another sharehol derdés vessel account

Potential alternatives:

1 Place restrictions on the transfer of IFQ allocation.

1 Restrict the transfesf IFQ allocation by shareholders not actively engaged in fishing.

1 Restrict the transfer of IFQ allocation to allow transfer only to entities that possess a
commercial reef fish permit.

In theFQ prograns, accounts may obtain allocation through sharesr{oluted at the beginning

of the year or from any iseason quota increase) or from the transfer of allocation from another
account holder. The number of accounts holding allocation does not necessarily equal the
number of accounts that land allocatias,not all accounts that hold allocation also hold a Gulf
commercial reef fish permit and some accounts may only transfer alloc&t@mounts that hold
allocation are termed allocation holdeAlocation holders can be classified as those holding
shaes and those without sharesllocation holders without sharesveto obtain allocation

through the transfer of allocation from another account. Allocation holders with shares may also
increase the amount of allocation within the account through the transfer of allocation from
another accountThe number of allocatioholders is typically greater than the number of
shareholders, and this difference has been increasing over time. In 2015, the nuetber of
snappeallocation holders increased from the previous year to 635 allocation holders, the largest
number of allocion holders since the program began (Tabt2.1). For groupetilefish, the

number of allocation holders by share category has decreased since implementation of the
program; however, the total number of allocatimiders across all share categor&35 is

greater than the first year of the program (816; Tabl 2)5.

At the start of th&RSIFQ program, 93% of allocation holders also held shares. This percentage
has been declining over time (Tall&2.1). In 2015, only 63% of thRSIFQ allocation

holders also held shares (TaBl&2.1). The continued decrease in allocation holders with
shares may result from a variety of factoFer example, a shareholder may manage shares in
related accounts, be unable to buy shares (hig.toavailability or price), change their

harvesting behavior, and/or may be influencegagicipation inthe GFIFQ program.At the

start of the GTIFQ program, 94% of allocation holders also held shares in at least oHeQGT
share category. This percentags Haclined over time (Table 2.5.2.1), but to a lesser extent
than the RIFQ program. In 2015, 74% of the G@FQ allocation holders also held shares,
compared to 63% of the REQ allocation holders.
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Table 2.52.1. Number and percent of accounts holding red snapper allocation by share status.

Total With Shares Without Shares
vear Accounts | # Accounts | % Accounts | # Accounts| % Accounts
2007 596 554 93% 42 7%
2008 547 497 91% 50 9%
2009 530 474 89% 56 11%
2010 598 461 7% 137 23%
2011 589 439 75% 150 25%
2012 599 438 73% 161 27%
2013 598 421 70% 177 30%
2014 606 399 66% 207 34%
2015 635 397 63% 238 37%

Source: Table 4 (NMFS 2016a).

Table 2.52.2. Number and percent of accounts holding grotpefish allocation by share
status.

DWG | No. Accounts Shares No shares GG | No. Accounts Shares No shares
2010 512 472 (92%) | 40 (8%) 2010 789 740 (94%) 49 (6%)
2011 521 445 (85%) | 76 (15%) 2011 767 694 (90%) 73 (10%)
2012 498 416 (84%) | 81 (16%) 2012 743 645 (87%) | 98 (13%)
2013 465 384 (83%) | 81 (17%) 2013 716 595 (83%) | 121 (17%)
2014 457 365 (80%) | 92 (20%) 2014 726 580 (80%) | 146 (20%)
2015 464 351 (76%) | 113 (24%) 2015 753 560 (74%) | 193(26%)
RG No. Accounts Shares No shares SWG | No. Accounts Shares No shares
2010 744 690 (93%) | 54 (7%) 2010 762 725 (95%) 37 (5%)
2011 739 675 (91%) | 64 (9%) 2011 760 687 (90%) | 73 (10%)
2012 715 605 (85%) | 110 (15%) 2012 737 644 (87%) | 93 (13%)
2013 683 563 (82%) | 120 (18%) 2013 720 602 (84%) | 118 (16%)
2014 689 544 (79%) | 145 (21%) 2014 722 578 (80%) | 144 (20%)
2015 716 522 (73%) | 194 (27%) 2015 742 555 (75%) | 187 (25%)
TF No. Accounts Shares No shares ALL | No. Accounts Shares No shares
2010 299 271 (91%) | 28 (9%) 2010 816 765 (94%) 51 (6%)
2011 309 263 (85%) | 46 (15%) 2011 833 756 (91%) 77 (9%)
2012 292 243 (83%) | 49 (17%) 2012 812 701 (86%) | 111 (14%)
2013 282 230 (82%) | 52 (18%) 2013 786 659 (84%) | 127 (16%)
2014 279 217 (78%) | 62 (22%) 2014 795 639 (80%) | 156 (20%)
2015 287 212 (74%) | 75 (26%) 2015 835 620 (74%) | 215 (26%)

Source: Table 7 (NMFS 2016b).
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The total number of accounts provided in Tables22l5and 2.32.2 may be broken down by
activity. Accounts may be active or inactive. @ecount is considered active if the account
landedor transferredllocation during that fishing yeaActive accounts may be further divided
by those that made landings and thibed only transferred allocation (and did not make
landings). Accounts that only transferred allocation include those for which allocation was
transferred to a related account (see Section 2.1). Inactive accounts did not land or transfer
allocation durig that fishing year. Tables 2253 and 2.22.4 provide the number and percent of
accounts holding R8-Q and GFIFQ allocation, respectively, that were inactive, made

landings, and only transferred allocation.

Table 2.5.2.3.Number (and percent) oteounts that were inactive, had red snapper landings,
and transferred red snapper allocation, only.

vear | e | Lanangs | O Tarterin
2007 | 173 (29%) | 279 (47%) 144 (24%)
2008 | 168 (31%) | 269 (49%) 110 (20%)
2009 | 137 (26%) | 262 (49%) 131 (25%)
2010 | 122 (20%) | 337 (56%) 139 (23%)
2011 | 102 (17%) | 328 (56%) 159 (27%)
2012 | 94 (16%) | 333 (56%) 172 (29%)
2013 | 96 (16%) | 337 (56%) 165 (28%)
2014 | 74 (12%) | 369 (61%) 163 (27%)
2015 | 77 (12%) | 378 (60%) 180 (28%)

Source: Table NMFS 2016a).
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Table 2.5.2.4.Number (and percent) accounts that were inactive, hgebupettilefish
landings, and transferregpioupettilefish allocation, only.

Source: Tablel3and 15NMFS 2016b).

For the accounts only transferring allocation in the preceding two tdlalekes 2.5.2.5 and

No Only No Only
DWG i Inactive | Landings | Transferring GG ' Inactive | Landings | Transferring
Accnts . Accnts .
Allocation Allocation
2010 | 512 (9%9?30 || 161(31%)| 182 (36%) 2010 | 789 éf;) || 362 (46%)| 183 (23%)
2011 | 521 (21;‘;) | | 169 (32%)| 212 (41%) 2011 | 767 (22502 || 323 (42%)| 223 (29%)
2012 | 498 (Zlfj/‘o | 185 (37%)| 200 (42%) 2012 | 743 (21;30‘/‘0 | | 344 46%)| 215 (20%)
2013 | 465 (215102 | 168 (36%)| 182 (39%) 2013 | 716 (22802 | | 336 @7%)| 174 (24%%)
2014 | 457 (2139;) | 168(37%)| 186 (41%) 2014 | 726 (21;;) | | 340 @7%)| 199 (279%)
2015 | 464 (2139;) | 152(33%)| 203 (44%) 2015 | 753 (22%2 | | 337 (45%)| 210 (28%)
No Only No Only
RG ‘ Inactive | Landings | Transferring SWG ' Inactive | Landings | Transferring
Accnts . Accnts .
Allocation Allocation
2010 | 744 (ggoi || 34847%)| 174 (23%) 2010 | 762 (§go7/o | | 282(87%)| 208 (27%)
2011 | 739 (21;;) | | 344 @7%)| 211 (28%) 2011 | 760 (3?50}0 | | 272(36%)| 227 (30%)
2012 | 715 (21;;) | | 357 G0%)| 101 @7%) 2012 | 737 ég& || 303 (41%) 214 29%)
2013 | 683 (21;}0 | | 332 (49%) 180 26%) 2013 | 720 (523% || 297 (41%)| 100 (26%)
2014 | 689 (21;3;) | | 349 61%) 187 @7%) 2014 | 722 (zzgf/o || 324 45%)| 100 (26%)
2015 | 716 (213?(2) || 342 (a8%)| 208 (29%) 2015 | 742 (55; | | 311(42%)| 208 (28%)
No. Only
TF Accou | Inactive | Landings | Transferring
nts Allocation
101 - )
2010 | 200 | (i | 66(22%) | 132(44%)
2011 | 309 | 77(25%) | 68 (22%) | 164 (53%)
2012 | 292 | 59 (20%)| 87 (30%) | 146 (50%)
2013 | 282 | 70 (25%)| 76 (27%) | 136 (48%)
2014 | 279 | 54 (19%)| 83 (30%) | 142 (51%)
2015 | 287 | 64 (22%)| 79 (28%) | 144 (50%)

2.5.2.6 provide the number tifeseaccountdy share status and permit status, for red snapper
and groupetilefish allocation, respectively.
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Table 2.5.2.5 Number and volume of accourtsat only transferreded snapper allocation.

With Shares Without Shares

Year Total With Permit No Permit With Permit No Permit

Accounts Accts Lbs Accts Lbs Accts Lbs Accts Lbs
2007 144 117 321,285 21 216,531 6 18,890 | N/A N/A
2008 110 63 192,382 36 267,159 11 15,124 | N/A N/A
2009 131 75 385,237 49 238,140 7 4,430 N/A N/A
2010 139 75 948,205 48 497,648 16 51,315 | N/A N/A
2011 159 92 1,161,253| 47 580,099 20 19,523 | N/A N/A
2012 172 101 | 1,410,115 52 819,592 19 24,812 0 0
2013 165 89 2,016,673 52 1,170,137 21 36,964 3 109,899
2014 163 76 1,651,320 66 1,445,864 17 107,529| 4 92,331
2015 180 80 2,499,546 68 2,162,768 22 57,437 10 193,225

Note: Account s fiwi t haysohhave ganderrahargsvithim thengear Source: Table 11 (NMFS
2016a).
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Table 2.5.2.6.Number and volume of accounts only transferring grotifefrsh allocation.

Shares No Shares Shares No Shares
pwe | , ot . No . No GG Total . No . No
Accounts | Permit .| Permit . Accounts | Permit .| Permit .
permit permit permit permit
2010 182 148 7 27 NA 2010 183 156 14 13 NA
2011 212 142 30 40 NA 2011 223 164 35 24 NA
2012 209 147 30 32 NA 2012 215 156 37 22 NA
2013 182 126 24 32 NA 2013 174 123 33 18 NA
2014 186 128 29 29 NA 2014 199 137 38 24 NA
2015 203 114 35 43 11 2015 210 110 47 41 12
Shares No Shares Shares No Shares
RG | , o T No T No swe | , 1o . No T No
ccounts | permit . | Permit : Accounts | Permit : Permit .
permit permit permit permit
2010 174 144 12 18 NA 2010 203 172 14 17 NA
2011 211 156 37 18 NA 2011 227 162 36 29 NA
2012 191 136 34 21 NA 2012 214 155 37 22 NA
2013 180 122 31 27 NA 2013 190 121 34 35 NA
2014 187 127 39 20 NA 2014 190 126 39 25 NA
2015 208 110 46 36 16 2015 208 106 44 46 12
Shares No Shares
TF Af—er%tS:‘tS permit | _N° | permit MO
permit permit
2010 132 105 3 24 NA
2011 164 111 20 33 NA
2012 146 105 18 23 NA
2013 136 97 11 28 NA
2014 142 98 18 26 NA
2015 144 82 25 30 7

Source: Tabld5 (NMFS 2016b).

Table 2.5.27 providesthe number and volume of allocation transfers for thdlREprogram,

andTables2.5.28 and 2.5.2.9rovide the omber and volume ddllocation transfers for th@T-

IFQ progranshare categoriesThe total percent of transferred allocation may be grédzder

100%, because pounds of allocation may be transfameshg accountsultiple times.
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Table 2.5.27. Red snapper allocation transfers by number and volume.

Number of | Total Ibs A9 15 Median | % of Quota

Ve Transfers | Transferred per Ibs. Transferred
Transfer

2007 808 1,686,218 2,087 671 56.50%
2008 683 1,371,100 2,007 600 59.70%
2009 843 1,539,479 1,826 500 67.00%
2010 1,719 3,065,736 1,783 500 96.10%
2011 2,155 3,639,394 1,689 500 110.30%
2012 2,551 3,741,966 1,467 400 100.80%
2013 2,752 5,762,456 2,094 500 114.00%
2014 2,860 5,549,553 1,940 500 110.00%
2015 3,387 9,254,534 2,732 700 140.90%

Source: Table 8 (NMFS 2016a).

Table 2.5.28. DWG and RGallocation transfers by number and volume.

DWG No. of Lbs Avgérlbs % of Quota
Transfers | Transferred Transfer Transferred
2010 490 1,027,477 2,097 101%
2011 632 1,447,229] 2,290 142%
2012 764 1,524,618 1,996 135%
2013 608 1,762,344| 2,899 158%
2014 846 2,370,757 2,802 214%
2015 898 3,240,557 3,609 294%
RG No. of Lbs Avgérlbs % of Quota
Transfers | Transferred Transfer Transferred
2010 1,065 3,217,048 3,021 56%
2011 1,550 4,260,483 2,749 81%
2012 1,906 4,736,612 2,485 88%
2013 1,752 5,579,299| 3,185 101%
2014 2,317 7,187,959| 3,102 128%
2015 2,480 8,654,733 3,490 151%

Source: Tabld2 (NMFS 2016b).
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Table 2.5.29. TF, GG, SWG, and the total allocation transfers by number and volume.

Source: Table 12 (NMFS 2016b).

TE No. of Lbs Avg. Ibs per | % of Quota
Transfers | Transferred Transfer Transferred
2010 268 489,585 1,827 111%
2011 328 765,586 2,334 174%
2012 385 685,980 1,782 118%
2013 291 933,105 3,207 160%
2014 430 1,255,737 2,920 216%
2015 504 1,411,779 2,801 243%
GG No. of Lbs Avg. |bs per | % of Quota
Transfers | Transferred Transfer Transferred
2010 945 743,266 787 53%
2011 1,250 332,049 266 7%
2012 1,745 503,899 289 89%
2013 1,718 621,594 362 88%
2014 2,232 1,236,126 554 148%
2015 1,847 1,255,383 680 134%
SWG No. of Lbs Avg. Ibs per | % of Quota
Transfers | Transferred Transfer Transferred
2010 616 315,042 511 7%
2011 568 272,816 480 67%
2012 900 365,563 406 72%
2013 911 493,144 541 95%
2014 1,000 506,556 507 97%
2015 1,084 576,714 532 110%
Total No. of Lbs % of Quota
Transfers | Transferred | Transferred
2010 3,384 5,792,418 64%
2011 4,328 7,078,163 94%
2012 5,700 7,816,672 96%
2013 5,280 9,389,486 111%
2014 6,825 12,557,135 145%
2015 6,813 15,139,166 171%
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2.6 Allocation Caps

An allocation cap may be established to prevent an inequitable concentration of limited access
privileges and the Council may wish to consider whether upper limits should be imposed on the
amount ofRSIFQ allocation an entity may possess, or the amouRSafQ allocation a vessel

may land. Although there is a cap on the amount of shares that may be held by a single entity,
there is no cap to the amount of %) allocation that may be held or used by an individual or
entity, or the amount of allocatiadghat may be harvested by an individual vessel. Although the
purchase of R&Q shares has been available to any U.S. citizen or permanent resident alien
since January 1, 2012 (and €HQ shares have been available since January 1, 2015), IFQ
allocation mg only be harvested by a vessel with a commercial reef fish permit.

An dlocation capalreadyexists for the GFIFQ program.The allocation cap is set annually and
equals the sum of the maximum allocations associated with the five share categorgtaapy th
be held in an account at a single point in time. In 2015, the final allocation cap for4RrQGT
program after all quota adjustments was 540,967 Ibs.

Currently, there is nallocationcap for red snappehe Councilimay consider establishing an
allocation cap, bus not required to establish an allocation cap for red snapper.

Potential Alternatives:

1 Cap the amount of RE-Q allocation that can be landed bgiagle vessetumulatively over
a year (January il December 31).

1 Cap the amount of IFQ allocation that can be held bgcapuntover the course of the year.

1 Cap the amount of IFQ allocation that can be held bgcapuntat any point during the year.

Discussion:

The following tables provide information for evaluatapcation caps. Table 2.6.1 provides

the maximum number of pounds landed on a singésefor each share category and by year
since implementation of the GIFQ program in 2010For red snapper, the range of greatest
landings by a single vessel hangrally increased each year with a slight decrease from 2015 to
2016. Table 2.6.2 converts the maximum number of pounds landed by a single vessel into the
percent of the quota represented by those pouhalsles 2.6.3 and 2.6.4 provide the maximum
numbe of pounds landed by a singlecountand thepercent of the quota represeahtey those
pounds, respectively, for each share category and by p¢deast one vessel has landed more
gag, tilefish, and red snapper in various years (highlighted cells}tiegpounds of allocation
equivalento the respectivehare cajior each share category. For example, in 2011 a single
vessel landed 290,897 Ibs of red snapper over the course of the year, corresponding to 8.81% of
t he vy e ar lesedsnapper sigacap isb.203%. It should be noted that the GFQ

allocation cap is set at the aggregate poundage represented by the share cap {fisiQllazare
categories and not a singlkare category
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Table 2.6.1. The maximum number of pounds a vessed harvested per year for each share
category and IFQ program.

Share Category 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
DWG 58,521 58,840 77,950 112,122 129,878 123,494 104,806
GG 19,096 9,411 14,347 17,396 22,604 29,656 40,744
RG 73,261 128,529 146,962 117,144 149,357 104,268 113,282
SWG 11,419 6,825 9,692 14,815 7,583 11,385 11,021
TF 39,197 51,451 61,876 55,457 92,893 78,575 54,862
RS 169,112 290,897 388,924 377,995 434,129 504,702 425,152
GT-IFQ 129,194 150,023 155,611 164,714 222,873 202,318 160,122
GT-IFQ allocation cap 515,727 470,172 519,725 529,299 535,803 540,967 618,882

Source: IFQ program database accessed 5/4/20ate: The sum of the grouptiefish categories does not equal
the GroupeiTilefish program total, as differemessels may have harvested the maximum.

Table 2.6.2. Percentage of the quotapresented bghe maximum number of pounds a vessel
harvestedachyear for each share category and IFQ program.

Share category (cap) 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
DWG (14.704321) 5.74 577 6.92 10.03 11.70 11.22 10.23
GG (2.349938) 1.35 2.19 2.53 2.46 2.71 3.16 4.34
RG (4.331882) 1.27 2.46 2.74 2.12 2.65 1.82 1.46
SWG (7.266147) 2.79 1.66 1.90 2.86 1.45 2.17 2.10
TF (12.212356) 8.91 11.69 10.63 9.53 15.96 13.50 9.43
RS (6.0203) 5.30 8.81 10.48 7.48 8.59 7.68 6.97
GT-IFQ 1.10 1.44 1.38 1.27 1.69 1.36 0.98

Source: IFQ program database accessed 5/4/2017. Note: Share caps are in parentheses. Highlighted cells indicate
years where harvest by ves@ebunds) exceedatie share cafpercent of quota) Note that the GTFQ allocation
cap is the total amount of pounds that corresponds to all share caps combined that are held at a point in time.
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Table 2.6.3. The maximum number of pounds a shareholder account has harvested per year for
each share category and IFQ program.

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
DWG 112,12 129,87 123,49
60,316 58,840 79,272 2 8 4 104,806
GG 19,096 12,884 16,391 20,554 22,604 29,656 40,744
RG 119,53 171,10 168,58 202,30 175,34 174,34
7 9 5 5 7 3 156,283
SWG 11,419 13,168 12,592 14,815 9,182 11,385 14,280
TF 39,640 52,554 61,876 55,457 92,893 78,575 54,862
RS 184,05 335,62 391,29 377,99 434,12 504,70
0 6 5 5 9 2 425,152
GT-IFQ 132,61 191,67 240,45 304,60 286,36 258,25
6 4 1 0 0 2 236,379
GT-IFQ allocation cap 51?,72 47(2),17 512,72 528,29 532,80 54(7),96 618,882

Source: IFQ program database accessed 5/4/204fe: The sum of the groupglefish categories does not equal
the GrouperTilefish program total, as different shareholder accounts may have harvested the maximum.

Table 2.6.4. The percentage of the quota for the maximum number of pounds a shareholder has
harvested per year for each share category and IFQ program.

Share category (cap) 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
DWG (14.704321) 591 577 7.03 10.03 11.70 11.22 10.23
GG (2.349938) 1.35 3.00 2.89 2.90 2.71 3.16 4.34
RG (4.331882) 2.08 3.27 3.14 3.66 3.11 3.05 2.01
SWG (7.266147) 2.79 3.21 2.47 2.86 1.76 2.17 2.72
TF (12.212356) 9.01 1194 1063 953 1596 13.50 9.43
RS (6.0203) 577 10.17 1054 7.48 8.59 7.68 6.97
GT-IFQ 1.47 2.55 2.95 3.60 3.30 2.91 2.18

Source: IFQ program database accessed 5/4/2017. Note: Share caps are in parentheses. Edasliglliedte
years where harvest by shareholder account is greater than the share cap. Note thtE@hall@dation cap is the
total amount of pounds that corresponds to all share caps combined that are held at a point in time.
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CHAPTER 3. DESCRIPTION OF THE IFQ PROGRAM
AND PARTICIPANTS

This section provides additional information participants irthe commercial individual fishing
guota (IFQ) programbased on location aroutide Gulf ofMexico (Gulf). Recentdescriptions

of theRSIFQ and GTFIFQ programs are contained in annual reports produced by NMFS
(2016a, 20160) and are incorporated here by referenthese reports include déed

information on program participants, program activity, quota, landings, price information, and
enforcement.

IFQ participants include shareholders, allocation holders, dealers, and vessels. The majority of
participants are described here at theestad community level; howevgrarticipating vessels
are described by state Trable 1.3.1 (red snappeahdTable1.34 (groupettilefish).

Shareholders

The number of shareholders in the-F®) program increased from 376 accounts in 2014 to 386
accounts in 2015 (NMFS0269 and the number of shareholder accounts in theRg&Iprogram
increased to 645 in 2015 (NMFS &h). This was the first year since the start of both programs
where the number of sha@ters increased

As of December 14,016, a total of 750 IFQ accounts held shares in either tAiEQ$rogram

or GT-IFQ program, or both programs (SERO LAPPs Branch; includes active, suspended, and
nonactivatedaccounts). The majority of shareholders have a mailing address in Floriéib (77.
of shareholders, Table13, followed by Texas (approximately 9%), Alabama (4.7%), and
Louisiana (4.1%). Shareholders with mailing addresses in Mississippi and in other states
(California, Georgia, lowa, Maryland, Montana, New Jersey, New York, Ohegdds South
Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and Wyoming) also hold share)dné states represent a

smaller percentage of the total number of shareholders.

Table 3.1. Number of Gulf IFQ shareholders biate.

State | Shareholders
AL 35
FL 582
LA 31
MS 12
TX 66
Other 24
Total 750

Source: SEROIFQ database accessed 12/14/16

Gulf IFQ shareholders have mailing addresses in a total of 233 communities (SER® LAPP
Branch,December 14, 2016). By number of shareholdensynsunities with the most
shareholders are locatedRiorida and Texas (TableZy. The community with the most
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shareholders is Panama City, Flori@&o(of shareholders, Table23, followed by Key West
(apporoximately 4.1%) and St. Petersburg, Florida (approximately 3.3%).

Table 32. Top communities by number of Gulf IFQ shareholder accounts.

State Community Shareholders
FL Panama City 45
FL Key West 31
FL St. Petersburg 25
FL Largo 24
TX Galveston 20
FL Destin 19
FL Apalachicola 17
FL Pensacola 16
FL Tallahassee 15
FL Cortez 14
FL Clearwater 13
FL Steinhatchee 13
FL Tampa 13
FL Lynn Haven 12
FL Tarpon Springs 12

Source: SEROIFQ database accessk?/14/16

Account Holders (without shares)

As of December 14, 2016, a total of 408 IFQ accounts were active without shares (SERO LAPPs
Branch, includes active accounts without shares in ariFRSr GT-IFQ share category).

Active accounts include those that have logged in and are up to date on citizenship requirements.
However, these accounts may be related to accounts with shares. The majority of active
accounts without shares have mailing addresses in Florida (77. %tvefaccouats without

shares, Table 3), followed by Texas (approximately 7.6%), Alabama (approximately 5%) and
Louisiana (4.4%). Active account holders without shares also have mailing addresses in
Mississippi and other states (Alaska, Georgia, Magjl&orth Carolina, New York, Ohio,

Oklahoma, South Carolina, and Wisconsin), these states represent a smaller percentage of the
total number of active accounts without shares.
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Table 33. Number of Gulf IFQ active accounts without sharestaye.

State Accounts
AL 20
FL 317
LA 18
MS 7
X 31
Other 15
Total 408

Source: SEROIFQ database accessed 12/14/16

Active account holders without shares have mailing addresses in af tb7@ communities
(SERO LAPPs Branch, December 14, 2016). Communities with the most account holders
without shares are locatedHiorida and Texas (Tabledd. The community with the most
shareholders is Panama City, Florida (approximately 5.9% okaaticonts without shares,
Table 34), followed by Key West (approximately 4.7%) and St. Petersburg, Florida

(approximately 4.2%).
Table 34. Top communities by number of Gulf IFQ active accounts without shares.

State Community | Accounts
FL PanamaCity 24
FL Key West 19
FL St. Petersburg 17
FL Seminole 13
FL Largo 12
FL Destin 10
FL Clearwater 9
TX Galveston 9
FL Hudson 8
FL Fort Myers 7
FL Carrabelle 6
FL Naples 6
FL Bokeelia 5
FL Cape Coral 5
FL Gulf Breeze 5
FL Tallahassee 5
FL Tampa 5

Source: SERO IFQ database accessed 12/14/16.

Amendment 36B: Modifications to
Commercial IFQ Programs

57

Chapter 3. Description of the IFQ

Program and Participants



Dealers

The majority of GFIFQ and RSIFQ dealers are located in Florida (range of approximately 76

80% of Gulf IFQ dealers for 2012015, Table3.5), followed by Louisiana and Texas. Gulf IFQ
dealers are also located in Alabama and Mississippi, but a smaller number of dealers are located
in these states.

Table 35. Number of Gulf IFQ dealers tstate for2011-2015.

Year | AL/MS FL LA X
2011 7 75 9 11
2012 6 79 8 8
2013 5 76 10 9
2014 8 94 9 10
2015 9 98 10 9

Source: SERQFQ database accessed 12/14/16

Amendment 36B: Modifications to 58
Commercial IFQ Programs

Chapter 3. Description of the IFQ
Program and Participants



CHAPTER 4. REFERENCES

Agar, J, J. Stephen, A Strelcheck, and ADiagne 2014 The Gulf of Mexico Red Snapper IFQ
Program: The First Five Yeanglarine Resource Economidgol. 29, Na 2, pp 177-198.

Boen, C.and W. Keithly. 2012. Gulf of Mexico Red Snapper IFQ Program: Survey Results and
Analysis.

GAO. 2002. Individual fishing quotas: Better information could improve program management.
GAO-03-159. Washington, D.C.: December 2002.

GAO. 2004. Individual fislmg quotas: Methods for community protection and new entry require
periodic evaluation. GA@4-277. Washington, D.C.: February 2004.

GMFMC. 2006 Final Amendment 26 to the Gulf of Mexico reef fish fishery management plan
to establish a red snapper indivédifishing quotgrogram, including supplemental
environmental impact statementitial regulatory flexibility analysis, and regulatory impact
review. Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Councifampa, Florida.
http://www.gulfcouncil.org/Beta/GMFMCWeb/downloads/Amend26031606FINAL.pdf

GMFMC. 200&. FinalAmendment 29 to theeeffish fishery management planeffort
management in the commercial grouper and tilefish fisheries including draft environmental
impact statement and regulatory impact revi&ulf of Mexico FisheryManagemen€Council
Tampa, Florida

http://www.gulfcouncil.org/Beta/ GMFMCWeb/downloads/Final%20Reef%20Fish%20Amdt%2
029-Dec%2008.pdf

GMFMC. 2011b. Final generic annual catch limits/accountability measanesndmentor the

Gulf of Mexico fishery roeishgdenpeordl and aoralmeefs | 6 s
fishery management planincluding environmental impact statement, regulatory imgacw,
regulatory flexibility analysis, and fishery impact statemeaiilf of Mexico Fishery

Management CouncilTampa, Florida
http://www.gulfcouncil.org/docs/amendments/Final%20Generic%20ACL_AM_Amendment
September%209%202011%20v.pdf

GMFMC and NMFS 2013 Red snapper individual fishing qugieogram 5year review

Jointly preparedby Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council and NMFS Southeast Regional
Office. Tampa and StPetersburg, FL
http://www.gulfcouncil.org/docs/amendmis/Red%20Snapper%205
year%20Review%20FINAL.pdf

Griffith, David, David Halmo, Steven Jacobs, Mary Margaret Overbey, and Priscilla Weeks.
2016.Private Fish, Public Resource: Socioeconomic impacts of the grolghish individual
fishing quota (IFQ) prgram on Gulf of Mexico communities. Report to the Southeast Fisheries
Science Center.

Amendment 36A: Modifications to 59 Chapter 4. References
Commercial IFQ Programs

r


http://www.gulfcouncil.org/Beta/GMFMCWeb/downloads/Amend26031606FINAL.pdf
http://www.gulfcouncil.org/Beta/GMFMCWeb/downloads/Final%20Reef%20Fish%20Amdt%2029-Dec%2008.pdf
http://www.gulfcouncil.org/Beta/GMFMCWeb/downloads/Final%20Reef%20Fish%20Amdt%2029-Dec%2008.pdf
http://www.gulfcouncil.org/docs/amendments/Final%20Generic%20ACL_AM_Amendment-September%209%202011%20v.pdf
http://www.gulfcouncil.org/docs/amendments/Final%20Generic%20ACL_AM_Amendment-September%209%202011%20v.pdf
http://www.gulfcouncil.org/docs/amendments/Red%20Snapper%205-year%20Review%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.gulfcouncil.org/docs/amendments/Red%20Snapper%205-year%20Review%20FINAL.pdf

NMFS. 2015b. Gulf of Mexico 2014 groupgefish individual fishing quota annual report.
SERGLAPP-201502. NMFSSoutheast Regional Officest Petersburg, FL
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/ifqg/documents/pdfs/annual_reports/2014 gt ann

ualreport.pdf

NMFS. 2016a 2015 Gulf ofMexico red snapper individual fishing quota annual re@BERO
LAPP-201512. NMFS Southeast Regional Offic&t Petersburg, FL
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/ifg/documents/pdfs/annual_reports/2015 rs_annu
alreport_final.pdf

NMFS. 2016b. Gulf of Mexico 205 groupertilefish individualfishingguotaannualreport
SEROCLAPP-201513. NMFS SoutheasRegional Office St Petersburg, FL
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/ifg/documents/pdfs/annual_reporigt28i56
ualreport_final.pdf

NRC (National Research Council)999 Sharing the Fish: Toward a National Policy on
Individual Fishing Quotas Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Porter, R.D., J. Zachary, and G. Swansfi 3.Enforcement and compliance trends under IFQ
management in the Gulf of Mexico commercial reef fish fishery. Marine Policy 138345

Solis, D., J. del Corral, L. Perruso, and J. Agar. 20idlvidual fishing quotas and fishing
capacity in the US Gulf of EXico red snapper fishergwstralian Journal of Agricultural and
Resource Economic¥ol. 58, pp. 123.

Szymkowiak, Marysia and Amber H. Him€wornell. 2015. Towards individuawned and
owneroperated fleets in the Alaska Halibut and Sablefish IFQ progMaritime Studies.
14:19.

Waters, J.R2001 Quota Management in the Commercial Red Snapper FidWianne
Resource Economics 16i688.

Weninger, Qand J.RWaters 2003 The economic benefits of management reform in the
northern Gulf of Mexicdreef Fish Fisherydournal of Environmental Economics and
Management 46(2): 26Z30.

Amendment 36A: Modifications to 60 Chapter 4. References
Commercial IFQ Programs


http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/ifq/documents/pdfs/annual_reports/2014_gt_annualreport.pdf
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/ifq/documents/pdfs/annual_reports/2014_gt_annualreport.pdf
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/ifq/documents/pdfs/annual_reports/2015_rs_annualreport_final.pdf
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/ifq/documents/pdfs/annual_reports/2015_rs_annualreport_final.pdf
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/ifq/documents/pdfs/annual_reports/2015_gt_annualreport_final.pdf
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/ifq/documents/pdfs/annual_reports/2015_gt_annualreport_final.pdf

APPENDIX A. INDIVIDUAL FISHING Q UOTA
PROGRAM GLOSSARY

Active Accounti An account, in which the allocation holder has landed, bought, and/or sold
(i.e., transferredallocation within that yearAccounts activity status changes yearly based on
the actions taken by the account.

AdvanceLanding Notification - A required 324 hour advanced landing notification stating the

vessel identification, approved | anding | ocat
estimated pounds to be landed in each IFQ share catelgamging notifications can be
submitted using either a ves slndagountydtBrougm i t , t

the IFQ call serviceThe landing notification is intended to provide law enforcement officers the
opportunity to be present at the point of landing so tlaeynsonitor and enforce IFQ

requirements docksidd~or the purpose of these regulations, the term landing means to arrive at
the dock, berth, beach, seawall, or ramp

Allocation i Allocation is the actual poundagel&6Q-managed specids/ which an acaant

holder is ensured the opportunity to possess, landpséthnsferduring a given calendar year

IFQ allocation will be distributed to each IFQ shareholder at the beginning of each calendar year,
and expire at the end of each calendar.y@anual IFQ allocation is determined by the amount

of the shareholderds | FQ shar e ardaletabceunta mount
may not possess allocation.

Allocation Transfer i A transfer of allocation (pounds) from one shareholder accowamtdther
shareholder accounfllocation transfers are an immediate estep process. As soon as the

all ocation holder completes the transfer, the
different from the twestep share transfer process, aras\wreated so that allocation could

immediately be placed in a vessel account.

Entity 7 An individual, business, or association participating in the IFQ pragEaunh IFQ
account is owned by a uniqget ofentities

Gulf of Mexico Commercial ReefFish Permit Holder i An entity that possesses a valid Gulf
commercial reef fish permit and therefore, is eligible to be exempt from bag limits, to fish under
a quota, or to sell Gulf reef fish in or from the Gulf Exclusive Economic Zdhere is an

eligibility requirement and an annual fee associated with the permit.

IFQ Dealer Endorsementi The IFQ dealer endorsement is a document that a dealer must
possess in order to receive GIHE) species The dealer endorsement can be downloaded free of
chargefom t he | FQ deal erdéds online account.

Inactive Accounti An account, in which the allocation holder has neither landed, bought, sold
nor transferre@llocation within that year, including those who never logged into their account
Accounts activity statushanges yearly based on the actions taken by the account.
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Initial Account -An account which was never |Ilndhgged i nto
current online system, which began in 2010

Landing Transaction — A landing transaction report that isropleted by an IFQ dealer using

the online IFQ systemThis report includes the date, time, and location of transaction; weight

and actual exessel price ofFQ fish landed and sold; and information necessary to identify the
fisherman, vessel, and deailevolved in the transactionThe fisherman landing IFQ species

must validate the dealer transaction report b
number when the transaction report is submiti&fier the dealer submits the report and th

information has been verified, the website will send a transaction approval code to the dealer and
the allocation holder

Participant - An individual, business, or other entttyat is part of an IFQ entityFor example,
John Smiththe participantmay belong to multiplaccountsuch as John Smith, John and Jane
Smith, and ABC CompanyShare and allocation caps are tracked at the IFQ participant level
and not the IFQ entity level.

Public Participant i A shareholder account that was opened ateudry 1, 2012, that does not
have a permit associated with the accoulrublic participants malgold, buy, sell, and transfer
shares and allocation, but cannot harie& species.

Sharei A share is the percentage of the commercial quota assignesthémednolder account that
results in allocation (pounds) equivalent to the share percentage of the §hatas are
permanent until subsequently transferoedevoked Dealer accounts may not possess shares

Share Capi The maximum share allowed te beld by a person, business, or other enfitye
share cap prevents one or more IFQ sharehotaterstitiesfrom purchasing an excessive
amount of IFQ shares amdlding a monopoly ithe IFQ program

Share Transferi Moving shares from one shareholdgecount to another accouri

shareholder must initiate the share transfer and the receiver must accept the transfer by using the
online IFQsystem Share transfers are a tvgtep process with the transferor initiating the

transfer, but the completiaoes not occur until the transferee accepts the transfer. There may

be a delay between initiation of the transfer and final acceptance of the transfer.

Shareholderi An account that holds a percentage of commete@lquotafor any share
category

Shareholder Accounti A type of IFQ account that may hold shares and/or allocafitins
includes accounts that only hold allocation.
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APPENDIX B. GOALS OF THE IFQ PROGRAMS
Red Snapper IFQ Program (Amendment 26 GMFMC 2006)

The purpose of the IFQ program proposed in this amendminteduce overcapacity in the
commercial fishery and to eliminate, to the extgrassible, the problems associated with derby
fishing, in order to assist the Council in achieving OY. In a 1999 review of the effectiveness of
IFQ programs worldwide, the National Research Council concluded such programs are valuable
in addressing these two lostanding fishery problems (NRC, 1999). Cssalies describing

the effects of existing IFQ programs are provided in Appendix G of that publicatien.

harvest privileges provided by IFQ programs are intended to give fishermentaionigpterest

in the health and productivity of the fishery atiys, an incentive to conserve it for the future.

By eliminating the incentive to over invest in the fishery, these privileges eliminate the incentive
to race for fish. IFQ programs are generally effective in controlling exploitation, reducing the
incertive to fish during unsafe conditions, improving fishery profitability, and extending the
availability of fresh fish products to consumers. In some cases, these programs also have been
shown to increase product quality by improving fishing and handlingads by allowing

fishermen greater flexibility in operations. The proposed IFQ program is intended to help the
Council address overfishing by reducing the rate of discard mortality that normally increases
with increased fishing effort in overcapitalizesheries(NRC, 1999; Leal et al., 2005)FQs

provide the opportunity to better utilize fishing and handling methods and reduce bycatch of non
targeted species. Improving catch efficiency may also result in a decrease in regulatory discards
of red snaper and other reef fish species by allowing fishermen the choice on when and where
to fish. Additionally, he slower paced fishery anticipated under the IFQ program will support
fewer fishermen operating over a longer season.

Grouper-Tilefish IFQ Program (Amendment 29 GMFMC 2008)

The purpose of this amendment is to rationalize effort and reduce overcapacity in the commercial
grouper and tilefish fisheries in order to achieve and maintain optimum yield (OY) in these
multi-species fisheries. Rationalimati s def i ned as fia management pl
allocation of labor and capital between fishing and other industries that maximizes the net value

of product i oTerey andKirkleya20062defihe’l pvercapacitytias difference

between harvesting capacity and a management target gt the stock conditions

associated with thaarget catch.[Excess capacity is defined as the difference between harvest

capacity and actual harvests.

Rationalizing effort shouldhitigate some of the problems resulting from derby fishing
conditions or at least prevent the condition from becoming more severe. Reducing
overcapitalization shoulunprove profitability of commercial grouper fishermen. Collectively,
working conditionsncluding safety at sea should improve and bycatch in the tilefish and
grouper fisheries should be reduced, and a flexible and effective integrated management
approach for tilefish and the grouper complex and tilefish should follow. This amendment
evaludes several management programs that could be capable either independently or in
combination of accomplishing the objectives specified above.
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APPENDIX C. CONCLUSIONS FROM THE RED
SNAPPERS-YEAR REVIEW

The Red Snapper Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) prograyedr review was completed by
NMFS and Council staff (GMFM@nd NMFS2013). The conclusions from the review are
provided below.

The original purpose and need defined in Amendment 26 (GMFMC 2068} as follows:

The purpose of the IFQ program proposed in this amendment is to reduce overcapacity
in the commercial fishery and to eliminate, to the extent possible, the problems
associated with derby fishing, in order to assist the Council in achi€¥ig

National Standard 1 of the Magnus8tevens Act mandates conservation and management
measures prevent ovetiisg and achiev®Y from a fishery QY is defined as the amount of

fish that will provide the greatest overall benefit to the nationiqogetly with respect to food
production and recreational opportuniti€3Y must take into account the protection of marine
ecosystems and is prescribed based on the maximum sustainable yield (MSY) from the fishery,

as reduced by any relevant economicjagpor ecological factorsin practice, the commercial
sectordéds share of the quota is equival.ent to
Commerciaharvestghat are equal or very close to the quota without exceeding it would be
consistent with the prevention of overfishing and achievement of OY mandated by the
MagnusonrStevens Act

The RSIFQ program 5year review (GMFMC and NMFS 2013) evaluated the msgof the
program towards achieving its goals and objectividee performance of the REQ program in
achieving OYwasassessed by measuring its ability to constrain harvest at or below the quota
while allowing RSIFQ participants to harvest as much se@pper as possible

Recommendations from the review have been presented to the Council and incorporated into the
potential changes included in this scoping docum@stpart of the process of considering

program modifications, the Council may wishetealuate modifications to continue progress
towards t he pr lgegtivesimiinprovg mragiar grf@madce garticipant

satisfaction, and to continue assisting the Council in achieving OY

The conclusions dhe RSIFQ program Syear review are:

Participant Consolidation and Overcapacity
Conclusion 1 TheRSIFQ program has had moderate success reducing overcapacity,
however economic analyses indicate that additional reductions in fleet capacity are still
necessary

8 The full supporting summaries for each conclusion are provided in Appendix B. The entire Red Snapper IFQ
Program Byear review may be accessed#p//www.gulfcouncil.org/docs/amendments/Red%20Snapper%205
year%20Review%20FINAL.pdf
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Achievement (oHarvesting) of Optimum Yield
Conclusion2: TheRSIFQ program has been successful in reducing quota overages,
which is consistent with the achievementdf. Landings have averaged greater than
95% of the commercial quota; however, many inactive accoemtain and account for
as much as 1.5% of the commercial quota

Mitigating the Race to Fish and Safety at Sea
Conclusion3: TheRSIFQ program was successful at mitigating the race to fish
providing fishermen with the opportunity to harvest and laadsnapper yeaound
Inflation-adjusted share, allocation, andwessel prices increased, indicating that
fishermen were successfully maximizing profits and had increased confidenc&i& the
IFQ program Safety at sea has increased amaual mortaties related to fishindghave
declined since thRSIFQ implementation [According to Boen and Keithly (2012),]
medium and large shareholders perceive thaRB#-Q program has improved safety at
sea

Biological Outcomes
Conclusiond: The implementation of thiRSIFQ program coupled with revisions to the
red snapper rebuilding plan and reductions in quota and the commercial size limit, have
all contributed to lower commercial fishing mortality rates and reduced disCHnds
RSIFQ system has also prevented commercial quota overruns, which were frequent prior
to RSIFQ implementation Discards continue to be high in the eastern Gulf where a
large percentage of legaized red snapper are discarded by fishermen due to a lack of
allocation

Social Impacts
Conclusions: Large shareholders and western Gulf shareholders are generally more
supportive of th&RSIFQ program than small to medium shareholders and those from the
eastern Gulf Entry and participation in the red snappehdisy is now more difficult and
costly due to the increased costs of shares and alloc&mmsolidation has resulted in
less competition for harvest and higher revenuesriperCrew sizes are smaller, but the
ability to hire and keep stable crews Imaproved The increase in the number of
shareholders not landing any fish has led to perceptions that many are profiting from the
program at the expense of havdrking fishermen.

Enforcement and Program Administration
Conclusion6: RSIFQ participants are generally satisfied with the IFQ online system
and customer service when contactMgFS and the 24hour call service foadvance
landingnotifications Vessel monitoring systems, notification requirements, and random
dockside inspectionsid enforcement in monitoring program compliance; however, a
variety of enforcement violations abeen identified Compliance has improved since
RSIFQ program implementation but additional enforcement efforts may be necessary to
deter violations IFQ program expenses currently exceed the 3% cost recovery collected
for program administration, research, and enforcement.
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APPENDIX D. AD HOC RED SNAPPER IFQ ADVISORY
PANEL SUMMARY

Red Snapper IFQ Advisory Panel MeetingSummary

In attendance
Tom Adams
Billy Archer
Buddy Bradham
Jason DekCruz
Bob Gill

John Graham
Scott Hickman
Chris Horton
David Krebs
Seth Macinko
Jerry Rouyea
Bob Spaeth

Bill Tucker
David Walker
Mike Whitfield
Troy Williamson
Jim Zubrick

Gulf Council Office
Tampa, FL
November 56, 2013

Council and Staff
Doug Boyd
Assane Diagne
Ava Lasseter
Karen Hoak
Carrie Simmons
Steven Atran

Other attendees
Jim Clements
Sue Gerhart
Cathy Gill

Buddy Guindon
Stephen Holiman
Peter Hood

Mike Jepson
Tony Lamberte
Mara Levy

Kristen McConnell
Christina Package
Jessica Stephen
Melissa Thompson
Donny Waters
Wayne Werner

Themeeting convened at 9 a.rithe AP appointed Bob Gill as Chair and Scott Hickman as
Vice-chair. Assane Diagne reviewed the actions and preferred alternatives from Amendment 26,
which established the Red Snapper IFQ prograessica Stephen summarized @

pr ogr geadrevievbconclusions

The AP then commented on the/@ar review Overall, members felt that the program is
working well and achieving its goal3he AP discussed whether the program goals should be
modified or refined, and whethgtris desirable to further reduce overcapacitywas noted that
fewer vessels than the existing fleet can harvest the entire commercial quota, but maximizing
economic efficiency is not the goal of the fishe@ther potential goals could address new

entrants to replace retiring fishermen, and minimizing discards

The AP also discussed the 3% recovery fee, with some members wanting IFQ program
participants to pay more, and other members pointing out that 3% is the maximum allowable
under the Magnuse8tevens Act, and that the recovery fee was never intended to pay for the

program
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Jessica Stephen reviewed the administrative changes NMFS is making to the IFQ programs and
gave an overview of the IFQ program structure, to provide context and backgrfarntation

for members of the AP who are not familiar with the progrdine AP then reviewed each of

the actions from Reef Fish Amendment 26, which established the red snapper IFQ program

The AP discussed the IFQ program duration and review regemsnBecause red snapper is
part of a multispecies fishery, members felt the red snapper IFQ program review should be
aligned with other IFQ managed species, and passed the following motion:

Motion: That consideration be given to the future consolidabn of the red snapper and the
grouperftilefish IFQ program reviews.

Addressing ownership caps, AP members who are IFQ program participants explained that the
existing 6% cap reflected the landings of a fleet owner, not an individual fishefrhare vas
discussion about IFQ shareholders who sell allocation but no longer fish, and concern that
putting controls on the markbtased system would affect the functioning of the program.

Concerning the eligibility requirements for the transfer of IFQ shtresAP discussed IFQ
shareowners who do not possess a reef fish peBoine members felt it was important to
distinguish the IFQ program as a tool to support the commercial industry rather than being an
investment tool The AP passed the following matio

Motion: To restrict the future transfer of shares to only those individuals possessing a
valid commercial reef fish permit.

Mara Levy reviewed the legal issues and referendum requirements in the Magtersems Act
which pertain to IFQ programdt would be necessary to define who would be included in any
future referendum

Foll owing review of the amendmentdés actions,
snapper IFQ programear review The AP noted that discards have decreassdnme parts of

the Gulf and increased in otherBhe AP expressed that a full retention fishery is ultimately the
direction they need to go in the future, even though the transition has been painful in other
regions and it may not be popular in the Gdlhe AP passed the following motion

Motion: To recommend that the Council consider a regulatory full retention red snapper
fishery, with no size limits.

The AP then discussed whether enforcement should be increased at landing sites, and whether
the rumber of approved landing sites should be decredsedidditional recommendations to
the 5year review were made

The AP reviewed the objectives of the IFQ progravtembers discussed the objective to reduce
overcapacity, and what vessel capacityitigeistry should aim forThere has been redirected
effort toward other reef fish species, and most vessels target multiple species, not red snapper
alone The AP discussed capping the price at which allocation could be leased, but expressed
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concerns thathareowners would modify their behavior and use of allocation in ways unintended
by the lease price caihe AP discussed red snapper discards on vessels without sufficient
allocation, and passed the following motion

Motion: That the Council consider alternatives to allow a fisherman that does not have
sufficient allocation to cover bycatch, to acquire the needed allocation prior to taking their
next trip .

Next, the AP discussed shares held in accounts that have never been activatade alegs
issue of how to procure quota to provide for discards and new entrants to the fidiheAP
considered developing a type of quotaaste, and expressed the need for the industry to
further discuss these issueghe following motions resultelom the discussian

Motion: Allow redistribution of shares in accounts that have never been activated since
2010, if the accounts are not active by December 31, 2014.

Motion: That the Council establish a quota bank using the shares from the inacév
accounts from the previous motion.

Motion: That the shares from the previous motion be utilized for new entrants, to address
discards, and to reduce bycatch.

Motion: The Council should develop a new ad hoc Advisory Panel, primarily of
commercialredsnapper stakeholders, to develop a plan
participation and bycatch, using future red snapper quota increases.

The AP then reviewed the presentation on administrative changes to the IFQ progeam

issues raised here mainly conastrihe timing and feasibility of landings and required
notifications Currently, a vessel is required to land within a declared 30 minute window, which
some members of the AP felt is too shdRecognizing that modifying the landing time window
affects low long enforcement officials must wait at the landing site, the AP passed the following
motion

Motion: 1 hour window to land (e.g., if landing at 5 pm, could land any time between®
pm).

Another issue pertained to the required time limitdealers to report landing transactions

Some members reported that the time requirement is too restrictive around holiday weekends
Jessica Stephen noted that even if the time period for the transaction was to be extended, fish
may not be moved until thekealer submits the landing transactidine AP then passed the
following motion

Motion: Offloading and landing transaction must occur within 72 hours of landing,
excluding holidays and Sundays.

Finally, the issue of offloading after hours was diseds and the AP passed the following
motion
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Motion: If offloading has begun prior to 6 pm, offloading may continue after 6pm if law
enforcement authorizes offload after hours

Other issues discussed included support for prohibiting deduction ofdceader weight when
completing a landing transaction, and reviewing the number of approved landing loc@tens
AP then discussed other items outside of their charge

The AP discussed the potential collection of a resource rent on the commersrappédr quota

but the motion recommending to the Council to consider imposing a resource rentA&lled
members indicated that rents were collected for oil and minerals and that the public should be
compensatedIt was also indicated that rent collectgowere not the norm in fisheries and that
collections should not be limited to the commercial sector but include all users of the red snapper
resource

A member raised the issue of dy@rmitted vessels having a crew size limit when fishing
commercidl, stating that the rule prohibits these vessels from taking family members fishing
Another member noted that eliminating the crew size restriction would give those with dual
permitted vessels with IFQ shares an unfair advantiige AP passed the follving motion.

Motion: To eliminate the crew size limit for dual permitted vessels fishing under the
commercial IFQ system.

The AP then discussed putting additional reef fish species into IFQ programs, noting that effort
had been redirected from thaggecies now managed under IFQs, toward these other species
Members felt an IFQ program was important as an effort control for these spHuedP

passed the following motion

Motion: That the Council consider reopening Amendment 33, adding in alipplicable reef
fish to the IFQ program.

Finally, the AP discussed the concept of dAdud
commercial fishing There was discussion as to whether this would be considered commercial or
charter fishing, as well asafety issuesThe AP passed the following motion

Motion: Request that the Council ask staff to develop a discussion paper on an option for
commercial dude trips in the Gulf. A commercial dude trip is where a member of the
recreational public goesout on a commercial fishing experience.

The meetingadjourne shortly before noon.
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APPENDIX E. SUMMARY OF SCOPING WORKSHOPS

Scoping workshops were hdldm March 1024, 2015at the following locations:

Tuesday March 10, 2015
Courtyard Matrriott

142 Library Drive
Houma, LA 70360

Thursday March 12, 2015
Hilton Garden Inn

6703 Denny Avenue
Pascagoula, MS 39567

Monday- March 16, 2015
Hilton Galveston Island Hotel
5400 Seawall Boulevard
Galveston Island, TX 77551

Tuesday March 17, 2015
Renaissance Mobile

64 South Water Street
Mobile, AL 36602

Tuesday March 17, 2015
Hawthorn Suites by Wyndham
501 East Goodght Avenue
Aransas Pass, TX 78336

Wed- March 18, 2015
Hilton Garden Inn

1101 US Highway 231
Panama City, FL 32405

Tuesday March 24, 2015
Hilton St Petersburg
950 Lake Carillon Drive
St Petersburg, FL 33716

Houma, Louisiana
March 10, 2015

Program Eligibility Requirements

U Should accounts with shares but without a commercial reef fish permit be allowed to
harvest the allocation associated with those shares?

We still feel like wére overcapitalized so, expandinggédility seems like a slippery slop&he
requirement to have a reef fish permit to harvest fish needs to stay

Inactive Accounts and Redistribution of IFQ Shares to Address Requlatory Discards

U Should shares be redistributed from inactive accounts tthose with no or small shares
or to new entrants to reduce regulatory discards?

The Council should consider coming up with some type of financing progiamw entrants
canodot afford to buy shares and tBanban&ksdowond®d
understand it Some kind of government run loan process could help new entrants more than
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gifting them small sharedt seems like redistributing them to the guys that are already in the
fishery is more reasonabl&inance the new entrantsther than gift them

Full retention requirements to address requlatory discards

U Should the full retention of all commercially caught red snapper be required?

Full retention is a great goaBome of the people targeting vermillion or grouper atérg up

lots of red snapper and killing ther&ull retention would force those fishermen to make the

effort to get allocation There might need to be quota banks to help with this, and you may need
to give them extra to get the necessary allocatigau require full retentionlf we can sell a

fish thatis big enough to bite the hook, there will be a market for the fish smaller than 13.inches
Full retention will be a lot harder on some of the guys than on others but we should throw fish in
the boxrather than throw them back dead if we catch them

Caps on the Use or Possession of IFQ Shares and Allocation

U Should caps on the amount of IFQ allocation held by and entity be established?

60s example are diffecwhat tiot h@herd emad d:
been a mega corporation thatoés tried t

Requirements for the Use of Shares and Allocation

U Should useit or lose-it provisions be established?

The broker situation takes care of itsdli thederby days or even pre derby, as people got older,

they hired captains to run their baaf®he current use of the IFQ program is no differésdme

of the active sharehol der 3hetave sonteene siratmes boats we 6
or just selltheir allocation

Here in Louisiana weodr e .iForcingm@tastaygonmglboats napper
rather than sell my allocation or hire a captapuld exacerbate the ¢atch issue Captains

would continue fishing rather than leasetopeopli n t he sout h east who do
guota, but are catching snapper because the population is expanding

0O Shoul d moWwWhéapeovision be considered?

Lease to own sounds neat but may cause fishermen who are selling allocatiordteidmal go

back to fishing rather than . gwouleprsnotenmvoerse el s e
to keep harvesting their own allocation rathe
theirs A credit towards ownership arrangemighould be done on an individual level rather

than at the agency level
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Enforcement of all Reef Fish Landings

U Should all commercial reef fish vessels be required to haih, even if they are not
landing IFQ species?

Hail in and out for all reef fllermenisagoodidea t 6 s a gr eat enf orcement
law enforcement a better headsUph ey dondét have to check every
information to know

Council member and staff:
Myron Fischer

Emily Muehlstein

Bernie Roy

Pascagoula, LA
March 12, 2015

Program Eligibility Requirements

U Should the future transfer of shares to only shareholder accounts that hold a valid
commercial reef fish permit?

|l tos fine how it i s

U Should accounts with shares but without a commercial reef fish permit be allowed to
harvest the allocation associated with those shares?

Allowing shareholders/allocation holders to harvest without a reef fish permit goes against the
goal of the programral would promote overcapitalization

Inactive Accounts and Redistribution of IFQ Shares to Address Requlatory Discards

U Should the closure of accounts and redistribution of shares in accounts that have never
been activated in the current system be allogd if the accounts are not active by a
specified date?

1% is a great margin for any prograireave it like it is Those people know they have shares
and they should be allowed to sell it when they want to

To achieve optimum yield the Council magnt consider allowing the allocation in inactive
accounts to rollover and be distributed amongst active accounts

U Should shares be redistributed from inactive accounts to those with no or small shares
or to new entrants to reduce regulatory discards?
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People in the program today have suffered the pains of the proJiaenefore, they should reap
the benefits of the program rather than being penalized by losing additional $Peopte who
have been actively fishing should be given first opportunityfenership

It would be difficult to decide who qualifies as new entrants or small sharehokigagionally,
new entrants can get in to the program, plenty of new entrants have boulghtas understood
when the program was initiated that thisuhd happen Shares would have a high value and the
fishery would consolidate, making it difficult for new entrants.

Full retention requirements to address regulatory discards

U Should the full retention of all commercially caught red snapper be required?

|l tds probably not | egal and it d.evbucannot el y
make someone keep what they catch and it seems difficult to enforce.

Typically,c o mmer ci al fi sher men arendét going to
species of fish They are already policing themselves

The market value of the different sizes of fish willbe anissue s her men wonot
their allocation on th&ss valued fish.

There isnbét data to justify worryi.ffge about
t0s obuvi

snapper population has exploded, so I

Caps on the Use or Possession of IFQ Shares and Allocation

U Should aps on the amount of IFQ allocation held by and entity be established?

There is already a cap on shares and that was initiated when the program was put ifheglace
current share caps are fine.

U Should caps on the amount of IFQ allocation landed by arsjyle vessel be established?

wo u

hang

want

re

You shoul dnot I i mit what a vessel can harvest

make A vessel can only catch so much a year anyhow, so there is no need to put a limit on it

U Should a cap on the amount o$hares or allocation a norreef fish permitted
shareholder may possess be established?

The program was established to be traded and there is no need to undo the Bysteny

reason the program sold initially was because of the flexibility itallowett doesnét make

to socialize the program and keep everyone at some artificial level

Requirements for the Use of Shares and Allocation
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U Should unused IFQ allocation be allowed to rolbver for use in the following year?

There arealotofreasos t he fi sh arendét caught in a year;
reasons, etcUnharvested allocation should be rolled over so people can catch their fish the next
year.

0O Shoul d @wmoWwWhéapeovision be considered?

Leaseto-own is an interestg approach and people would have demonstrated through trip tickets
that theyobéve fished should be given priority
available

Mid-Year Quota Changes

0 Should a portion of s har ethhe bedienngoftheayéalifoc at i on
a mid-year quota reduction is expected?

Would it be more practical to handle the quota reduction in the following year rather than mid
year ? Don6ét be conservative and hoshdmdnack, r
who have already caught their allocation in the following year

During the midyear quota increase derbke conditions were created and the market value of
red snapper droppedf there was a large increase late in the year the Council sbonsider
adding the extra in the following year

Enforcement of all Reef Fish Landings

U Should all commercial reef fish vessels be required to haih, even if they are not
landing IFQ species?

No.l f they have VMS we Kk nopeeessafilefr evitdhleatei camrse hsaop
small problem

Council member and staff:
Leann Bosarge

Emily Muehlstein

Bernie Roy

Galveston, Texas
March 16, 2015

Program Eligibility Requirements

U Should the future transfer of shares to only shareholder accounts that hold a valid
commercial reef fish permit?
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The IFQ program is achieving its intended goals aRked snapper is a public resource, and the
public should be able to participate in {R€ program if they wish.

U Should accounts with shares but without a commercial reef fish permit be allowed to
harvest the allocation associated with those shares?

The fishery is still overcapitalized, but it is currently under refinement to a smaitdser of

participants If they were to allow people without a reef fish permit to harvest then the progress
webve made to reduce oV e.rAlavmganyoie withdFQitodish woul d
would definitely increase overcapitalization.

U Should shareholders not actively engaged in fishing be allowed to transfer their shares
and allocation to other shareholders?

Transferability of shares should be market drivBtfembers of the public should be allowed to
buy and sell shares and allocation

Inactive Accounts and Redistribution of IFQ Shares to Address Requlatory Discards

U Should the closure of accounts and redistribution of shares in accounts that have never
been activated in the current system be allowed if the accounts are not active by a
specified date?

IFQ account holders should be contacted about their inactive accdingsgency needs to do
their due diligence and let people know that they have inactive shares

Inactivity may be caused by displacement or disaster so share owoeld Ise given time and
warning before accounts are closed

U Should shares be redistributed from inactive accounts to those with no or small shares
or to new entrants to reduce regulatory discards?

The fish in inactive accounts need to be harvesfeduota bank could be used to address the
issue of dead discard3 he allocation could be distributed to all reef fish permit holders, not just
IFQ share owners

If shares are redistributed they should be given to active sharehotdiensing new entrats

goes against the goal of reducing overcapitalization in the fisfdry program was set up to be

market driven, you can be a new entrant by buying from current sharehdldershe market

based system, itds al r e stdyanewmprogrdamace and t here

New entrants to the program should be consideBsine qualification of what defines a new
entrant would be necessary

Full retention requirements to address regqulatory discards
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U Should the full retention of all commercially caught red snapper be required?

Actions that can prevent fish from being thrown back dead should be considered, on the
recreational side alsorhrowing back perfectly good fish dead makes no sense.

Eliminating the minimum size limit and implementinglftdtention will allow the markebased
system to work to its full potentialt will teach fishermen to fish smarter and more efficiently
Making fishermen keep everything they catch will make them behave more conscientiously

Caps on the Use &tossession of IFQ Shares and Allocation

U Should caps on the amount of IFQ allocation held by and entity be established?

Leave it just like it is It works as a market based system for economic efficiency and changing
the amount an individual can own wdulot necessarily change economic efficiency of the
program Reducing the share cap may increase overcapddiyne voiced any desire for caps
to be put into place.

U Should caps on the amount of IFQ allocation landed by a single vessel be established?

Putting restrictions on an entity who has the capability of harvesting a large amount of fish will
hurt the effort of reducing overcapacity.

Requirements for the Use of Shares and Allocation

U Should useit or lose-it provisions be established?

Leave italone, the current framework is working fin€he beauty of the system is that it is
flexible. One fi sher s boat breaks d.oEwxdusionsaot her
problem for those on the outside, but not for those on the inside of the d§@upr By

restricting brokering, you would be closing the door of opportunity for atfiérere is no

market advantage or biological advantage to do so.

U Should restrictions be placed on the sale of IFQ allocation and shares?

Some people are lorgrm fishermen who are leasing their fish out to others for various personal
reasons, and are not brokers perlseould be difficult to separate the different users and
restrict them

Fishermen find quota if they need it; leasing and brokering when gablgito assist one

another If someone wants to buy quota, they can and, local fishermen help other fishers get
guota to use for bycatchrishermen that have available quota can capitalize on those fishermen
out on the water and have them bring in fshthem as dealers to fill order®ealers hire
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fishermen to fish and can provide them quot a
Fishermen can change behavior to avoid bycatch when no allocation is available.

0 Shoul d -w-oWh & a poae lbevconsidered?

Eliminate the problems for new entrants by offering a loan pragiidme federally backed loan
program for new entrants that was suggested by the AP should move fo@eearsider making

a place in the Federal Registry where fishergemmnregister their right to harvest; they can use

that as collateral to get loanBanks need something to collateraliZéew guys can come into

the system by buying shares and creating histlirgn entity buys allocation, then they could be
enteredmto a sort of lottery program, or some sort of lease to own program to help new entrants
transition in to the programAt some point, new entrants will need to be considered so those
fishermen need to be considered nd@urrent fishermen are getting ofde

Mid-Year Quota Changes

0 Should a portion of sharehol der s’ all ocation
a mid-year quota reduction is expected?

Withholding quota would either create a shortage or a potential end of yeakgluyear

changes up or down are not good for businesdggsiness plans are made at the beginning of the
year. Midyear increases causes a market.gWfith a higher percentage of fish, you have to find

a higher percentage of customeRuctuations are not desiralfter operating a business and
create market inequities and instabilitake end of year quota increases available the next year
on Jan 1'to avoid derby fishing conditiong=or the best benefit of the country, the fishermen
need to know when they carsli.

Get the Council and the stock assessment process in line to set quota at the beginning of the year
rather than allow migear quota changedove data assessments to an earlier time and obtain

real time reporting so managers can make decisionsaaitythe year, rather than making mid

year adjustments.

Council process is inefficient, small shareholders needs the fish as soon as they are.available
Mid-season or not, a small shareholder will take fish whenever they can getAHaminess
planis not as important to small operations.

Enforcement of all Reef Fish Landings

U Should all commercial reef fish vessels be required to haiih, even if they are not
landing IFQ species?

Yes, hailing in for all would give proper notification to l@nforcement and get rid of violators
Everybody with federal reef fish permits should have VMS on board and follow-ismaiil-out
requirement It would increase expenses for law enforcement.
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Additional Issues

The 5year review program should inclegeople with a vested interest.

A water weight percentage should be brought back (ice weitg)and slime weight gain that
causes variances between weight when the fish is being offloaded and weight at the fish house
(about 3%) needs to be considered

Council member and staff:
Robin Riechers

Emily Muehlstein

Karen Hoak

Aransas Pass, TX
March 17, 2015

Program Eligibility Requirements

U Should the future transfer of shares to only shareholder accounts that hold a valid
commercial reef fish permit?

Commercial quota is there to be fished and should be caught to achieve optimurii lyestzhly
fear is that someone could buy up quota withintention of fishing it; protections should be put
in place to prevent that.

Inactive Accounts and Redistribution of IFQ Shares to Address Requlatory Discards

U Should shares be redistributed from inactive accounts to those with no or small shares
or to new entrants to reduce regulatory discards?

Shares from inactive accounts should be available for public purchase or distributed to small
entities rather than large current shareholdéractive shares could be purchased at market
price from a quota Ik

Inactive shares should be put into a quota bdriiey could be used to manage the program
more efficiently, like for discard mortality and better conservation of the resoAtse, they
could be made available for use in pilot programs (i.e., cogiaMeecreational hybrid programs
and research)

U Should future increases to commercial red snapper quota be redistributed to new
entrants or small shareholders?

Increases in quota should benefit current shareholddrs industry already rebuilt theshery
taking on VMS and other burdens, and eventually benefited from those changes making them
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fully accountable, selpolicing, etc Nonaccountable sectors should not benefit with the efforts
from those who were and are accountable.

People who were gnted fish benefited from being granted fish, and commercial fishermen are
not the only folks who should benefit from a rebuilding fishery

Full retention requirements to address regulatory discards

U Should the commercial red snapper minimum size limibe removed, requiring
commercial fishermen to retain all caught red snapper?

Remove minimum size limit for the commercial fishery based on the fact that smaller fish are
targeted When they fish by size selection, they use smaller weaker hooks whiehgargller

fish, and then dead discards become an isByaemoving the size limit, they can use smaller
hooks leaving the larger breeding stock in the water.

U Should the full retention of all commercially caught red snapper be required?

Full retentons eems good as | ong as .iBregdngfislomaybefleir t he
in the water which would be good hrowing back small fish dead is not beneficial.

Full retention may be a bad ide@n the west coast entire fisheries have been caetypkehut

down because of choke specidfsthere is a species or s@ltiocation of a species in a full

retention fishery, and all the allocation gets used up, if you interact with that species, all fishing
stops Full retention program would require ytufully retain the species whose fishery is
completely closed because of the full retention polioye bad move in one day can cause a
huge problem for everybody making it unlawful to fish at all, as in rockfish in California

A full retention progranwould have to be thoroughly vetted, phased in with assinThe
Council might consider making full retention only effective while the commercial season is open
for the specific species is open

Caps on the Use or Possession of IFQ Shares and Adiocati

U Should caps on the amount of IFQ allocation held by and entity be established?

The 6% ownership cap put in place represented the largest harvester at the onset of the program
Social engineering by regulators will not provide better managementihdreé market already

has.

Requirements for the Use of Shares and Allocation

U Should useit or lose-it provisions be established?
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Shares and allocations should remain in the hands of fishermen, but we should not to have 5 or 6
entities owning the wholishery in a monopoly situation.

U Should unused IFQ allocation be allowed to rolbver for use in the following year?

Rollover, if done well, would serve the primary program goals.wrdill-over should be

permitted when a commercial shareholder hasesshat make it impossible for fishing to occur
Council will have to constrain what would constitute an emergency, or restrict number of times a
person could rolbver allocation The rollover should allow fishermen to catch their fish but

not artifidally manipulate the market by withholding quota into the following ydaderby at

the end of the year could be avoided by reducing thewelt quota by a certain percentage,

rather than allowing the entire allocation amount toogkbr.

0 Shoul easem-oWwh” provision be considered?

The guy buying allocation should get credite should not have to be dependent on the seller
indefinitely. Sooner or later, he should get credit for being the fisherman catching the fish
There should be a timenit for selling your allocatioii meaning you can sell you allocation so
many years before you have to sell the shares or harvest them yourself

Use it or lose it, it goes back to regulators being involved in social engine&isigermen
should negotte deals with the share owners, not have the government mandating when a person
should achieve benefitS'hese are private transactions, not governmental regulations.

Mid-Year Quota Changes

0 Should a portion of shar eh @begieningdftheaybaribocat i on
a mid-year quota reduction is expected?

Instead of withholding every year to adjust for catastrophic events, take out quota at the
beginning of the next year; that will meet the program goals far better tharseasion closure
and the loss will be distributed better across all participdhtbere is a stock assessment year is
coming up and people are concerned about a reductiogeaitthere may be a race to fish in

the beginning of the year

Enforcement of all Redfish Landings

U Should all commercial reef fish vessels be required to haih, even if they are not
landing IFQ species?

If hail in/hail out would solve the problem, it should be requir@gerators following the rules
would not have a problem with tilew requirementOperators fishing for other species legally
would not likely have a problem with it eithefhe only people that would object to the new
requirement are likely to be those doing illegal things.
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Only permit holders should weigh in onghssue,otar s 6 opi ni ons shoul dnot

Additional Issues

Inter-sector trading should not be allowed.

Red snapper is rebuilding by using the IFQ progr#ms effective and meeting its goals of
reducing overcapacity, minimizing derby conditionsg aebuilding the resourcé he program
does not need wholesale changes to add in efficiencies and complic@ierharvesting has

not been occurringlmprovements should promote accountability, assist in achieving OY, and
collaboration between useragips New entrants can buy into the program as is, and
management is best left in the hands of the shareholders.

Council member and staff:
Greg Stunz

Emily Muehlstein

Karen Hoak

Mobile, AL
March 17, 2015

Program Eligibility Requirements

U Should the future transfer of shares be restricted to only shareholder accounts that hold
a valid commercial reef fish permit?

No: Fishermen have invested in shares, and need the flexibility, such as in the event of accidents
and other incidents.

Yes Only if you have a commercial reef fish permit should you be able to buy shares, catch,
and land fish.

U Should accounts with shares but without a commercial reef fish permit be allowed to
harvest the allocation associated with those shares?
No:

=

Commerciareef fish permit is needed for landing because they would have VMS and follow
landing proceduresNeed enforcement to sanction poaching vessels

This would allow more commercial fishing participants, and commercial reef fish permits are
under a moratoum.

9 This would open the commercial fishery to recreational participation.

=

U Should shareholders not actively engaged in fishing be allowed to transfer their shares
and allocation to other shareholders?
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Yes Support for a usé or loseit provision [Usereferred to not withholding allocation from
being landed.] Must use the shares you have, or a percentage of the shares.yGatchusy
optimum yield is the goal, so allocation needs to be used.

Inactive Accounts and Redistribution of IFQ Share8ddress Requlatory Discards

U Should the closure of accounts and redistribution of shares in accounts that have never
been activated in the current system be allowed if the accounts are not active by a
specified date?

Yes:

1 But, there is a difference betweaccounts that have never been active and accounts not
being used for a year or twd@hose accounts that have never been active should have shares
redistributed.

1 Notice should be given now that shares in accounts that have never been active will be
redistibuted at the 1gear anniversary of the program.

1 Only for accounts that have never been active or inactive for a decade should redistribution
be considered

U Should shares be redistributed from inactive accounts to those with no or small shares
or to new entrants to reduce regulatory discards?

No:

1 Redistributed shares should not just be given avsareholders earned their fish by
landings history or they have invested in buying shaBegpports redistribution for discards.

1 If additional fees are ewsidered for the commercial sector, consider using value from the
shares to be redistributed from inactive accounts.

1 For redistribution have NMFS establish permit banks to sell allocations to increase cost

recovery funds for law enforcement

Providing fa new entrants is not a concern at this time.

Distribute shares in equal amounts or according to their share percentage, but only among

snapper IFQ shareholderBroviding allocation for red snapper discards in one area means

less allocation and more dads in other areadt may be possible to exchange allocation

between species

Shares should stay within the red snapper fishery.

E

=

Full retention requirements to address regulatory discards

U Should the commercial red snapper minimum size limit be remaad, requiring
commercial fishermen to retain all caught red snapper?

No:

1 There may not be a market for smaller fish.

1 NonIFQ commercial fishermen catch red snapper, ®0, there would not be sufficient
allocation

Yes There is a market for smdish and good prices for them, so support for eliminating

minimum size limit, but not full retention.
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U Should the full retention of all commercially caught red snapper be required?

No:

T Should be fishermendés choice. for what kind o
1 People may not be willing to sell their allocation(s).

Yes Support for the idea but difficult to do.

Caps on the Use or Possession of IFQ Shares and Allocation

U Should caps on the amount of IFQ allocation held by and entity or landed by a single
vessel be established?

No: Opposed to caps on annual allocation for vessels or a single entity.

U Should a cap on the amount of shares or allocation a naeef fish permitted
shareholder may possess be established?

No: This would affect investment in thisliery among related accounts.
Requirements for the Use of Shares and Allocation
U Should restrictions be placed on the sale of IFQ allocation and shares?

Z
@]

1 Selling allocation should be allowed.
1 Selling allocation means the fish still get caugithat des it matter who catches them?

Mid-Year Quota Changes

0 Should a portion of sharehol der s’ all ocation
a mid-year quota reduction is expected?

No:

1 Quota increases and decreases should only happen at the begirthengear Do not allow

a midyear quota increase or decrease, for either the commercial or recreational sectors
Distribution of quota at the beginning of the year only brings stability to the market.

1 Another person agreed, but felt quota changeslgtumeur at the beginning of the year for
the commercial sector, only.

Enforcement of all Reef Fish Landings

U Should all commercial reef fish vessels be required to haih, even if they are not
landing IFQ species?
Yes:
1 Provided the IFQ participants amet charged for it
9 This would protect IFQ program participants.
1 But, this could burden law enforcement resources, so their funding needs to be increased.

Additional Issues
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General comments

1 Happy with current program, so why change it?

1 The discard mblem is because of too many red snapper in certain areas of the Eastern Gulf.

1 None of the proposed changes will help with the program or the recovery of the fishery.

1 To do many of these changes NMFS would need to identify related accounts who are
activelyinvolved in fishing and who are investors.

Council member and staff
David Walker

Ava Lasseter

Charlotte Schiaffo

10 people attended including:
Randy Boggs

Susan Boggs

Miranda Eubanks

Roy Howard

Larry Huntley

Tommy Land

Tom Steber

Brian Swindle

Carolyn Wood
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Panama City, FL
March 18, 2015

Program Eligibility Requirements

U Should the future transfer of shares be restricted to only shareholder accounts that hold
a valid commercial reef fish permit?
0:

zZ

Everyone should hawechance to enter the program
Once you let the public buy shares, no restrictions should be put on their ability to receive
full compensation for the use of their shares
Should require a commerci al reef abfityte h per mit
keep allocation on hand for vessels that offload
1 Requiring shareholders to have a commercial reef fish permit will keep the fish in the fishery,
but that would result in fishermen selling their boats and keeping their permits, resulting in a
de facto fleet reduction
1 The program is working well, so why change it?

ﬁﬁ|

=

Yes:

1 The program is working great, but there are issues that need to be addressed on permit
eligibility.

1 Support the requirement to have a reef fish permit; reducing overgaisaeigoal of the
program, so fleet reduction would be beneficial

U Should accounts with shares, but without a commercial reef fish permit be allowed to
harvest the allocation associated with those shares?
No: Attendees do not support ttsaggestion.

U Should shareholders not actively engaged in fishing be allowed to transfer their shares
and allocation to other shareholders?

Yes:

1 There was support because fish houses need fish for bycatch and small shareholders, and it
would benefit retirig fishermen

1 Leasing helps reduce discards, helps other fishermen, and those who do not hold shares.

Inactive Accounts and Redistribution of IFQ Shares to Address Requlatory Discards

U Should the closure of accounts and redistribution of shares in accotathat have never
been activated in the current system be allowed if the accounts are not active by a
specified date?

Yes: Attendees support this suggestion.

U Should shares be redistributed from inactive accounts to those with no or small shares
or to new entrants to reduce regulatory discards?

Amendment 36A: Modifications to 87 Appendix E. Summary of Scoping
Commercial IFQ Programs Workshops



No:

1 Does not support giving new entrants shares in the red snapper IFQ prdfggaing to
give away shares, put a moratorium on selling shares to anyone.

1 Historical participants should be considered for tistritiution of shares from inactive

accounts.

Yes:

It would help new entrants and small sharehold&teere is a need for small shareholders to
obtain more shares.

Support redistribution of shares for small shareholders to account for regulatory discards.

To do so, set up a pool of fish with the quota from inactive accounts, from which small
shareholders and new entrants can buy sh@B=sed on the Pacific Northwest federal

fishery program.)

Quialifiers for small shareholders and new entrants woulddztfos a federal IFQ bank

Some form of cap needs to be considered on the amount financed to new entrants and small
shareholders.

=

E

= =

Suggested criteria of a new entrant or small shareholder
1 Must have a reef fish permit and would not be allowed to lestse
1T Dondét prohibit a new entrant or small shareh
1 New entrants and small shareholders are those who own shares equal to or less than 2,500
Ibs.
1 Own or lease a fishing vessel, and actively engage in reef fishing for a minin4m of
months.

Full retention requirements to address regqulatory discards

U Should the commercial red snapper minimum size limit be removed, requiring
commercial fishermen to retain all caught red snapper?
No:

1 Sounds like a good idea, but hard to executerapdactical
1 Discard mortality is a byproduct of not having enough allocation.

Yes:

T Eliminate it; there is no biological reason

1 Create a quota bank for fishermen to use for smaller fish that would now be retained, which
would offset and reduce the dead discard uncertainty buffer [that is built into the red snapper
guota]

U Should the full retention of all commercially caught red snapper be required?
No:
1 There would be no way to stay within the available allocatidiscardmortality is a by
product of not having enough allocation.
1 Have tried this in trawling, when fishermen have no control of what is coming over the rail.
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1 Would not be possible if had a choke species closure, where capture of another species is
prohibited

Yes Full retention could work if increase the quota substantially (to 18mp).

Caps on the Use or Possession of IFQ Shares and Allocation

U Should caps on the amount of IFQ allocation held by and entity or landed by a single
vessel be established?
0:
This would negatively affect the market.
Allocation caps would be detrimental to the industry because wholesalers need a reliable,
steady supply of product.
Caps can be circumvented.

= —a | =

=

U Should a cap on the amount of shares or allocation a naeef fish permitted
shareholder may possess be established?

No: Not necessary at this tim&uch a provision could be needed in future, and if so would be
addressed then.

Requirements for the Use of Shares and Allocation

U Should useit or lose-it provisions be estabished?
No: Unless distributed allocation is not being harvested, this is not needed.

U Should restrictions be placed on the sale of IFQ allocation and shares?

No.

U Should unused IFQ allocation be allowed to rolbver for use in the following year?

No:

1 Thiscould complicate the process and harm the market.

1 For conservation reasons, itos okay to | eave
year.

1 This could affect the quota for the following year.

Yes Could establish a provision for peoplewhay al | ocati on (il ease fi
10% of their orboard poundageThose accounts would start with a negative balance at the
beginning of the next year.

0O Shoul d -moWhéapeovision be considered?

No:

1 Concern that shareholders wolle forced to give up their shares

1 Could reduce availability of quota to new entrants and small shareholders because
sharehol ders dondét want to give up shares.
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1 Some of this may already be going on among private entill&#=S should not be a part of
these private business transactions.

Yes: If we could track new entrants or small shareholders leasing allocation, give those who
regularly buy allocation priority access to any new or unused fish that become available.

Mid-Year Quota Changes

0 Shouldapot i on of shareholders’ allocation be
a mid-year quota reduction is expected?

No:

9 This could hurt small fishermen.

T I'f a quota decrease occurs, deduct It from

Enforcement of all Reef Fishaindings

U Should all commercial reef fish vessels be required to haih, even if they are not
landing IFQ species?
No: Recreational sector does not have such a requirement.

Yes:

T But, donodét require reef fish appewdlecdtiens not
Do require them to declare the landing sites.

1 Require a simple landing notification without species information, and then do random
checks insteadThis keeps honest people honest and less honest people a little less
dishonest.

Additional Issues

General comments

The IFQ program has stabilized the fishery.

The current IFQ program is working for now.

No need for Amendment 36, program is working fine.

There would be negative consequences in further micromanaging the fishery.

Price cap®n selling allocation
T Establish a cap to the price of allocat.i
value) of the ewessel price The rationale is it would possibly slow down the people
(brokers) who are buying allocation strictly tee# the allocation to others.
T Could have a problem becawsselpiggou donod
T Opposes putting caps on the sale of allo
the free market and the prices could only be supportedhlyever the leasee is willing to
pay.
1 It hurts everyone if a cap is put on allocation price because it hurts the supply.
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1 Price controls established by the government have never worked.
1 Price controls can be easily circumvented.

Grace period for acquiringilocation

1 If bringing in red snapper without allocation, allow vessels to obtain the allocation to cover
the poundage within a 3fay time limit with a maximum amount of 200ldsf candét obt
allocation, the value of the fish is forfeit and turneérad@ NMFS Limit the frequency this
provision could be usedOr, prohibit a vessel from returning to fish until allocation has been
acquired to cover fish caught on a previous trip.

Council member and staff:
Pamella Dana

Ava Lasseter

Charlotte Schidb

21 people attended including:
Greg Abrams
Walter Akins

Jerry Anderson
Dean Cox

Mike Eller

Frank Gomez
Chuck Guilford
John Harris

H.R. Hough

Gary Jarvis

Bart Niquet

Chris Niquet
Michelle Sempsrott
Russell Underwood
Mike Whitfield
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St. Petersburg, FL
March 24, 2015

Program Eligibility Requirements

U Should the future transfer of shares be restricted to only shareholder accounts that hold
a valid commercial reef fish permit?
No:

=

This item originated from a previous concern f@rablem that has not materialized

Fi shermen were concerned that sharehol ders w
allocation.

1 Realization the fishermen are aging, and after 5 years the fishery opened up, without issue
Changing things around now watd an element of uncertainty into the program.

Status quo adds stability to the program.

Program is a markdiased fishery and is currently reducing overcapitalizatidre program

is working as it should.

The fishermen are seeing problems (bycatcheéngastern gulf) and fixing the problems
themselves They are being proactive (i.e., indussgonsored quota banks have been
established for bycatch)

1 Aslong as the shares are available on the open market, it is accefitdbles not matter

who owrs the shares.

= =

=

c:

Should accounts with shares but without a commercial reef fish permit be allowed to
harvest the allocation associated with those shares?

No:

Allowing someone without a reef fish permit to land allocation makes no.séngeuld be
hard toenforce They would need to have VMS, and all other fishing requiremétnigould
disassemble the whole prograoo confusing To land commercial fish, they would be
required to have everything the commercial fishermen need to have.

Promotes overcatailization.

Does not align with the goals of the program.

Does not align with the purpose and need of Amendment 36.

Provisions are already in place that define a commercial fishing boat.

Reef fish permits are under moratorium for a good reason.

=

= =4 =4 -8 -9

U Should shareholders not actively engaged in fishing be allowed to transfer their shares
and allocation to other shareholders?

Yes:

1 It promotes flexibility in the program and helps people who do not have allocation to be able
to buy it for bycatch purposes.

1 Fishemen depend on people with allocation who
fishing and bycatch.
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If someone is required to fish their allocation, they will do Sben, others will no longer be
able to buy that allocation (Al easeodo) from
1 Businesses have built stable business plans, and if you start to restrict one component of it,
then you hurt the business plan.

InactiveAccounts and Redistribution of IFQ Shares to Address Requlatory Discards

U Should the closure of accounts and redistribution of shares in accounts that have never
been activated in the current system be allowed if the accounts are not active by a
specifieddate?

Yes:

1 Close accounts after a reasonable period of. timéhe interim, distribute the allocation
among the current shareholders proportionat8lyareholders of the inactive accounts would
be notified, but in the meantime, the allocation wouldb®otvasted Distributing the
allocation would make people take action in activating their accounts.

1 Notify inactive account shareholders that shares or allocation will be redistributed to
established industry quota banks.

U Should shares be redistributed fom inactive accounts to those with no or small shares
or to new entrants to reduce regulatory discards?

No:

1 If we are going to define a new entrant, use definition from the loan program.

1 New entrants should not be given preferential treatmRatistribué shares from inactive
accounts proportionately among the grouper IFQ shareholders (assists with bycatch).

Full retention requirements to address requlatory discards

0 Should the commercial red snapper minimum size limit be removed and commercial
fishermen be required to retain all caught red snapper?
0:

z

Keep status quo

Doing both of these together would reduce disca€fsall the suggestions in the document,
these are the only two that reduce discattithis could reduce discards substantially, it
could increase allowable yield by reducing the discard assumption in the assessment process
Current mortality assumption is 20%his proposed mortality assumption is 100%.

Full retention could create problems with SPR.

If you want to decrease discayg®u must promote the transferring of allocation (leasing).
The fishermen are using allocation sparinglfey are using it for bycatch (eastern gulf),
and not for targeting red snappdihey are managing the bycatch.

Yes:

1 For those who want electroneonitoring, full retention should speed up the implementation
process.

dd|
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1 To get rid of discards, every fish caught needs to be landed and~ssiidcaught above
allocation should be kept and sold with the money from the sale of the fish going into a
goverment account The fisherman has 30 days to find allocation with no fine/penéilty
he candét cover the allocation, the governmen
the program or improvements in the program.

1

Caps on the Use or PossessionF@) IShares and Allocation

U Should new caps on the use or possession of IFQ shares and allocation be established?

No:

1 No caps should be establisheMl allocation should be available for sale to fishermen and
getfishedDondét muck up the system.

1 Caps daot promote conservation

Requirements for the Use of Shares and Allocation

U Should useit or lose-it provisions be established?

No:

T Supports being able to use the allocation di
(allocation) to other fishermehat have a reef fish permit.

1T Every year, some allocation is |left on the t

additional restrictions.

U Should restrictions be placed on the sale of IFQ allocation and shares?
No:

=

Investment in the program has béwravy by fishermenWhy should they have restrictions
imposed on them?

It does not help conservation.

It would restrict new entrants and those who are retiring and getting out of the fishery.
A person might have more than one account, and restrictioms wevent him from
transferring allocation between accounts.

= =4 =4

1 It does not align with the goals of the IFQ program.

1 Recent discussions of restricting allocation have resulted in people fishing their allocation
instead of sellingaré 4dfiteadi ofholodbenguslet h
them.

U Should unused IFQ allocation be allowed to rotbver for use in the following year?

No:

1 Allocation must be used by the end of the year or you los¢eiep status quo.

1 Unused allocation build$ié stock for the following year, which increases the qubta 6 s a
good conservation method for the future.

Yes: Banking and borrowing may be an appropriate use for rollover of unused allocation, for the
individual or the fleet as a whole.

i Shoulda“ | ewes®&n” provision be considered?
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No:

T I'f a person was forced to sell their shares
stop selling allocation in order to keep their shares.

1 The government should not be involved in telling individubey have to participate in a
leaseto-own provision The decision should be between the business partners as a private
negotiation.

1 AnIFQ is an economic and conservation tobhis proposal does not promote conservation

and it devalues allocation dshares.

T New entrants have t Newkenirgntsad nbtmeedtheigovarnnieritioe as e 0
intervene for themNo welfare program is neede@overnment loan program would be
acceptable for fishermen or new entrant to invest in the fishery.
Mid-Year Quota Changes
0 Should a portion of sharehol der s’ all ocation
a mid-year quota reduction is expected?
No:

1 This would promote instability in the fishery and in business operations.
1 NMEFS needs to be accountalibr making quota changes before the start of the fishing year.

Enforcement of all Reef Fish Landings
U Should all commercial reef fish vessels be required to haih, even if they are not
landing IFQ species?
Yes.

Additional Issues

General comments

1 Add more species to the IFQ program to generate more cost recovery fees.

1 Raise the crew size requirement for dually permitted vessels.

1 Implement a federally backed program for IFQ share purchases.

1 Establish some type of centralized management account (thadigfhhouse or some
umbrella entity) to hold allocation, and a fisherman can access it to get allocation through the
fish house or entity

1 The Gulf Council should maintain management of the IFQ system and should vehemently
oppose any scheme to takesthuthority away from them.

T Why fix something if it isnb6t broken? Reef

Accounts and allocation

1 Allocation needs to be in the account before the 3 hour noficere are problems in the
system where fish are beiognfiscated and fines levied because allocation is being
transferred after they have given thein@ur notice of hailingn. There needs to be help
with these issues.
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1 Develop a provision to allow fishermen to purchase allocation after landing to ver fi
already caughtFor example, establish a grace period to find allocation needed for their
catch (3 days proposed.) This would provide needed flexibility.

Council member and staff:
John Sanchez

Doug Gregory

Karen Hoak

Ava Lasseter

12 people atterded including:
Glen Brooks
Bill Tucker
Steve Maisel
Jim Clements
Eric Brazer
Brad Gorst
Brian Lewis
Frank Chivas
Joseph Abdo
Cody Chivas
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